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Ontario Pork, 655 Southgate Drive, Guelph, Ontario N1G 5G6 Telephone: (519) 767-4600 Fax:  (519) 829-1769 
Website: www.ontariopork.on.ca 


 
The Honourable Carol Mitchell  
Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 
77 Grenville Street  
11th Floor  
Toronto, Ontario   
M7A 1B3  
 
April 14th, 2010 
 
To The Honourable Carol Mitchell, Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs: 
 
On behalf of Ontario Pork’s Board of Directors, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to 
provide input as you complete your review of the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Tribunal order 
of February 16th, 2010.   
 
Ontario Pork set a Strategic Direction in June 2008, supporting producer choice in marketing, and it 
has consistently maintained this position since then.  After obtaining producer endorsement of the 
2008 Strategic Direction, Ontario Pork also participated fully in both the hearings before the Farm 
Products Marketing Commission and Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Tribunal.   
 
As a result, Ontario Pork has been able to investigate what marketing system will best serve the 
interests of the Ontario pork industry.  Specifically, Ontario Pork has held extensive consultations 
with producer members and industry stakeholders to identify areas of industry consensus.  Results of 
these consultations have been incorporated into the planning of Ontario Pork and are included in the 
proposed plan for the pork industry, which is enclosed with this letter. 
 
This process has resulted in recommendations supported by the producers to reform the industry,   
which will maintain Ontario Pork’s regulatory authority, provide producer choice in marketing, 
protect the industry in times of emergency and allow for the continued leadership by Ontario Pork in 
delivering services that benefit all of the industry.   
      
In order to be fully transparent and to keep producers informed, Ontario Pork intends to share this 
submission with producer members.   Ontario Pork is eager to lead industry reform and it looks 
forward to implementing change with a constructive and forward looking vision. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input into what marketing system will best serve the 
Ontario pork sector.  The Board of Directors and staff of Ontario Pork are available to provide clarity 
or discuss any elements of this report if you so choose. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Wilma Jeffray, Chair, Ontario Pork 








Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the maintenance of regulatory authority.  


 


Rationale:  Maintenance of regulatory authority will facilitate producer choice in marketing while 


providing safeguards to allow for industry organization in the event of a foreign animal disease outbreak 


or other industry crisis, when orderly marketing will be essential.     


 


Some industry stakeholders firmly support the maintenance of Ontario Pork’s regulatory authority.  


Other stakeholders support a dual marketing system wherein market hog sales are not required to 


involve Ontario Pork.   


 


It should be noted that producer choice in marketing is already available to Ontario hog producers 


within the current regulatory environment.  The JRG Hog Marketing and Market Access study found that 


many marketing options and sales channels exist and unrestricted market access is available to all 


Ontario hog producers under the current regulatory structure.  The research also concludes that 


producers are not currently precluded from developing new marketing options.   


Hog Marketing and Market Access Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario, JRG Consulting 


Group, October 2006, page 23, section 3.3, TAB 15.    


 


Ontario Pork’s 2008 Strategic Direction (TAB 19) identified producer choice in marketing as an essential 


component of any plan for the pork industry.  Ontario Pork’s Board of Directors maintains this is a 


critical ‘must have’.  Recognizing that producer opinion was almost divided evenly regarding the extent 


of Ontario Pork’s regulatory authority, the Board of Directors proposed a compromise position that 


provided producer choice in marketing by empowering selling agents or marketers while retaining 


appropriate regulatory authority to manage the industry in times of emergency, such as during a disease 


outbreak.   


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) decision revoked sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 


419, thereby revoking Ontario Pork’s sole authority to market all hogs produced in the province of 


Ontario.  Several appellants to the FPMC decision wanted this marketing authority reinstated while 


other parties agreed with the FPMC decision.  Ontario Pork hosted meetings in an effort to resolve the 


conflict between these two groups of stakeholders with divergent views.  These negotiations resulted in 


the position Ontario Pork presented at the Tribunal hearings:  marketing authority should be upheld by 
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maintaining sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 but a blanket exemption would be offered to allow hog 


producers to market through any means they choose.  In the case of a foreign animal disease outbreak, 


exemptions could be revoked so that Ontario Pork could retain a position of leadership during such 


events.   


 


Currently, Ontario Pork is a member of the National Traceability Committee of the Canadian Pork 


Council and represents the Ontario pork industry in liaising with the Government of Ontario on 


traceability issues.  Ontario Pork has been directly involved in the development and implementation of 


steps to be taken by the Ontario and Canadian pork industry to respond to a foreign animal disease 


(FAD) outbreak, to mitigate the risk of a FAD outbreak and to minimize market access disruption in the 


case of a FAD outbreak.  In the event of an emergency, Ontario Pork’s anticipated role is to be a liaison 


between the Ontario pork industry and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency in controlling the 


movement and coordinating the marketing of hogs in the event of export restrictions resulting from the 


emergency.  It is essential that marketing authority remain with Ontario Pork in order to facilitate the 


leadership position during times of industry crisis resulting from a FAD outbreak.        


 


OMAFRA’s Decision Making Framework for Livestock Border Closures further supports the important 


role Ontario Pork would play in the event of a disease outbreak which is likely to result in a border 


closure.  The report stated that in the event of a foreign animal disease outbreak, “some form of orderly 


marketing would assist the marketplace to operate as normally as possible and ensure everyone has 


access to a market for the benefit of producers and animals.”  Ontario Pork already has the resources in 


place to facilitate orderly marketing and it would therefore be logical and effective for Ontario Pork to 


step in to fill this role.      


Decision Making Framework for Livestock Border Closures, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food 


and Rural Affairs, April 2008, page 33, section 9.5, TAB 24. 


 


As noted above, in the event of an emergency such as a foreign animal disease outbreak, Ontario Pork 


through its regulatory authority could revoke exemptions as necessary and enable the orderly and 


equitable movement of hogs.  Ontario Pork takes the exemption process seriously and maintains that 


the organization would not compromise the exemption process by arbitrarily denying or revoking 


exemptions.  In the past, producers have requested and Ontario Pork has granted exemptions to 


facilitate off‐sort and substandard hog marketing, small packers and processor pilot projects. 
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Nonetheless, Ontario Pork supports working with the FPMC to develop a clear protocol for the 


exemption process to demonstrate to all industry stakeholders that exemptions will not be 


mismanaged.   


 


Ontario Pork viewed its position presented at the Tribunal as middle ground, allowing producers to 


choose their own marketing method while retaining marketing authority in the event it was required in 


times of emergency.  Unfortunately, there was no agreement from the stakeholders to come together at 


that time and the Tribunal hearing ensued.    


 


The Tribunal order upheld Ontario Pork’s regulatory authority under sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 


419.  A blanket exemption would be granted to all producers and those wishing to opt back in to use 


Ontario Pork marketing services would be required to indicate this preference to Ontario Pork. Ontario 


Pork put extensive effort into creating information materials for producer members to notify them of 


changes outlined in the February Tribunal order.  During this process, a notice of election package (TAB 


22) was prepared that asked producers to indicate whether they would prefer to use marketing services 


provided by Ontario Pork under a Marketing Division or stay exempt.  The information package was 


presented to processor partners and a producer focus group to gather comments on the materials 


before final Board of Directors approval.   


 


Producers in the focus group told Ontario Pork that there was confusion on the idea of a blanket 


exemption with the option to opt back in to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division services.  Concerns 


were raised that some producers would not clearly understand that they had to confirm their decision 


with Ontario Pork in order to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division services.  From an administrative 


standpoint, this could result in a disruption of services for non‐responsive producers when Ontario Pork 


ceased settlement for producers who chose to remain exempt.  Further, administrative resources and 


the costs involved in exempting all producers and having some stakeholders opt back in for services 


adds a financial burden to the system.  It became evident through this process that while the end result 


of maintaining regulatory authority while allowing producers to be exempt from marketing regulations 


was satisfactory, the mechanics of getting to the end result of dual marketing were not ideal.         


 


For these reasons, it is Ontario Pork’s preference and recommendation that the integrity of existing 


regulations be maintained.  In this case, sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 would remain in force.  


3 
 







4 
 


Therefore, those wishing to be exempt from these specific marketing regulations would file for an 


exemption.  Ontario Pork currently uses the exemption provision and has exemptions in place to 


facilitate off‐sort and substandard hog marketing, operation of small packers, and pilot projects for 


processors.  There is little concern that Ontario Pork would arbitrarily deny or revoke exemptions, as 


evidenced in the Tribunal order which stated that the Tribunal was “not concerned, given the history of 


this appeal and the industry over the last few years, that Ontario Pork would exercise the exemption 


authority capriciously, in bad faith, or arbitrarily.”   


Decision of Tribunal on Appeals of Commission Decision dated October 6, 2008, February 2010, 


page 27, TAB 21. 


 


However, Ontario Pork still supports working with the Farm Products Marketing Commission to develop 


an exemption process.  An exemption process endorsed by the FPMC will clearly demonstrate to 


industry stakeholders that Ontario Pork cannot arbitrarily decide to grant, refuse or overturn an 


exemption.   


 


It is the recommendation of Ontario Pork that section 5(l) of Regulation 419 remain in force in order to 


retain Ontario Pork’s authority to grant exemptions.  Ontario Pork will work with the Farm Products 


Marketing Commission to define a clear process for granting and revoking exemptions.  The exemption 


process will also clearly define the obligations of producers wishing to be exempt.  These obligations 


would support the recommendations within this document, such as defining what data would be 


submitted for mandatory price reporting and traceability initiatives.      


 


 








  


 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends retaining the power to collect and 


disseminate price information on market hog sales in an aggregate manner.   


Rationale:  There is industry consensus that price reporting will benefit industry stakeholders by 


providing timely and accurate pricing information for use when making business decisions.    


    


 The 2008 Strategic Direction identified price reporting and access to markets as an essential ‘must have’ 


of any plan for the pork industry.  The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) pork decision and 


Tribunal order both confirmed that Ontario Pork should continue to collect and disseminate price 


information on market hog sales in an aggregate manner.  At the Ontario Pork Policy Day in November 


2008 the service of mandatory price reporting was supported by most of the elected producer 


representatives in attendance.  The Hog Industry Advisory Committee (HIAC) formed following the FPMC 


decision also supported mandatory price reporting, agreeing the industry needs a system in place that is 


useful for price reporting.   


 


Price reporting is provided as a service in many jurisdictions throughout Canada and in the U.S.  The U.S. 


system demonstrates the importance of the price reporting process, as federal law has been created to 


compel processors to report prices to the United States Department of Agriculture.  U.S. processors are 


required to report the details of all purchase transactions daily and from this data the USDA compiles 


information to create 12 different reports throughout each day.  This process is costly as well as an 


administrative burden.   


 


Ontario Pork currently manages sales and settlement data for all market hogs in Ontario and therefore 


has access to all pricing information for market hogs in Ontario.  In a dual marketing environment, 


Ontario Pork Universal Services will not have ready access to sales and settlement data for all market 


hogs, so a new mandatory price reporting system is needed.   


 


Ontario Pork’s Board of Directors considered several options before deciding on a process for 


mandatory price reporting.  All options were reviewed and evaluated based on cost to implement and 


maintain, complexity and time required to implement, and how each option met the needs of the 


Ontario pork industry.  Through this process Ontario Pork chose to implement a price reporting system 


that includes information on Ontario, Canadian, and U.S. markets.  Data for U.S. and Canadian prices will 
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be derived from public sources.  Ontario Pork Universal Services will use data reported on Ontario hogs 


purchased by processors and marketers in order to report Ontario‐specific sales data to industry 


stakeholders.  Mandatory price reporting will initially consist of reporting on the sales of all Ontario 


market hogs and will be expanded to include other classes based on industry input.  The process of 


having the processor or marketer of hogs remit mandatory price reporting information is by far the most 


efficient as it utilizes existing systems and this will continue as the primary approach.   


 


Ontario Pork investigated the option of having a third party provide mandatory price reporting services 


for the industry.  Involving a third party proved to be more costly than having Ontario Pork Universal 


Services offer the service directly.  Ontario Pork currently has systems in place to perform mandatory 


price reporting functions, while a third party would be required to build new systems.  Therefore, 


offering mandatory price reporting through Ontario Pork Universal Services was decided to be the most 


cost effective and efficient option.      


 


The reporting framework is underpinned by existing regulatory authority.  In particular, Ontario Pork has 


the authority to require this information in section 4(b) of Ontario Regulation 419.  It is Ontario Pork’s 


recommendation that this regulatory authority be upheld going forward.    


 


During meetings with the HIAC, Ontario Pork heard that maintaining processor confidentiality was of the 


utmost importance for any mandatory price reporting system.  Ontario Pork agrees with this position.   


It is important that the identity of those submitting specific information is confidential.  A system will be 


developed to maintain the security and confidentiality of the information provided. Data will be 


reported to industry stakeholders in an aggregate format in order to maintain individual producer and 


processor confidentiality.  It should also be recognized that the structure of Ontario Pork Universal 


Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division will ensure data submitted to Ontario Pork Universal 


Services is not available to be accessed by the Marketing Division.    Appropriate security will be built 


into computer systems and at no time will the Marketing Division or employees of the Marketing 


Division have access to the data collected to provide mandatory price reporting to the industry.     


 








Ontario Pork’s Submission to the Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 


in Response to the Letter Sent March 17th, 2010 Concerning the Agriculture, 


Food and Rural Affairs Tribunal Order of February 2010 


Introduction  


History and Role of Ontario Pork  
Ontario Pork represents the 2,300 producers who market hogs in the province of Ontario. The Ontario 


Pork Producers’ Marketing Board (OPPMB) was formed after a producer vote held in 1945 showed that 


an overwhelming majority of hog producers in Ontario favoured a producer‐controlled organization.  


The Farm Products Marketing Act provides the legal authority for hog producers to organize and control 


their own affairs through the Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board. The Act and accompanying 


Regulations 419 (Hogs‐Marketing) and 420 (Hogs‐Plan) empowers the Board to market hogs and 


outlines how the Board can go about its business, including elections.  


 


In Regulation 419 the definition of marketing is broadly defined.  In practical terms for the pork industry, 


marketing is composed of three parts ‐ sales (establishing buyer and price); logistics (arranging 


transportation and scheduling); and settlement (payment for hogs).  Ontario Pork operated under a 


single desk auction system with centralized control of the three marketing functions until the early 


1990’s.  At that time marketing shifted to include direct producer‐processor contracts.  In some 


respects, the single desk system for the sales component of marketing ended at this time as producers 


were free to negotiate direct contracts with buyers of their choice.  Ontario Pork retained the authority 


to review contract language and assumed third party status on all direct contracts.   


  


It should be recognized that while the authority to review contract language and third party status 


provides an opportunity for Ontario Pork to work with the producer to ensure they understand the 


terms of their contract, it occasionally leads to issues as the organization is sometimes perceived as 


being accountable for all outcomes in the contract relationship between producer and processor.      


 


Ontario Pork has been perceived by many industry stakeholders as ultimately responsible for all facets 


of marketing because of the organization’s mandate to market all hogs in the province.  In actual fact, 


the organization has little to no control over some factors that influence contract outcomes.   
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It should be recognized that there are three primary selling options under the current marketing system.    


The Pool program offered by Ontario Pork is a bid system wherein producer hogs are sold on the spot 


market to the highest bidder.  Ontario Pork also offers Pool Plus contracts to producers.  Hogs sold on 


the Pool Plus program are shipped under block contracts Ontario Pork has established with processors.  


Finally, direct contracts between producers and processors are available.  Ontario Pork is currently a 


third party signatory to these contracts.     


 


The system used by the industry is not rigorous enough to make either stakeholder to the agreement 


accountable for delivering or receiving all hogs booked under contract.  At times, there was too much 


variance in hog deliveries which caused issues with the Pool (spot market) program.  In times where a 


producer did not deliver all contracted hogs to a processor, Ontario Pork would assume responsibility by 


selling Pool hogs to the affected processor.  In instances where a processor did not accept all of a 


producer’s contracted hogs, Ontario Pork would ensure the producer’s hogs were sold on the Pool 


program.      


  


Ontario Pork has maintained a single desk structure for the other two components of marketing ‐


logistics (transportation and scheduling) and settlement (payment).  This provides efficiencies to the 


system as costs are shared in order to provide these functions to all Ontario hog producers at a 


reasonable cost.     


 


In addition to the marketing functions outlined above, Ontario Pork currently represents and provides 


services to pork producers in many other areas, including consumer education, research, government 


representation, environmental issues, animal care and food quality assurance. Ontario Pork acts as the 


official spokes‐group for the industry and is a source of information about the industry. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Timeline of Events 


Ontario Pork Strategic Direction 
In 2006, Ontario Pork embarked on the preliminary work required to develop its Strategic Direction.  


Ontario Pork’s Board of Directors, as part of the strategic planning process, completed a very detailed 


and extensive industry consultation process called Vision 2010.  Vision 2010 was the name given to a 


strategic planning process at Ontario Pork that helped to guide the organization for the three year 


period beginning in 2008 to 2010.  A key part of Vision 2010 was to gather input from producer 


members and industry stakeholders on key issues affecting the future and long‐term health of Ontario’s 


hog industry.  Several activities were designed to provide every opportunity to producers for input, 


concluding with the widespread distribution of the Vision 2010 Research Summary Workbook.  The 


Ontario Pork Board and staff used the information gathered during the Vision 2010 consultation process 


at strategic planning sessions in 2007.   


 


Here is a summary of the main activities involved in the Vision 2010 consultation process: 


• Two Independent Studies – Ontario Pork Producer Satisfaction Survey (TAB 14) and Hog 


Marketing and Market Access Study (TAB 15).  These two studies began before the start of the 


Vision 2010 process, and became an integral part of the process, and involved focus groups 


and market research with Ontario hog producers. 


• Vision 2010 Research Summary Report (TAB 16) – printed booklet that highlights findings from 


the two studies, and includes 18 suggestions for consideration by Ontario Pork.  The Report 


was mailed to all Ontario Pork producer members and industry stakeholders in November 


2006, including a CD with the two full study reports by Ipsos‐Reid and JRG Consulting Group. 


• Fall Regional Meetings – Ipsos‐Reid and JRG Consulting Group presented summaries of their 


research findings at six regional meetings of producers in November and December 2006.   


• Vision 2010 Research Summary Workbook – printed booklet used to gather detailed insights 


and opinions on 12 suggestions identified in the Research Summary Report, affecting the 


future of Ontario’s hog industry.  Workbooks were mailed to all Ontario Pork producer 


members and industry stakeholders in January 2007.  Completed workbooks were returned to 


Miller Thomson law firm for confidential compilation of feedback.   
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• Regional Open Houses – five special Vision 2010 meetings were held the week of February 19th, 


2007 where research firms Ipsos‐Reid and JRG Consulting Group, and Ontario Pork staff, were 


on hand to answer questions.     


• Ontario Pork Annual General Meeting – one final opportunity for producers and stakeholders 


to provide input, if they had not done so already.   


 


The Vision 2010 consultation and strategic planning process resulted in a Strategic Direction document 


(TAB 18) that was approved by the Ontario Pork Board of Directors.  The Strategic Direction document 


included eight ‘must haves’ (TAB 19), which are essential elements that must be considered and 


included in any Strategic Plan derived from the Strategic Direction.  The eight ‘must haves’ are:   


1. producer choice in marketing;  


2. maintenance of regulatory authority;  


3. code of conduct for licensed selling agents;  


4. price reporting and access to markets;  


5. traceability, food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness;  


6. timeliness and security of payment;  


7. an organizational focus on customer service; and,  


8. Canadian Quality Assurance® (CQA®).   


 


The Strategic Direction was intent on moving the pork industry to a model that provided more producer 


choice in marketing.  This would be facilitated, in part, through the following measures: 


• Ontario Pork would no longer be a third party to all contracts. 


• Ontario Pork would no longer review/approve all contract language. 


• Ontario Pork would provide exemptions to producers on marketing authority.   


 


The Strategic Direction document was included in White Papers (TAB 17) and circulated to producer 


members in mid‐May 2008 for their review and consideration.   On June 11th, 2008, Ontario Pork hosted 


a Policy Day to evaluate producer input in regards to the Strategic Direction.  The Board received clear 


endorsement from elected producer representatives to proceed with developing the details around the 


new Strategic Direction.  Specifically, a motion was put forward at the June 11th meeting stating “Do you 


support the Strategic Direction as presented here today?”  A producer vote indicated that of the voting 


delegates in attendance, 67% supported the Strategic Direction.   
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The June 2008 Strategic Direction document provided high level direction only.  The Board aimed to add 


the detail required to successfully implement the approved Strategic Direction and build a 


comprehensive Strategic Plan by November 2008.   


 


Farm Products Marketing Commission Hearing 
In January 2008, a request was made to the Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) to reconsider 


Regulation 419, Hogs – Marketing.  The FPMC hearing was Ontario Pork’s highest priority in June and 


July 2008, leaving little time to create a Strategic Plan to further develop the concepts contained within 


the Strategic Direction.   A full hearing on hog marketing was held over four days in July 2008.  As a 


result of this hearing, the Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) issued a ruling in 


October 2008 (TAB 20).   


 


Following the FPMC decision Ontario Pork was able to begin developing an Implementation Plan to fully 


realign operational priorities in order to design the new marketing environment within the aggressive 


timelines outlined in the FPMC decision.  The marketing structure and industry environment that would 


result from implementing the FPMC decision was consistent with the end results envisioned by the 


Board of Directors when the 2008 Strategic Direction was put into effect.  As a result, Ontario Pork 


decided not to appeal the decision.  The Board embarked on a new strategic planning process to 


encompass the FPMC ruling and the Strategic Direction endorsed by elected producer representatives at 


the June 11, 2008 Policy Day.   


 


Tribunal Hearing 
Several producers appealed the FPMC decision to the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Tribunal.  Some 


of the appellants called for the continuation of Ontario Pork’s marketing authority, arguing that there 


are provisions to facilitate dual marketing without entirely removing regulations.  Many of the 


appellants voiced frustration about not being given the opportunity to vote on whether Ontario Pork 


would retain the regulatory control to market all hogs in the province.  Appellants also argued that the 


timelines imposed by the Commission for industry change were insufficient to allow for proper producer 


consultation going forward.  Some industry stakeholders sent letters to the Tribunal reinforcing their 


support for the FPMC decision.  These industry stakeholders supported the removal of Ontario Pork’s 


sole marketing authority.   
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A Tribunal hearing took place in November‐December 2009 which provided an opportunity for a review 


of the October 2008 FPMC decision.  At the Tribunal hearing, Ontario Pork proposed maintaining 


sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 while offering a blanket exemption to allow hog producers to 


choose their preferred marketing method.  This would provide Ontario Pork with the ability to revoke 


exemptions in the case of an emergency, such as a foreign animal disease outbreak.  Reinstating Ontario 


Pork’s logistical authority in times of industry crisis would be essential in order to mitigate the effects of 


such an incident on producers and industry stakeholders.        


 


The Tribunal released its decision on February 16th, 2010 (TAB 21) and reinstated Ontario Pork’s 


marketing authority under the Farm Products Marketing Act Regulation 419.  A blanket exemption was 


granted to all pork producers to allow them to market through any method they choose.  Producers 


wishing to use Ontario Pork marketing services were required to indicate this preference to Ontario 


Pork.  


Purpose of this Document 
On March 17th, the Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs sent a letter stating that she will 


review the February 2010 Tribunal order regarding the October 2008 Farm Products Marketing 


Commission pork decision and deliver a conclusion on May 26th, 2010.  The Minister may confirm, vary 


or rescind the whole or any part of the Tribunal’s decision.  She can also substitute any part of the 


Tribunal’s decision with her own decision or require the Tribunal to hold a new hearing to reconsider its 


decision.   


 


The Minister has given the parties to the appeal before the Tribunal an opportunity to make submissions 


to the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs.  The submissions are expected to demonstrate 


which marketing system, single desk or dual marketing, would best protect the interests of Ontario’s 


pork industry and an explanation as to why Ontario should use that marketing system.  The Minister is 


also interested in receiving submissions regarding what changes would be needed to either make the 


existing current marketing system work more effectively or what should be included should she decide 


that Ontario’s marketing policy should move to a dual desk system.  This document is in fulfillment of 


the Minister’s request for submissions regarding the marketing structure for the Ontario pork industry.     
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Proposed Marketing System Structure 
It is recommended that Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board be restructured to form two Divisions, 


Ontario Pork Universal Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  Education and consultation with 


industry stakeholders will be critical for the implementation of this restructuring to Ontario Pork 


Universal Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division.   


 


It is envisioned that Ontario Pork Universal Services will be responsible for providing Universal Services 


to all Ontario swine producers.  Universal Services are the programs and services that all Ontario pork 


producers are entitled to in areas such as research, provincial and national partnerships, business 


intelligence, member relations, crisis management, trade advocacy, risk mitigation, food service, 


consumer relations and value chain coordination.  All producers will support the continued offering of 


services through a license fee contribution to Ontario Pork Universal Services.  Ontario Pork Universal 


Services will consist of four key activity centers:  administration, industry/member services, 


communications, and consumer marketing, with an overall vision of creating excellence and distinction 


in pork. 


 


It is further envisioned that Ontario Pork Marketing Division will be created to offer sales, scheduling, 


transportation, and settlement services to producers.  Ontario Pork Marketing Division will run 


separately from Ontario Pork Universal Services, with operational costs being covered by fees charged 


to the producers who choose to use the service.  However, the budget for the Marketing Division will 


still be published under Ontario Pork. The Division will reside in the same building, but the Marketing 


Division will be responsible for all of its direct costs as well as allocations for shared services, such as 


building usage.  Shared services will be charged based on utilization. Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division 


will have two main activity centers.  One will offer sales, marketing and logistical (scheduling and 


transportation) services while the other activity centre will offer settlement and accounting services.  


Participation in the Ontario Pork Marketing Division is not mandatory.  


 


The following are Ontario Pork’s additional recommendations as to what changes should be included to 


facilitate a move to a dual desk marketing system for the Ontario pork industry.  Rationale as to why 


each change should be incorporated and how this system protects the interests of the pork industry are 


also outlined throughout the document.   
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Ontario Pork recognizes that there will be opportunities and challenges associated with any marketing 


system put in place.  Ontario Pork’ position comes from over 50 years of experience in hog marketing 


and the provision of services to Ontario’s hog producers.  The position identified herein was developed 


from producer consultation, industry stakeholder consultation, research, investigation and the study of 


current market conditions.  Ontario Pork’s history and reputation in the agricultural sector makes it a 


subject matter expert in this topic ‐ it is fully prepared and capable to execute the new marketing 


system as proposed.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







List of Ontario Pork Recommendations  
 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the maintenance of regulatory authority. 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends producer choice in marketing. 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends retaining the authority to offer marketing services, 


including logistics, scheduling, and settlement of payment and to collect a service fee for those services.   


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the licensing of all selling agents/marketers. 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the licensing of all pork producers. 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends a structured approach to the collection of fees for 


Universal Services.  Ontario Pork also recommends the revocation of the exemption for hogs marketed 


for any purpose other than slaughter in section 3 of Regulation 419 so that Ontario Pork will have 


authority to collect a fee on all classes of domestic swine produced in Ontario.   


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends retaining the power to collect and disseminate price 


information on market hog sales in an aggregate manner.   


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends a structured approach to the collection of data to support 


traceability. 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends timeliness and security of payment for producer hog 


sales.   


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the maintenance of section 13 in Regulation 419 that 


provides for the formation of the Hog Industry Advisory Committee.   


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the revocation of the requirement for Ontario Pork to 


review and approve direct supply contracts negotiated between buyers and sellers, however, Ontario 


Pork’s Marketing Division will offer this service to producer members.   
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Summarized Rationale for Ontario Pork’s Recommendations 


 


Ontario Pork supports dual marketing and feels this marketing structure will best serve the interests of 


Ontario’s pork industry.  Specifically, Ontario Pork feels the recommended approach outlined in this 


document will best serve the interests of the industry for the following reasons: 


• It allows for producer choice in marketing. 


• It upholds through regulation the components the industry values as being important, such as 


mandatory price reporting, fee collection, and traceability, including the ability to act decisively 


in the case of an emergency situation of the magnitude of a foreign animal disease outbreak. 


•  It allows commerce to be conducted unfettered. 


• It builds accountability into the industry as a whole as parties are free to choose partners to 


conduct business with.   


• With Ontario Pork not being mandated to market all of the hogs in Ontario, the ability to hold 


another person/organization accountable for individual actions is essentially removed. 


• It allows for continuity in marketing for producers who choose to remain with Ontario Pork’s 


Marketing Division, as their hogs may be sold, transported and settled the same way they are 


currently.   


• The Marketing Division will continue to aggressively market hogs on behalf of producers and 


marketing decisions of the Marketing Division will no longer potentially impact the operation of 


Universal Services.  Ontario Pork Universal Services will have the opportunity to act as a catalyst 


for constant industry progress on many fronts.  This will drive industry competitiveness and 


sustainability for the sector.    
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Ontario Pork DRAFT Notice of Election Package March 2010 


Background Information  
Decision of Tribunal on Appeals of Commission Decision Dated October 6, 2008 


In January 2008, a letter was sent to the Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission to ask for 
reconsideration of the regulations that provide for the marketing powers and authorities of Ontario Pork.  
This prompted the Commission to begin the process of inviting written submissions on the issue, a pre-
hearing and ultimately a hearing.  The following dates indicate the process to date: 


• October 6, 2008 - Commission issued a ruling that required Ontario Pork to submit a plan within 
six months to the Commission detailing its implementation strategy.  Before this could be 
completed, the ruling was appealed by a number of industry stakeholders through the Ministry of 
Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs Tribunal.   


• August 2009 – Tribunal held prehearings.   
• November/December 2009 - The Tribunal called for hearings to take place.  
• February 16, 2010 - After reviewing submissions and hearing evidence, the Tribunal delivered its 


Orders: 
The timeframe for the Order of the Tribunal is as follows: 


• 90 day exemption process from Tribunal Order; 
• 18 month transition period from Tribunal Order: 


o Industry operates under exemption/non-exemption status; 
o Ontario Pork develops future marketing plan; 
o A plebiscite is held on the future marketing plan; 
o The process may be shorter than 18 months; 


• The industry adopts future marketing plan. 
 


Dates of significance: 


May 16th, 2010 – Ontario Pork must have completed a notice of election process with its producers. 


August 16th, 2011 – Ontario Pork must have completed its strategic planning process and governance 
reform and provide to the Commission a set of recommendations for regulatory amendments. 


Order of the Tribunal – February 16, 2010 


Therefore, the Tribunal grants the appeal of some aspects of the Decision and orders as follows:  


1. Sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 will remain in force. 
 


2. A blanket exemption will be granted pursuant to Section 5(l) for all the appellants who are 
producers in their capacity as producers from the operation of Regulation 419, including from 
Sections 5(j) and 9 of the Regulation, insofar as the Regulation relates to control of the marketing 
of hogs, including logistics, scheduling, settlement, and direct supply contract terms. This 
exemption shall be in place for eighteen months from the month of this decision, and renewable 
in 6 month intervals thereafter if necessary. All other Ontario producers besides the appellants 
will also be exempted through section 5(l), subject to paragraph 3 below. 
 


3. Ontario Pork will provide a notice of election to all producers so that those producers who do not 
wish to be exempted from sections 5(j) and 9 can advise Ontario Pork of their choice. These 
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4.  producers will be subject to sections 5(j) and 9 of the Regulation pending Ontario Pork's 
completion of its strategic planning and reform initiatives, at which time the need for and 
implementation of exemptions will be reconsidered if necessary. Those who choose to be subject 
to sections 5(l) and 9 will not be permitted any subsequent exemption prior to 18 months from the 
month of this decision. The notice of election process will be completed within three months of the 
month of the issuance of this decision. 
 


5. Ontario Pork will continue with the strategic planning and governance reform initiatives that it has 
already commenced, and by no later than eighteen months from the month in which this decision 
is issued shall:  


A. complete the strategic planning process contemplated by the June 11, 2008 Policy 
Day White Papers. Among other topics, Ontario Pork will address: 


a. the need, if any, for mandatory marketing powers; 
b. how to establish additional marketing choices while maintaining equitable market 
access for producers; 
c. how to license producers for the purposes of collecting a fee to support the 
provision of industry services, and to define what services will form the basis for a 
fee. 


B. complete the review of and establish a new structure for Ontario Pork's governance; 
and  
 


C. undertake a plebiscite or similar process to ensure that all producers are given an 
opportunity to participate in the final decision making on changes to Ontario Pork's 
governance and on the strategic plan. 


5. Ontario Pork will continue to provide marketing services for all producers who are not exempt. 
Ontario Pork may supply marketing services for exempted producers, provided that these 
exempted producers as a condition of first obtaining these services consent to revocation of their 
exemption until completion of the process contemplated in paragraph 4, after which they will be 
subject to any restrictions or rules regarding exemptions then in place. 


6. Ontario Pork will have the power to collect and disseminate price information on market hog sales 
in an aggregate manner. 
 


7. The exemption for hogs marketed for any purpose other than slaughter in Section 3 of Regulation 
419 is hereby revoked so that Ontario Pork will have authority to collect a fee on all classes of 
domestic swine produced in Ontario.  
 


8. The Commission will appoint a new Chair of the Hog Industry Advisory Committee. The structure 
of the Committee as set out in section 13 of Regulation 419 will be maintained, but the Committee 
may seek input from other stakeholders and industry members in considering the issues 
regarding the health of the hog industry as a whole. Ontario Pork will report to the Committee 
periodically on its progress under paragraph 4 and seek input from the Committee as it 
undertakes its planning and governance reform projects. 
 


9. At the conclusion of the 18 month period referred to above, Ontario Pork will provide to the 
Commission a set of recommendations for regulatory amendments necessary to implement its 
strategic and governance reform plans and addressing the issues set out in paragraph 4 above. 
 


10. The Tribunal can be contacted in writing in the event any part of this Order requires clarification to 
be implemented. If contact is required, the party contacting the Tribunal will provide a copy to all 
parties to the appeal of its request for clarification.  
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On February 16, 2010 the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal delivered its 
decision on the Appeals of the Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission decision, dated October 6, 
2008, regarding Ontario Pork’s marketing authority.  
 
Universal Services are provided to all hog producers in the province of Ontario. Ontario Pork will collect a 
universal service fee from every producer on each hog.  In Ontario, this fee will largely be collected by the 
processors who will be sending data and fees to Ontario Pork, however, it is still the responsibility of the 
individual producer to ensure that his/her service fee is remitted.  For producers shipping hogs outside of 
Canada, it is his/her responsibility to remit the appropriate service fee. 
 
Universal Services are those programs, activities and initiatives that not only benefit the individual 
producer, but contribute to the betterment of the Ontario hog industry overall. These are services that 
require interaction with government, processors, retailers, other industry associations, rural and urban 
neighbourhoods and the general public. 
 
 
Service Fee [Call Out Box] 
 


A service fee is a dollar amount that is collected from each hog that is sold in the province of Ontario.  
Under regulation 419, Ontario Pork has the ability to collect a service fee from each producer to provide 
the Universal Services as described in this brochure.  Beginning May 17, 2010, the service fee collected 
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for Universal Services is $1.00Cdn and will be collected initially on market hogs.  This is a mandatory fee.  
Eventually the collection of a service fee will be expanded to include all types of swine. 


 
Page 3 


Activity Centres 


Finance and Administration 


Industry/Member Services 


Communications 


Consumer Marketing 


 
Activity Centres 


Board Secretariat 


This governing body has two main functions.  Its primary task is to set policy and to provide staff with 
direction on Ontario Pork’s operations and services.  Secondly, the board acts as the ambassador for 
Ontario’s pork producers.  In this capacity, it becomes involved in a broad range of issues such as animal 
care, international trade, environmental management and agricultural and consumer education. 


Communications 
The Communications activity center will be responsible for corporate website management, media 
relations, lobbying, regulatory input and development, and issues management such as animal care, 
environment, food safety and agriculture education and awareness. 


Consumer Marketing 
The Consumer Marketing activity center is primarily responsible for consumer website management, pork 
promotion, advertising, developing partnerships with processors, food service operators, retailers and 
foodies, product development, and providing technical support and information to processors, retailers, 
health professionals, food editors, writers and restaurant operators. 


Finance and Administration 
This activity center will primarily handle administration issues such as regulatory enforcement and 
licensing.  It will also handle the financial aspects of the business, such as auditing, general operational 
financing (e.g. banking, accounts receivable, accounts payable, taxation, payroll), and collecting and 
recording service fee contributions from producer members.     


Industry/ Member Services 
This activity center will be responsible for mandatory price reporting, market outlook, field services, 
database management, benchmarking, safety nets, traceability, Canadian Quality Assurance®, Animal 
Care Assessment, research and emergency planning.  


 
Services Provided by Ontario Pork to all Producers 
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Animal Care 


Ontario’s hog herd exemplifies excellence in herd health and enjoys free access to many foreign markets.  
It is widely recognized for its elite health status.  Herd health strategies have moved from treatment to 
prevention and even eradication of disease.  Not only are producers conscious of health strategies, but 
also of nutrition, genetics, housing and transportation practices.  Ontario’s hog producers’ commitment to 
efficient production secures their position as suppliers of cost-competitive, top-quality hogs.  Animal 
health and care improvements continue to move the industry forward.  Services include: 


• Administering the national Animal Care Assessment program; 
• Responding to and mitigating animal welfare issues by ensuring animal welfare best practices are 


available and are being used by producers; 
• Ensuring that swine research advances the industry; 
• Working with processors and retailers to stay ahead of trends and advance pork quality through 


genetics and animal care; 
• Ensuring that Ontario’s hog industry is represented in government regulations including the 


Animal Health Act; 
• Fostering relationships with the Ontario Farm Animal Council to ensure that the hog industry is 


kept informed and represented with all livestock commodities on animal welfare issues. 
 


Canadian Quality Assurance® 


The Canadian Quality Assurance program is a national on-farm food safety program that helps assure 
customers at home and abroad that pork produced in Canada is safe. The program provides a 
mechanism for producers to demonstrate their implementation of sound production practices that promote 
safe food production.  The CQA program is developed and governed by the Canadian Pork Council 
(CPC).  Ontario Pork Universal Services administers the program for the province of Ontario.  Services 
that producers receive include: 


• Database hosting for Ontario swine producers and premises registered in the CQA program; 
• CQA validation report review and approval and issuing CQA certificates for producers; 
• Renewal date tracking for producers – provide notices of renewal, overdue, and expiry to 


producers; 
• Provision of technical support and advice to producers and Validators on CQA program details 


and requirements; 
• Provision of CQA program and standard updates to producers and Validators; 
• Managing complaints and appeals related to CQA policies and regulations; 
• Administering Animal Care Assessment Program in conjunction with CQA; 
• Providing representation on the National CQA Advisory Committee; 
• Resolving on-farm food safety issues. 


 


Communications and Public Relations 


The Communications department is responsible for conveying industry news, developing and distributing 
press releases, coordinating events, creating presentations, managing the corporate website, media 
relations, lobbying, regulatory input and development, and issues management such as animal care, 
environment, food safety and agriculture education and awareness.  Services that producers will receive 
are: 
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• Developing and distributing press releases; 
• Designing and creating print and electronic materials; 
• Provisioning of daily information updates; 
• Commissioning of reports; 
• Maintaining corporate website; 
• Delivering and hosting events: Annual General Meeting, Policy Day, and extension events; 
• Writing and editing publications: Councillor Notes, Resolutions, White Papers, Reports, Better 


Pork subscription, Pigs Pork and Progress, Hog Inventory Report and Hog Marketing Newsletter 
published quarterly in Better Pork; 


• Provisioning of learning opportunities for producers:”Speak Up Team” (government and/or 
specialized area of agriculture), media training; 


• Managing farm education programs – Pig Mobile, school/classroom. 
 


Consumer Marketing 


Consumer Marketing is primarily responsible for all public, media and producer relations, as well as 
advertising, promotion and educational programs designed to maintain and increase the consumption of 
pork in the Ontario marketplace.  Pork is a product that appeals to a diverse audience. Tactics supporting 
consumer relations are advertising, consumer website, promotion, fostering relationships with foodies, 
food service and retail, sponsorship, product development, demographic studies and market studies.  


Food Service – Consumer Marketing partners with processors and distributors to heighten the demand 
for pork and to develop the pork category in the food service industry.  Tactics supporting this initiative 
include advertising, promotion, and partnering with “foodies”.   


Retail - Consumer Marketing partners with processors and retailers to enhance the pork category at the 
retail level.  Tactics supporting the retail initiative are advertising, promoting, and partnering with 
innovative companies.  Services include: 
 


• Developing and purchasing advertising; 
• Development and creation of press releases; 
• Fostering media relationships; 
• Designing, writing and distributing consumer newsletter; 
• Maintaining  consumer website;  
• Developing recipes; 
• Designing and writing recipe cards, booklets; 
• Developing and/or providing food safety materials; 
• Commissioning research and reports focused on tactics that will increase consumption and/or 


value of pork products;  
• Building relationships with food service operators and retailers; 
• Provisioning of incentive programs for food service operators and retailers; 
• Developing community relationships through cooking demonstration and education opportunities.  


 


Environmental Resources 


Ontario Pork Universal Services works to champion industry-related efforts that position the pork industry 
as committed to environmental stewardship.  This involves proactively addressing environmental issues in 
a timely manner, ensuring environmental legislation affecting the pork industry is equitable as well as 
science-based and outcome-based and to direct scientific research into creating positive impacts on the 
environment.  Ontario Pork Universal Services works with stakeholders to ensure that they are aware of 
their responsibilities under environmental regulations.  Additionally, working with stakeholders helps to 
ensure that Ontario Pork Universal Services is knowledgeable of the positions of other stakeholders 
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regarding environmental issues so these priorities can be reflected in discussions and lobbying with 
government regarding new and existing regulations.   Environmental services that Ontario Pork Universal 
Services oversees include: 


• Provisioning of biosecurity training and support to stakeholder groups; 
• Provisioning of options for producers to manage their farms in an environmentally sound manner 


including the implementation of nutrient management plans; 
• Developing protocols to increase energy efficiency and minimize environmental risk for on-farm 


buildings including  heating, ventilation and air conditioning and building codes; 
• Mitigating disasters and emergencies including fires and manure compromises; 
• Provisioning of production strategies that will ensure the continued availability of a favourable 


resource base for hog production in Ontario, while fully respecting our society’s expectation of 
protecting land, air and water.  


 


Government Relations 


Ontario pork producers have a broad array of public policies, government programs, regulations and laws 
that affect their success as pork producers. These include programs to support the financial viability of 
their farms, regulations regarding nutrient management and clean water and regulations that control 
livestock welfare and health.  Consequently, Ontario Pork Universal Services carries out an ongoing 
government relations program to ensure that producers’ interests are protected and views taken into 
account by policy makers. 


In addition to issues and government policies that directly impact pork producers, there are many other 
issues that impact upon agriculture as a whole and therefore impact on every pork producer in some way. 
These include issues such as international trade, energy policy and climate change policy. As well, more 
than one level of government is often involved on each issue.  Ontario Pork Universal Services must 
therefore lobby many levels of government from the local level to the provincial and federal levels of 
government. Services provided will be: 


• Providing regulatory input and development of policies, programs and regulations; 
• Lobbying to influence government to move in a certain direction on existing and upcoming 


legislation with a view to maximizing competitiveness; 
• Investigating national and provincial programs to ensure that the hog sector in Ontario is on a 


level playing field with other similar organizations; 
• Meeting with policy makers and government officials to educate and inform them of the important 


issues affecting the swine industry. 
 


Information Systems 


Ontario Pork Universal Services maintains a sophisticated information technology system to enable 
information transfer among all producers, partners and customers.  A Hog-Allocation Management 
System (HAMS) manages system hog flow using individual producer numbers to track data.  Information 
from the HAMS system enables producers to retrieve their reporting data.  Services include: 


• Maintaining and upgrading of HAMS; 
• Provision of technology support to Ontario Pork staff and Board members; 
• Maintaining servers and software and providing support to enable web, email and accounting 


functionality. 
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Market Development and Trade 


Exports are a vital component to Ontario’s pork industry.  Trade advocacy involves working to ensure that 
markets remain open to Ontario live feeder pigs and hogs as well as pork products.  Ontario Pork 
Universal Services conducts its own trade advocacy function and works with trade advocacy initiatives on 
a national level.  Two main issues affecting the trade advocacy function currently are U.S. County of 
Origin Labeling (COOL) and monitoring the threat of a trade action from the U.S. pork industry.  Trade 
advocacy can be broken into several components and services:   


• Researching and monitoring to identify industry threats and opportunities;  
• Communication and education to ensure producers and stakeholders are kept up-to-date on 


events; 
• Educating the media to bring issues into the spot light;  
• Issues management to mitigate risks and explore opportunities; 
• Lobbying government for changes in policy position.   


 


Member Relations/County Association Support 


Member Relations consists of keeping producer members of Ontario Pork Universal Services engaged 
and informed of issues that affect their business.  Field representatives and staff attend county and 
regional meetings to provide information and feedback directly to producer members.  Field 
representatives have a broad range of knowledge regarding the initiatives being undertaken by Ontario 
Pork Universal Services and of the industry programs available for pork producers.  Producers may also 
arrange to meet one-on-one with field representatives for more detailed information sessions.  Services 
include: 
 


• Attending and providing support and information for producer meetings;  
• Communicating important information, events and activites via the website, e-mail, direct mail, 


media and newsletters;   
• Providing producers with notices and information relating to government programs, pricing, 


upcoming meetings, and other issues that may have a direct impact on the way these individuals 
conduct business;   


• Providing field service/on farm support;  
• Managing the producer database. 


 
 
National Partnerships 


Many national issues require Ontario Pork’s Universal Servicesto work closely with the Canadian Pork 
Council and other provincial pork organizations.  National partnerships provide an opportunity for 
provincial organizations to share resources to the benefit of the national pork industry.  National issues 
include:  traceability, Canadian Quality Assurance (CQA®) Animal Care Assessment, trade, research and 
safety nets.  Services include: 


• Participating in national committees, which may involve preparing background materials, taking 
part in conference calls and travel to meetings in other jurisdictions;   


• Ensuring that senior staff and Board members are kept current on the recent decisions and 
activities of these national committees;   


• Communicating national programs and activities to Ontario’s producers.    
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Provincial Partnerships 


Ontario Pork Universal Services has formed partnerships with various provincial agriculture organizations.  
These provincial partnerships provide a forum for working on common issues and sharing resources that 
benefit the pork and agriculture sectors in Ontario.  This also helps Ontario Pork Universal Services to 
reduce its costs.  Partnerships include: 


• Ontario Farm Animal Council (OFAC), Ontario Farm Environmental Coalition (OFEC), 
Ontario Pork Grading Authority (OPGA), General Farm Organizations (GFO), Ontario Pork 
Industry Council (OPIC), Ontario Livestock and Poultry Council (OLPC), On Trace Agri-food 
Traceability, Ontario Agri-Food Education (OAFE) and Ontario Independent Meat Processors 
(OIMP). 


 


Regulatory Affairs and Enforcement 


Ontario Pork Universal Services manages the regulatory process under the Ontario Farm Products 
Marketing Commission and ensures that all activities are compliant with the Farm Products Marketing Act.  
This also includes appropriate processes are in place for the Board of Directors to make motions and 
appropriate regulations are being implemented.  Services include: 


• Provisioning of resources and support to counties and districts for meetings, elections and policy 
development; 


• Provisioning of field enforcement resources to monitor border crossings and investigate producer 
complaints as they relate to the Farm Products Marketing Act; 


• Licensing assemblers, transporters and small abattoirs. 
 


 


 


Reporting 


Carcass Benchmarking 
 
A database of Ontario hog carcass information is maintained by Ontario Pork Universal Services 
based on the information it receives from processors.  This benchmark provides an opportunity 
for pork producers to gauge their hogs against the Ontario industry average in areas such as 
weight, fat, muscle and trim demerits.   
 
Mandatory Price Reporting 


Ontario hog processors are required to submit pricing and grading information for Ontario hogs 
processed by their plants as part of mandatory price reporting.  Ontario Pork Universal Services 
is responsible for collecting and storing data streams from processors which include pricing, hog 
volumes, and average weight, fat and muscle measurements. Pricing and grading information is 
reported in aggregate form to producers and industry stakeholders via the Ontario Pork Universal 
Services website and other media outlets.   
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Research 


Ontario Pork Universal Services funds research to create an advantage for producers and has supported 
research on herd health, food safety, nutrition, reproduction, animal welfare, social (demographic) trends, 
product innovation and the environment.  This is done with a balance of long and short term basic and 
applied research.  It is critical that the industry continue to progress and a strong research base is an 
essential component.  Services that Ontario Pork Universal Services provides: 


• Administering research program – call for proposals, application and peer review,  research 
committee management, funding allocation; 


• Ensuring research topics are submitted for developing articles in Pigs, Pork and Progress; 
• Administering grant applications for research funding – managing deadlines and milestones; 
• Accounting for the producer scientific research and experimental development investment tax 


credits; 
• Provisioning of demographic and market studies; 
• Fostering relationships with funding partners; 
• Advancing product development. 


 


Risk Management and Safety Net Programming  


To guard against farm income fluctuations resulting from crop failure, production problems and world 
market volatility, farm income protection and risk management programs have been developed by the 
federal and provincial governments.  The role of Ontario Pork’s Universal Services  is to ensure that 
Ontario’s hog producers are being represented in the development of various government programs. This 
includes advising the government about program deficiencies and helping government agencies define 
and create programs that will work for all Ontario hog farmers.  
Services include: 


• Working directly with the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs and Agricorp staff 
on issues relating to safety net program implementation and program participation.  


• Communicating with other commodity groups through the Ontario Agricultural Commodity Council 
(OACC). OACC also makes recommendations to the Ontario Minister and their recommendations 
can carry the weight of a united front of many commodity boards and industry groups.   


• Advancing Ontario Pork’s Universal Services position to Agriculture Canada and the Federal 
Minister of Agriculture through the Canadian Pork Council.  


 


Traceability  


The industry is working towards the development and implementation of the National Hog Identification 
and Traceability System for the Canadian Swine sector.  The three fundamentals of a Canadian Swine 
Traceability System involve:  1) the identification of farms, 2) the identification of animals, and 3) the 
tracking of animal movement.  Ontario Pork Universal Services is responsible for implementation of the 
Canadian Swine Traceability System in the province of Ontario.  Services include: 


• Maintaining and updating swine premises information in Ontario including land owner and contact 
information, barn capacity, and producers shipping from premises; 


• Verifying and registering of new premises or those not previously registered; 
• Administration and allocation of national slaughter tattoos for Ontario premises; 
• Uploading premises and tattoo information to the National Swine Traceability database so it can 


be used in issuing national id tags and tracking of animal movement; 
• Collecting data of last farm of origin to slaughter information for inclusion in the national database; 
• Provincial representation on the CPC Traceability Committee to help develop policy, as well as 


implement national initiatives in Ontario. 
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Marketing Division Defined 


On February 16, 2010 the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal delivered its 
decision on the appeals of the Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission decision, dated October 6, 
2008, regarding Ontario Pork’s marketing authority. 
 
Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division is available for those producers who have signed the Notice of Election 
form indicating his/her choice to have Ontario Pork market and settle their hogs effective May 17th, 2010.  
The Board of Directors set a marketing service fee of .65 cents to be collected on each hog from 
producers who have elected to be part of Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division.  This fee is collected by 
Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division Settlement and Accounting department.  
 
Marketing services are those programs, activities and initiatives that enable an Ontario hog producer to 
get his/her market hog from farm to processor through the transactions of selling, scheduling, transporting 
and arranging for processing. These are services that require interaction with producers, processors, 
transporters and assemblers. 
 
 
 
Service Fee 
 
A service fee is a dollar amount that is collected from those producers who choose to market his/her hogs 
through Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division.  The Marketing Division service fee is .65 cents.  Producers 
who have signed the notice of election form by May 17th, 2010 indicating his/her choice to have Ontario 
Pork market and settle his/her hogs will have .65 cents collected on each hog.  This fee is collected by 
Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division Settlement and Accounting activity centre.   
 


Activity Centres 


Sales, Marketing and Logistical Services 


The Sales, Marketing and Logistical Services activity centre is responsible for organizing hog shipments 
to the marketplace, effectively assembling the right number of hogs and delivering them to the right 
processing facilities at the right time.   
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Settlement and Accounting Services 


The Settlement and Accounting Services activity centre is responsible for payments to producers, 
transporters, and assemblers.  


 


Services 


Customer Service 


• Processor and customer relations – The Marketing Division is focused on customer 
service.  To that end, maintaining positive relationships with processor and producer 
customers is essential. 


• Communication with members regarding membership, meetings, complaints and 
compliance issues – Communication with producer members is critical.  The Marketing 
Division hosts meetings with producers as required.  Day-to-day operations include 
contact with producers to ensure any complaints, such as settlement issues, are 
remedied promptly.    


 


Credit Risk Assessment  


The Ontario Pork Marketing Division evaluates the credit of processors on behalf of producers.  This is 
managed either through an assessment of the financial statements of the processor or a Letter of Credit 
signed to Ontario Pork for an amount equal to the maximum value of four days purchases.  This process 
puts a certain amount of control and assurance around receivables for producer members and provides 
reasonable security that the processors are able to pay for the hogs they purchase.   
 


Information Systems 


Online Information Network Knowledgebase (OINK) – Only Ontario Pork Marketing Division members 
have continued on-line access to grading information for sales after May 17th, 2010.  Additionally, 
members of the Marketing Division have access to various reports in OINK that are not offered to the 
industry at large.  All producers have access to their historic data on OINK.  


 
Logistics 
 
Logistics is responsible for organizing hog shipments to the marketplace, effectively assembling the right 
number of hogs and delivering them to the right processing facilities at the right time.  Services include: 


• Coordinate booking and delivery of hogs – The Division continually works with 
processors and transporters on behalf of producer members to coordinate delivery 
schedules. 


• Freight rate calculation – The Division negotiates with transporters to determine freight 
rates.    
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Marketing Options 


• Pool  Sales – The Marketing Division will continue to offer Pool hog sales.  Hogs sold on 
the spot market are designated as Pool hogs.  No contract is required for Marketing 
Division members who choose to sell through the Pool. 


• Pool Plus Sales – The Marketing Division will continue to offer Pool Plus agreements to 
producer members.  Pool Plus is made up of hogs sold through block contracts Ontario 
Pork Marketing Division holds with processors.  Those who wish to sell through Pool 
Plus must sign an agreement indicating the volume of hogs they intend to ship.   


• Direct Contract Arrangements – Ontario Pork Marketing Division offers contract 
services to producer members, including settlement, reviewing contract language and 
working with the producer throughout negotiations to ensure the producer is signing a 
competitive contract.   


• Forward Pricing Contracts – Forward Pricing Contracts are available to producer 
members who settle all of their hogs through the Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  A 
Forward Pricing Contract is a firm agreement between the producer and Ontario Pork for 
delivery/receipt of an agreed number of hogs in a specific month to be priced at a 
contract price with a basis adjustment to be applied on the date of delivery.  


 


Reports 


• Carcass Grading – Carcass grading information is available to producer members on 
OINK.  Grading data includes the number of hogs, index, fat, muscle, yield and weight 
measurements.  


• Pricing information – Ontario Pork Marketing Division provides producer members with 
a broad range of pricing data. 


• Hog value analysis – Marketing Division members are provided with detailed 
breakdowns of hog value upon request.  Working in partnership ensures that a producer 
is meeting the grading requirements that provide the biggest return to the producer.  Hog 
value analysis helps identify where producers’ hogs are grading on the appropriate 
grading grid and identify opportunities for hog value to be increased.    


 


Risk Management Services 


Risk management services are provided to producer members who settle all their hog shipments 
through the Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  The Forward Pricing Program retains the same format, 
offering producers the opportunity to contract hogs at a specific price for a specific timeframe in the 
future.  Hog prices fluctuate based on various market conditions and by setting a base price through a 
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forward contract, producers can be protected if the hog price falls lower than their contracted base 
price net of basis.   


Producer members have the option to receive a daily e‐mail of Ontario Pork Marketing Division Forward 
Contract Prices.  These prices can give an indication of where the market will be at a specific time in the 
future, which some producers may use for budgeting purposes. 
 


Settlement Services 


Settlement Services keeps detailed records and maintain current files on producer member transactions 
such as hog numbers, prices, shipment dates and transporters.   


Services include: 


• Issue member cheques and statements – Cheques and statements are issued to producer 
members for all hog sales settled through the Marketing Division.      


• Annual shipment statements – Statements showing yearly hog shipments are made 
available to producers who are members of the Marketing Division.   


• Assembler, trucker and transporter settlement – The Marketing Division, on behalf of 
producers, deducts and pays any fees relating to assembly and pickup during the settlement 
process.  Freight payments to transporters continue as a part of settlement. 


• Third party assignment – Payments can be made on behalf of producers to the appropriate 
third party.   


 


Conditions 


• Producers must complete a Notice of Election form indicating their preference to have their hogs 
marketed and settled through Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division by May 16th, 2010 


• If a completed Notice of Election form indicating a producer’s preference to have his/her hogs 
marketed and settled through Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division has not been received, that 
producer’s hogs will not be settled through Ontario Pork as of May 17, 2010. 


• Producers must stay with Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division for 18 months (August 16th, 2011) 
after the agreement is signed; 


• If a producer has chosen to be exempt initially and wishes to become an Ontario Pork Marketing 
Division member, he/she may complete a notice of election form indicating their preference to 
have their hogs marketed and settled through Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division within the 18 
month period and he/she cannot be exempt again.  Notice of election forms can be obtained by 
contacting Ontario Pork Universal Services Member Relations at 1-877-668-7675. 
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Questions and Answers 


General 


 
Q: What is the service fee for Ontario Pork Universal Services? 


A: The Ontario Pork Board of Directors has set the service fee for Universal Services at 1.00 dollar and 
the service fee for the Marketing Division at .65 cents. 


Q: What is the service fee for Ontario Pork Marketing Division? 


A: For producers who choose to use the Ontario Pork Marketing Division services they will pay .65 cents 
per hog. 


Q:  How will the information required for fee payment be sent to Ontario Pork Universal Services? 


A:  Ontario processors have committed to send information required for service fee payment and the 
service fee for hogs processed at Ontario and Quebec plants.  Producers shipping to the United States 
are required to submit fees to Ontario Pork Universal Services directly.   


Q: Did you consider fee-for-service? 


A:  The current decision by the Tribunal stipulates how fees will be collected and it does not consider 
fee-for-service.  In Ontario Pork’s longer term plan it may be a consideration.  


Q: Will a Universal Service fee be applied to weaners, sows and boars? 


A: The ability to collect fees on all animals was reaffirmed through this decision.  Ontario Pork will 
conduct a phased-in approach to collecting a universal service fee on weaners, sows and boars. 


Q: What Universal Services will a producer receive for 1.00 dollar? 


A: All producers will receive services that not only benefit the individual producer, but contribute to the 
betterment of Ontario’s hog industry overall.  These are services that require interaction with 
government, processors, retailers, other industry associations, rural and urban neighbourhoods and 
the general public.  Some of the services include: 


• Animal Care 
• Consumer Marketing,  
• Environmental Resources 
• Government Relations 
• Reporting  
• Traceability  
• Research   
For a complete list of services, please refer to the Universal Services booklet. 


 
Q: Will there be an accounting mechanism in place to keep separate records for Ontario Pork 


Universal Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division?  


A: Yes, all direct Ontario Pork Marketing Division expenses will be charged to separately maintained 
accounts. 
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A: Q: What is a notice of election? 


A: The third Order of the Tribunal stipulates that Ontario Pork provide a notice of election to all 
producers.  This is meant as a notification to all producers to declare their choice as to whether they 
want to market their hogs through Ontario Pork or remain “exempt” and seek other options.  


Q: Do producers have to respond to the notice of election? 


A: Yes, this process will require cooperation from all stakeholders in order for a smooth transition on 
May 17th, 2010.  Ontario Pork wants to ensure that all producers have reviewed and understand the 
documents and will be communicating several times until producers have responded to confirm their 
exempt or non-exempt status. 


Q: What do the exemptions mean? 


A: -  Exemption means that producers do not market their hogs through Ontario Pork – no sales, 
 settlement, transportation or scheduling.   
- Each producer must indicate to Ontario Pork that they want Ontario Pork Marketing Division to 


market (sell, settle, transport and schedule) their hogs by signing a notice of election form by May 
1st, 2010.   


- Producers must commit to their decision for 18 months during the transition period.  
- Those who wish to remain exempted will be required to make alternative arrangements for sales, 


settlement, transportation and scheduling by May 1st, 2010.  
 


Q: Will producers be given a chance to vote on the governance structure and strategic plan? 


A: As indicated in Order #4C, Ontario Pork will hold a plebiscite or similar process to ensure producers 
have an opportunity to participate in the proposed changes.   


Q:  When will a plebiscite be held? 


A:   A plebiscite will be held within 18 months on Ontario Pork’s strategic direction.  


Q:  Will Ontario Pork Universal Services offer credit risk assessment services for all producers in 
the absence of a financial protection program for swine? 


A:  Credit risk assessment is a settlement service and will therefore only be provided for producers who 
have chosen to use Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division.   


Q:  Can/will Ontario Pork make changes to regulations before the 18 month period defined in the 
Tribunal Order? 


A:  Ontario Pork may recommend changes in regulation to the Farm Products Marketing Commission at 
any time.  However, no change that would impact the exemption of producers from the Tribunal 
process could be applied to the producers without their express consent before the end of the 18 
month period.  


 
Ontario Pork Marketing Division 


Q: What services will a producer receive from the Ontario Pork Marketing Division for .65 cents? 
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A: Those producers who complete the notice of election form indicating their preference to market their 
hogs through Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division will receive services that include: 


• Sales 
• Settlement 
• Scheduling 
• Trucking/transportation 
• Reporting data through the on-line OINK system 
More services are listed in the Marketing Division booklet. 


Q: After May 17th, 2010, will Ontario Pork Marketing Division continue to offer the same services? 


A: Ontario Pork Marketing Division will offer the same services as it does presently but only to those 
producers who complete the notice of election form indicating they want Ontario Pork’s Marketing 
Division to market their hogs. 


Q: Will there be any changes to the trucking/transportation process through Ontario Pork 
Marketing Division? 


A: No. 


Q: Will Ontario Pork Marketing Division payment policies and credit terms remain the same? 


A: Yes, the Marketing Division will maintain the same credit policies with processors that have been 
administered in the past for all producers that utilize its services.  


Q: What if a producer wants to have some contracts through Ontario Pork Marketing Division and 
some through a plant/processor directly? 


A: A producer must choose to either sell all their hogs through Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division or 
make arrangements with the plant/processor directly. 


Q: In some cases, a producer may decide to be exempt but his/her processor may not want to 
provide him/her with settlement services.  What is the outcome of this scenario? 


A:  Producers must ensure they have made arrangements for settlement, trucking and scheduling 
services if they are remaining separate from Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division.  The processors have 
indicated they would like arrangements made by May 1st, 2010.  Beginning May 17th, 2010 producers 
who have not sent in their notice of election forms with their choice will not receive settlement, trucking 
or scheduling services from Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  


Q:  Can a producer have a direct contract with a processor and still settle hogs through the 
Ontario Pork Marketing Division? 


A:  Yes.       


Q:  Will Ontario Pork Marketing Division still offer the Pool and Pool Plus programs?   


A:  Yes, the Marketing Division will continue to operate as it does today with Pool and Pool Plus. 
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Q:  Will Ontario Pork Marketing Division offer the Forward Pricing Program? 


A:   Yes, the Forward Pricing Program will continue but only be offered to producers that settle through 
Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division. 


Q: If a producer initially chooses not to go with Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division (stays exempt) 
can he/she change that option? 


A: Yes, a producer may change from exempt status to market his/her hogs through Ontario Pork’s 
Marketing Division.  Producers can only change their option once.  


Q:  How will the Ontario Pork Marketing Division receive grading information for settlement 
functions? 


A:  There will be no change to producers who choose to marketing through Ontario Pork’s Marketing 
Division.   


Q: If producers choose to remain exempt (not sell through Ontario Pork Marketing Division), what 
grading data will they receive? 


A: The Ontario processors have committed to sending the primary grading data – fat, muscle, yield, trim, 
condemns and other codes to Ontario Pork Universal Services for all producers.  Ontario Pork 
Universal Services will continue to work with the Ontario Pork Grading Authority, Canadian Food 
Inspection Agency and Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Inspection.   
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Notice of Election for Marketing Hogs 


 


Please complete 
and return by 
May 1st, 2010


PRODUCER NAME 
COMPANY NAME 
PRODUCER NUMBER 
ADDRESS 1 
ADDRESS 2 


DATE 


NOTICE OF ELECTION FOR MARKETING HOGS 


On February 16th, the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal released its decision on the 
appeals of the Farm Products Marketing Commission decision of October 6th, 2008.  The Tribunal Order 
provides producers the opportunity to market their hogs as they choose ‐ either through Ontario Pork or 
independently.   All producers are given the opportunity to market independently or advise Ontario Pork 
if they wish to continue using the Ontario Pork Marketing Division for sales, scheduling, transportation, 
and settlement for all of their hogs. Producers who decide to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division 
services must stay with the Marketing Division for 18 months (until August 16th, 2011).  Producers who 
initially choose to market their hogs independently will be given one opportunity to opt back in to use 
Ontario Pork Marketing Division services within the 18 month period.      


All producers are asked to fill out this form and indicate whether they choose to market through Ontario 
Pork Marketing Division or market independently.  Unless Ontario Pork receives this form by May 1st, 
2010, producers will be considered to have chosen to market their hogs independently.  In order to 
continue using Ontario Pork Marketing Division services, producers must complete and sign this form to 
indicate that the producer prefers to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division services of sales, scheduling, 
transportation, and settlement. 


The Tribunal Order may be found at http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/tribunal/ofpmc‐160210‐
dec.htm.  Producers who use the Ontario Pork Marketing Division services of sales, scheduling, 
transportation, and settlement will be considered ‘non‐exempt’ from Regulation 419 sections 5(j) and 9.  
Producers marketing hogs independently (not with Ontario Pork Marketing Division) will be termed 
‘exempt’.    


Affected Regulation 
The applicable Sections of Regulation 419 read as follows:   
5. The Commission delegates to the local board its powers to make regulations with respect to hogs,  
                                       * * * 
(j) requiring any person who produces hogs to offer to sell and to sell hogs through the local board; 
and 
9. (1) All hogs shall be marketed by or through the local board.  
    (2) No person shall market hogs except by or through the local board. 


 



http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/tribunal/ofpmc-160210-dec.htm

http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/tribunal/ofpmc-160210-dec.htm
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1. All producers, regardless of marketing method, must: 


1. Provide contact information 
2. Register site information and provide location of all production premises 
3. Comply with minimum standards (i.e. mandatory premises identification) 
4. Abide by national premise and animal identification standards 
5. Be responsible  for  the submission of  information and payment of service  fees directly or via 


another party (e.g. processor). 
6. Maintain required reports of production and sales 
7. Comply with all applicable laws in effect from time to time (e.g., Farm Products Marketing Act 


and regulations, and the orders, decisions, policies, directives and regulations of Ontario Pork) 
 


2. A producer marketing through Ontario Pork Marketing Division also agrees to: 


1. Market all hogs produced by  the producer  through Ontario Pork Marketing Division and not 
otherwise 


   


Please remember to sign the following page, indicating your preference to either market all of your hogs 
through Ontario Pork Marketing Division or market independently.  Producers choosing to market 
independently will be given one opportunity to opt back in to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division 
services within the 18 month period.  Producers choosing to opt back in will be required to submit a 
new notice of election form, indicating their preference to market with Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  
Forms can be accessed by calling Ontario Pork Universal Services Member Relations at 1‐877‐668‐7675.         


 


Please complete the attached form (page 3) and return it to Ontario Pork by May 1st, 2010 using one 
of the following methods: 


• Use the postage paid envelope enclosed in this information package 


• Mail to Ontario Pork’s office:  655 Southgate Drive, Guelph, Ontario, N1G 5G6  


• Fax to:  (519) 829‐1769 


Ontario Pork will confirm receipt with the producer when forms are received in office.   


Ontario Pork will maintain as confidential all personal information communicated within this notice in 
compliance with its Privacy Statement. 
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PRODUCER NAME 
COMPANY NAME 
PRODUCER NUMBER 
ADDRESS 1 
ADDRESS 2 


Please complete 
and return by 
May 1st, 2010


 


Please provide corrected contact information if the above details are incorrect:  
Producer Name:           _____________________________________________ 
Producer Number:   _____________________________________________ 
Phone:     _____________________________________________ 
Fax:      _____________________________________________ 
E‐Mail:     _____________________________________________ 


Mailing Address   Business location (if different from mailing address) 


____________________________________  __________________________________________ 
____________________________________  __________________________________________ 


I have read the enclosed information package and understand the information contained therein.  
I have decided to (check one): 


                     Option A                                                                               Option B 


    I will independently market all 
hogs produced by me. 
(Exempt from Sections 5(j) and 9 
of Regulation 419) 


    I will market all hogs produced  
by me through Ontario Pork 
Marketing Division. 
(Not exempt from Sections 5(j) and 9 
of Regulation 419) 


       


       


I, ____________________, certify that the information contained in this form is complete and correct. 
Dated this    day of  _____________________, 2010 
 
__________________________________________ 
Name of Producer 


  Signature of Producer (or of authorized signing 
officer if producer is a corporation) 


  Name and Title of authorized signing officer 
(if producer is a corporation) 


Producer Number(s)     


Note:  Unless Ontario Pork receives a completed version of this form, on May 1st, 2010, producers will 
be considered to have chosen to market their hogs independently.   





		Board Secretariat

		This governing body has two main functions.  Its primary task is to set policy and to provide staff with direction on Ontario Pork’s operations and services.  Secondly, the board acts as the ambassador for Ontario’s pork producers.  In this capacity, it becomes involved in a broad range of issues such as animal care, international trade, environmental management and agricultural and consumer education.

		Communications

		Consumer Marketing

		Finance and Administration

		Industry/ Member Services

		Retail - Consumer Marketing partners with processors and retailers to enhance the pork category at the retail level.  Tactics supporting the retail initiative are advertising, promoting, and partnering with innovative companies.  Services include:

		Provincial Partnerships

		Ontario Pork Universal Services has formed partnerships with various provincial agriculture organizations.  These provincial partnerships provide a forum for working on common issues and sharing resources that benefit the pork and agriculture sectors in Ontario.  This also helps Ontario Pork Universal Services to reduce its costs.  Partnerships include:

		 Ontario Farm Animal Council (OFAC), Ontario Farm Environmental Coalition (OFEC), Ontario Pork Grading Authority (OPGA), General Farm Organizations (GFO), Ontario Pork Industry Council (OPIC), Ontario Livestock and Poultry Council (OLPC), On Trace Agri-food Traceability, Ontario Agri-Food Education (OAFE) and Ontario Independent Meat Processors (OIMP).

		On February 16th, the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal released its decision on the appeals of the Farm Products Marketing Commission decision of October 6th, 2008.  The Tribunal Order provides producers the opportunity to market their hogs as they choose - either through Ontario Pork or independently.   All producers are given the opportunity to market independently or advise Ontario Pork if they wish to continue using the Ontario Pork Marketing Division for sales, scheduling, transportation, and settlement for all of their hogs. Producers who decide to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division services must stay with the Marketing Division for 18 months (until August 16th, 2011).  Producers who initially choose to market their hogs independently will be given one opportunity to opt back in to use Ontario Pork Marketing Division services within the 18 month period.     

		Please provide corrected contact information if the above details are incorrect: Producer Name:           _____________________________________________Producer Number:   _____________________________________________Phone:     _____________________________________________Fax:     _____________________________________________E-Mail:     _____________________________________________






Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the maintenance of section 13 in 


Regulation 419 which provides for the formation of a Hog Industry Advisory Committee.  
  


 


 


Rationale:  There is industry consensus to form a new Hog Industry Advisory Committee to address 


industry issues going forward.      


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) decision reinstated the Hog Industry Advisory 


Committee (HIAC) in 2008, appointing a new chair and representatives from the industry.  However, the 


mandate of that HIAC was to provide feedback and recommendations as Ontario Pork implemented the 


FPMC decision.    The membership of this HIAC surfaced as an issue in the appeals to the Tribunal.   


 


The Tribunal order confirmed that the Commission would appoint a new Chair of the Hog Industry 


Advisory Committee.  The Committee would be composed as required by section 13 of Regulation 419, 


however, the HIAC may also seek input from other industry stakeholders.  This was supported by 


Ontario Pork.  Under the order, Ontario Pork was expected to report to the HIAC on progress when 


implementing the Tribunal order.    


 


It is essential that balanced representation be sought as the composition of the HIAC will be key to the 


success of the Committee.  The core group of HIAC should then undertake designing a structure wherein 


the involvement of various stakeholder groups, as well as other industry organizations, are integrated to 


give ready access and provide meaningful engagements for industry discussions.   


 


At the November 2009 Policy Day, elected producer representatives agreed that value chain 


coordination is essential.  Producers recognized the benefit in working with chain partners including 


producers, processors, retailers, food service, and government.  One of the roles of the HIAC will be to 


facilitate this value chain coordination.     


 


All industry stakeholders including producers, processors and service providers have a right and a duty 


to be deeply involved in decisions regarding the industry.  It is recommended that a strong industry 


advisory committee with appropriate representation be upheld in regulation.   
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It will be advantageous to have a functional agreement between as many stakeholders as possible to 


increase collaboration and to re‐position the whole industry to work more effectively.   No one group of 


stakeholder should make unilateral decisions without consulting the broader stakeholder base.  


 


It is envisioned that third party funding will be accessed and the committee will operate in a cost 


effective manner.  Coordination with other industry groups will provide knowledge to the broad 


committee and will also reduce duplication of efforts.  Ultimately, the HIAC will work on topics to 


predispose the industry to achieve success.  This includes working to lower production, processing, 


transaction, transportation and other costs throughout the entire supply chain, promoting investment in 


the development of higher value pork market segments and working to correct unfair trade practices 


affecting the Ontario market.          


 


 








  


 


 


 


 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends a structured approach to the collection 


of fees for Universal services.  Ontario Pork also recommends the revocation of the 


exemption for hogs marketed for any purpose other than slaughter in section 3 of 


Regulation 419 so that Ontario Pork will have authority to collect a fee on all classes of 


domestic swine produced in Ontario.    


Rationale:  There is significant industry consensus that all pork producers should support the delivery of 


Universal Services, as all pork producers benefit from the services provided by Ontario Pork.  A 


structured approach to fee collection, utilizing existing financial systems and processes, will ensure that 


all producers support the delivery of Universal Services.    


 


Under Regulation 419, Ontario Pork currently has the ability to collect a service fee from market hog 


sales in order to provide Universal Services.  The following services will be offered by Ontario Pork 


Universal Services: 


• Animal Care Assessment and  Animal Care Issues 


• Canadian Quality Assurance   


• Communications and Public Relations 


• Consumer Marketing 


• Environment  


• Government Relations 


• Information Systems 


• Market Development and Trade 


• Member Relations/County Association Support 


• National Partnerships 


• Provincial Partnerships 


• Regulatory Affairs and Enforcement 


• Reporting – Carcass Benchmarking and Mandatory Price Reporting 


• Research 


• Safety Net and Programming and Risk Management 


• Traceability  
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Ontario Pork provides Universal Services that benefit the entire pork sector.  For example, promotion 


increases the demand for pork, thereby increasing the value of pigs throughout the supply chain.  The 


Canadian Quality Assurance program increases the perception of Canadian pork nationally and 


internationally, which also can lead to the increased value of Canadian pigs.  There is no doubt that 


these services provide benefit to all pork producers and these individuals will contribute fees for the 


service offering going forward.   


 


In the current environment, only market hog producers support the delivery of services that provide 


value to all pork producers in the supply chain.  This was especially evident in the trade action launched 


by the United States against Canadian swine exports in 2004.  Ontario Pork vigorously defended the 


trade action to the benefit of all swine producers (market hog, weaner pig, sow, and boar producers), 


however, only market hog producers provided fee payment at that time and therefore these individuals 


shouldered the entire burden for the pork industry.       


 


Enhancing fee collection to include weaner pig, sow, and boar shipments will ensure that all 


stakeholders are supporting the delivery of Universal Services.    


 


The Ontario Pork strategic direction indicated that all pork producers would contribute to the provision 


of Universal Services.  At that time, details had not been completed to fully outline the process for fee 


collection.   


 


In the October decision, the Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) found that there was broad 


industry support for Ontario Pork’s continued involvement in many activities such as traceability, food 


safety, research, and trade advocacy, which provided benefits to all producers.  The FPMC further 


decided that the exemptions in section 3 in Regulation 419 for hogs marketed for any purpose except 


slaughter would be revoked, such that Ontario Pork would have the authority to collect a fee on all 


classes of domestic swine produced in Ontario.  This is in line with past resolutions put forward at 


Ontario Pork’s Annual General Meeting as producers have requested that fees be collected on all swine 


types so that all pork producers would financially support the services of Ontario Pork.  The Tribunal 


order confirmed that Ontario Pork would have authority to collect a fee on all classes of domestic swine 


produced in Ontario.  
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During the meetings of the Hog Industry Advisory Committee (HIAC) formed following the Farm 


Products Marketing Commission decision, Ontario Pork worked with members of the Committee to 


develop a proposed system to collect fees to support Universal Services.  Through this process, it was 


recognized that producers of the regulated commodity are ultimately responsible for fee submission to 


Ontario Pork Universal Services.  However, the process of having the processor or marketer of hogs 


remit the fees to Ontario Pork on behalf of producers is by far the most efficient as it utilizes existing 


systems.  Ontario and Quebec processors have since agreed to submit fees on behalf of producers for 


Ontario hogs processed at these plants.  Producers shipping independently to the U.S. would be 


required to submit fees directly to Ontario Pork Universal Services for market hog exports.   


     


It should be recognized that fees collected to provide Universal Services will not be used to support the 


operation of the separate Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  Fees to fund the Marketing Division will be 


collected under a separate process, only from those who choose to use the offered marketing services.   


 


Ontario Pork has reviewed several options for fee collection and evaluated them based on cost to 


implement and maintain, complexity and time required to implement, and how each option met the 


needs of the Ontario pork industry.  Through this process Ontario Pork chose to implement a system 


wherein a service fee will be collected on all market hogs, cull sows and boars and all weaner pigs 


exported from the province.  This option fulfils the goal of having producers contribute to Ontario Pork 


regardless of production type while collecting only once on each animal produced.   


 


It is recommended that Ontario Pork Universal Services continue to collect fees on all Ontario market 


hogs sales to support services.  The organization will also work to modify fee collection, conducting a 


phased‐in approach to collect a Universal Service fee from weaner pig, cull sow and cull boar exports.   It 


is important to note that fees will only be collected on each animal once.   


 


 

































































































































































































































































































































































































































THE ‘MUST HAVES’ IN EXECUTING THE STRATEGIC DIRECTION 
 
During the strategic planning process, the board of directors identified the following 
eight elements as being essential ‘must haves’ that must be considered and included in 
any strategic plan that is born from the strategic direction. 
 


• Maintenance of regulatory authority 
• Code of Conduct for licensed selling agents 
• Choice in marketing 
• Price reporting and access to markets 
• Traceability, food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness 
• Timeliness and security of payment 
• An organizational focus on customer service 
• Canadian Quality Assurance (CQA®) 


 
To facilitate meaningful discussion around these elements, these elements need to be 
reasonably well defined as they are currently interpreted quite differently among the 
producer membership. Below are basic definitions of what we believe these eight 
elements to truly mean to a marketing system. 
 
The current service offering and marketing system for live hogs implemented in Ontario 
by Ontario Pork is complicated in that many elements are inter-dependent on one 
another. It is difficult to remove one service or element without having an impact on 
another. 
 
In order to re-engineer the marketing system to accommodate the strategic direction 
and maintain the ‘must haves’ each element needs to be considered on its own merits 
first and then considered within the context of the entire service offering. 
 








  


 


 


 


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the revocation of the requirement for 


Ontario Pork to review and approve direct supply contracts negotiated between buyers 


and sellers, however, Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division will offer this service to 


producer members.   


Rationale:  There is industry consensus that Ontario Pork should not be required to review and approve 


all direct supply contracts.  However, since some producers see value in this service, Ontario Pork’s 


Marketing Division will offer contract negotiation and review services to producer members.    


 


Ontario Pork has historically been a third party signatory on direct contracts between processors and 


producers.  Ontario Pork provided a review function and ensured that contract conditions were not 


contradictory to industry standards.   


 


It should be recognized that while the authority to review contract language and hold third party status 


provides an opportunity for Ontario Pork to work with the producer to ensure they understand the 


terms of their contract, it occasionally leads to issues.  As a third party signatory, the organization has at 


times been perceived as being accountable for all outcomes in the contract relationship between 


producer and processor.   In actual circumstance, the organization has little to no control over some 


factors that influence outcomes, as a variety of behaviours are demonstrated through the contracting 


process.   


 


The current system used by the industry is not rigorous enough to make either stakeholder to the 


agreement accountable for delivering or receiving all hogs booked under contract.  At times, there was 


too much variance in hog deliveries which caused issues with the Pool (spot market) program.  In times 


where a producer did not deliver all contracted hogs to a processor, Ontario Pork would assume 


responsibility by selling Pool hogs to the affected processor.  In instances where a processor did not 


accept all of a producer’s contracted hogs, Ontario Pork would ensure the producer’s hogs were sold on 


the Pool program.      


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) October 2008 decision revoked the requirement for 


Ontario Pork to review and approve direct supply contracts negotiated between buyers and sellers.  The 
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Hog Industry Advisory Committee formed following the release of the FPMC decision supported this 


approach.   


 


Ontario Pork also supports the decision as it will help bring greater accountability throughout the supply 


chain.  As the Tribunal order stated, Ontario Pork will be able to demonstrate its capacity to market 


under more open market conditions.   


 


Some producers have indicated a desire to have Ontario Pork involved in the contract process.  As such, 


Ontario Pork Marketing Division will offer contract services to producer members, including reviewing 


contract language and working with the producer throughout negotiations to ensure the producer 


understands the terms of their contract.   


 


 


 


 








  


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the licensing of all selling 


agents/marketers.   


 


Rationale:    Licensing selling agents or marketers is essential as it will facilitate a system wherein all 


marketers are held to the same conditions, thereby ensuring a level playing field.  Licensing will also be a 


tool to aid Ontario Pork to gather appropriate data to provide industry services such as fee collection, 


traceability and mandatory price reporting.   


 


The 2008 Strategic Direction, October 2008 Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) decision and 


February Tribunal order all provided the means for producers to independently market hogs they have 


produced.  The FPMC and Tribunal were silent, however, on the concept of how to deal with selling 


agents or hog “marketers” who sell hogs on behalf of producers.   


 


It is important to recognize that a natural evolution has occurred in the Ontario hog marketing 


environment since the formation of Ontario Pork.  A single desk auction system was initially utilized by 


Ontario Pork and in the early 1990’s the marketing structure shifted to a system where the majority of 


hogs are now sold on direct producer‐processor contracts. 


Hog Marketing and Market Access Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario, JRG Consulting 


Group, October 2006, page 41, section 4.3, TAB 15.   


 


Ontario Pork suggests the next natural step in the evolution of hog marketing is the provision of 


exemptions to give producers the opportunity to market through any means they choose, such as 


through the use of marketers.   


 


It should also be noted that producer choice in marketing already exists in the current regulatory 


environment, as demonstrated in the JRG study Hog Marketing and Market Access Review of Hog 


Marketing Channels in Ontario.  JRG Consulting Group found that unrestricted market access is available 


to all Ontario hog producers under the current regulatory structure and producers are not denied access 


to any marketing option.   


Hog Marketing and Market Access Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario, JRG Consulting 


Group, October 2006, page 23, section 3.3, TAB 15.    
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The use of marketers adds an additional marketing option for producers and provides competitiveness 


in the industry.  As noted in the Tribunal order, Ontario Pork will be able to demonstrate its capacity to 


market under more open market conditions.   


Decision of the Tribunal on Appeals of Commission Decision dated October 6, 2008, Agriculture, 


Food and Rural Affairs Appeal Tribunal, February 2010, page 26, TAB 21.    


 


Ontario Pork Marketing Division will continue to aggressively market hogs for producer members.  


 


For these reasons, the Ontario Pork Board of Director’s explored the idea of marketers for inclusion in 


the Strategic Direction.    


 


In the Ontario Pork Strategic Direction, a code of conduct for selling agents (marketers) was identified as 


a ‘must have’.  While a code of conduct could provide a guideline for marketer behaviour, it would be 


difficult to enforce such an agreement.  Measures are needed to ensure that proper information 


submission requirements are met for traceability, mandatory price reporting and fee collection.   


Ontario Pork worked with the Hog Industry Advisory Committee (HIAC) formed following the FPMC 


decision to develop the concept of marketers within the pork industry.  HIAC members agreed to 


recommend that information requirements for marketers be embedded in Regulation 419.  Further, the 


financial stability of these entities would be evaluated through the proposed Financial Protection Plan 


that Ontario Pork has been working to develop with the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 


Affairs.             


 


Regulation 419 provides Ontario Pork with the authority to manage the entire licensing process for 


assemblers, processors and transporters, but there is no authority to license producers.   Pork producers 


currently register their contact details with Ontario Pork and are issued a unique producer identification 


number and a tattoo number for hogs.   


 


Licensing some stakeholders will be integral to the success of some functions of Ontario Pork Universal 


Services going forward.  Following the FPMC decision, Ontario Pork’s Board of Directors considered 


several options before deciding on a process to license stakeholders in a new industry environment.   
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The Board of Directors reviewed each option for licensing and evaluated them based on cost to 


implement and maintain, complexity and time required to implement, and how each option met the 


needs of the Ontario pork industry.  Through this process Ontario Pork determined that marketers will 


be licensed under a Financial Protection Plan, similar to the structure of the Financial Protection Plan for 


beef.  The decision to license marketers through a Financial Protection Plan is supported by the HIAC.     


 


In the absence of a fully operational Financial Protection Plan for pork, Ontario Pork recommends that 


marketers be licensed through Ontario Pork Universal Services. It was decided that Ontario Pork 


Universal Services would license marketers as it is inappropriate for Ontario Pork Marketing Division to 


license marketers since they will be in direct competition with these stakeholders.   


 


Licensing marketers would provide the means to maintain orderly marketing, while ensuring data 


submission requirements are met, until Regulation 419 can be amended and a Financial Protection Plan 


developed.  Recall that Ontario processors will remit data for hogs purchased by those plants.  For hogs 


exports to the United States and Quebec, Ontario Pork has no authority to compel out‐of‐province 


processors to submit data and therefore data must be collected from the marketer of the hogs.     


 


As previously noted, data submission requirements for marketers are essential in order to collect 


information required for fee collection, mandatory price reporting and traceability.  Access to complete 


and accurate information for these functions is critical and can be facilitated, in part, through the 


licensing of marketers.   


 


Ontario Pork Universal Services will continue to provide services to all Ontario swine producers in areas 


such as pork promotions, research, government representation, environmental issues, animal care and 


food quality assurance.  As these services provide benefits to all pork producers, it is essential that all 


producers contribute funds to facilitate the delivery of these services.  Ontario Pork currently settles 


(provides payment functions) for all Ontario hog sales.  In a new industry environment, Ontario Pork will 


not have access to this data.  Requiring marketers to submit data required for fee collection will provide 


the means for Ontario Pork to ensure that fees are paid appropriately.   


 


Mandatory price reporting was identified as a ‘must have’ in the Ontario Pork Strategic Direction.  There 


is industry consensus that mandatory price reporting is a valuable tool for the pork industry.  Ontario 
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Pork currently has access to pricing information for all Ontario hog sales.  However, in the new 


environment, Ontario Pork will rely on processors, Ontario Pork Marketing Division and independent 


marketers to submit pricing data required for mandatory price reporting.  Licensing marketers will 


ensure that appropriate pricing information is submitted in a timely manner. 


 


It is also essential that traceability information be submitted by marketers as it is envisioned that 


Ontario Pork would play a key role in the event of a foreign animal disease outbreak.  Specifically, 


Ontario Pork’s anticipated role is to be a liaison between the Ontario pork industry and the Canadian 


Food Inspection Agency in controlling the movement and coordinating the marketing of hogs in the 


event of export restrictions resulting from the emergency.  The National Swine Identification and 


Traceability Pilot Study showed that in the event of a crisis, the most important factor to minimize losses 


is to identify and contain the problem as quickly as possible.  A centralized database with close to real‐


time movement records is therefore critical and the cornerstone of a traceability system.   


National Swine Identification and Traceability Pilot Study Final Report, May 2005, page 13, TAB 


23.     


 


 


 


 








  


 


Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends a structured approach to the collection of 


data to support traceability.   


 


Rationale:  Traceability is a national initiative that is currently being facilitated through provincial pork 


organizations.  A structured approach to collecting data to support traceability, utilizing existing systems 


and processes, is essential to ensure that accurate information can be accessed and utilized in the event 


of a foreign animal disease outbreak.  There is industry consensus that traceability is an essential 


service.     


 


Ontario Pork’s 2008 Strategic Direction identified traceability, food safety and foreign animal disease 


(FAD) preparedness as one of eight ‘must haves’.  The hog industry is represented by Ontario Pork on 


the National Traceability Committee of the Canadian Pork Council and in liaising with the Government of 


Ontario on traceability issues.  Ontario Pork has been directly involved in the development and 


implementation of steps to be taken by the Ontario and Canadian pork industry to respond to a foreign 


animal disease outbreak, to mitigate the risk of a FAD outbreak and to minimize market access 


disruptions in the case of a FAD outbreak.  In the event of an emergency, Ontario Pork’s anticipated role 


is to be a liaison between the Ontario Pork industry and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency in 


controlling the movement and coordinating the marketing of hogs in the event of export restrictions 


resulting from the emergency.  The National Swine Identification and Traceability Pilot Study concluded 


that in the event of a crisis, the most important priority to minimize losses is to identify and contain the 


problem as quickly as possible.  A centralized database with close to real‐time movement records is 


therefore critical and the cornerstone of a traceability system. 


National Swine Identification and Traceability Pilot Study Final Report, May 2005, page 13, TAB 


23. 


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission decision found that there was broad support within the 


industry for Ontario Pork’s continued involvement in many activities, such as traceability, which provide 


benefits to all producers.   


 


In the current hog industry environment, Ontario Pork has sole authority to settle all sales of Ontario 


hogs.  This process has facilitated the collection of information that can be used for traceability.  
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In the event that Ontario Pork no longer settles all Ontario hogs, the organization will not have ready 


access to the data required for some services.  Ontario Pork Universal Services will rely on processors, 


Ontario Pork Marketing Division, and marketers to provide data for the purposes of traceability. 


It should be noted that Ontario Pork currently has systems in place to facilitate the collection and 


maintenance of traceability data.  Continuing to use these existing systems will maintain efficiencies and 


alleviate any costs associated with building a new system and new processes.   


 


Ontario processors have agreed to forward data streams to Ontario Pork Universal Services daily which 


will include detailed information on Ontario hogs purchased at these plants.  Traceability information 


will be collected that will identify animal movements from farm to end processor.  


 


In order to maintain a competitive marketplace, confidentiality of processor‐ and producer‐specific 


information is essential.  Data usage will be structured to uphold individual producer and processor 


confidentiality.  In particular, Ontario Pork Universal Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division will 


maintain separate operational structures to ensure that information collected by Universal Services is 


not shared with the Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  This will be facilitated through the signing of 


confidentiality agreements by employees of the Universal Services division who are performing 


traceability functions.  Appropriate security will be built into computer systems as well to ensure that 


employees of the Marketing Division cannot access confidential information.       


 


Ontario Pork currently has the authority in Regulation 419 to require the furnishing of information.  


Specifically, Ontario Pork has the authority to require information under section 4(b) of Ontario 


Regulation 419.  It is recommended that Ontario Pork detail the specific data that is to be submitted to 


Ontario Pork Universal Services by processors, the Marketing Division, and marketers as well as the 


frequency of reporting.  Data streams detailing Ontario hog purchases will be submitted to Ontario Pork 


daily.   


 


 


 








 
 


Hog Marketing and Market Access 
 


Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Prepared for  
 


 
 


 
 
 


Prepared by 
JRG Consulting Group 


a division of 1260977 Ontario Inc. 


Guelph, Ontario 
(519) 836-1860 


 
October  2006 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


JRG Consulting Group                                  Collaborating for Success                     
in the Agri-Food Sector 







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


Table of Contents 
 
Section  Page
 Executive Summary ii 
1.0 Introduction 1 
1.1 Project Objectives 2 
1.2 Report Organization 2 
2.0 Operating Environment for Ontario Hog Marketing 3 
2.1 A National Context – Pork Consumption  3 
2.2 Canada Exports at Least Two-Thirds of its Pork Production 4 
2.3 Geographic Market for Ontario Hogs 5 
2.4 The Ontario Hog Supply and Demand Balance   5 
2.5 Options Available to Access the Market for Ontario Hogs 7 
2.6 Overview of the Three Market Channels 8 
2.7 An Overview of Ontario Pork’s Role in Hog Marketing by Channel 10 
2.8 Pricing of Ontario Hogs 10 
2.9 Grading Hogs and Net Price Received by Producers 12 
2.10 The Exchange Rate and Hog Market Returns 13 
3.0 Ontario Pork and Hog Marketing by Sales Channel 16 
3.1 Access to Market Channels by Hog Producers 16 
3.2 Marketing Services Provided by Ontario Pork 21 
3.3 Providing Market Access and Marketing Options 22 
3.4 Selling Hogs into Various Markets 23 
3.5 Negotiating Contract Elements 24 
3.6 Administering Contracts Between Producers and Packers 24 
3.7 Resolving Disputes 25 
3.8 Operating the Booking and Delivery System 25 
3.9 Comparison of the Market Access Options Available to Producers 26 
3.10 Ontario Pork Obtaining the Best Possible Price for Ontario Hogs 29 
3.11 The Best Price for Ontario Hogs and U.S. Equivalency 33 
4.0 Evolution of Hog Marketing and Ontario Pork’s Role 36 
4.1 Hog Marketing Prior to Regulated Marketing Through Ontario Pork 35 
4.2 Bargaining Power of Hog Producers Through Ontario Pork 36 
4.3 From Auctions and Pooling to Direct Contracting with Processors 41 
4.4 Drivers of Change 42 
4.5 Market Coordination – From Spot Markets to Contracts 42 
4.6 Processor Allocation with Spot Markets and Contracting 44 
4.7 Other Issues Associated with the Reduced Importance of Pools 45 
4.8 Producers and Processors an Integral Part of the Supply Chain 45 
5.0 Market Access Through Supply Agreements 46 
5.1 Supply Agreements Clarify Transactions 46 
5.2 Protocols and Procedures Governing Supply Agreements 47 
5.3 Ontario Hog Supply Agreements and Extra Ordinary Events 49 
5.4 Contract Enforcement 50 
5.5 Delivery Rights and Obligations with Supply Agreements 50 
5.6 Booking, Delivery and Settlement with Supply Agreements 51 
5.7 Security of Payment with Contracts 53 
5.8 Industry Innovation with Contract Design for Preferred Suppliers 53 


Prepared by JRG Consulting Group                                                                      For Ontario Pork ii







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


6.0 Hog Producer Perspectives on Market Access 55 
6.1 Reasons for Using Specific Marketing Channels 55 
6.2 Producer Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Marketing 56 
6.3 Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering Marketing Services 60 
6.4 Producer Familiarity With Ontario Pork’s Marketing Services 60 
6.5 Additional Perspectives from Focus Groups and Direct Interviews 61 
7.0 Pork Processor Perspectives on Market Access 62 
7.1 Contracting and Supply Chain Coordination 62 
7.2 Improved Predictability of Plant Supply 62 
7.3 Hog Procurement Strategy and Access to Incremental Supplies 63 
7.4 U.S. Reference Pricing and Contracts 63 
7.5 Contract Enforcement 64 
7.6 Booking System and Accessing Hogs 66 
7.7 Ontario Processor Competitiveness Relative to Quebec 66 
7.8 Role of Ontario Pork in Selling Hogs During Extra Ordinary Events 67 
7.9 Some Reasons for Contracting 68 
8.0 Addressing Market Access and Related Issues 69 
8.1 Overall Market Access 69 
8.2 Allocating Market Access in Short Weeks 70 
8.3 Access Denied Due to Over-Contracting by a Processor 71 
8.4 Market Access and Processors’ Opportunistic Spot Market Buying 73 
8.5 Market Access During Temporary Plant Shutdowns 74 
8.6 Denied Access to U.S Accounts Due to Border Closures 75 
8.7 Cost of Market Access with a CVD on Live Hog Shipments 75 
8.8 Market Access When Existing Market Channels Are Unavailable 76 
8.9 The Evolving Nature of Market Access Issues 77 
9.0 Suggestions for Possible Change 78 
 Annex I - Project Objectives and Scope 87 
 Annex II - Project Activities 89 
 Annex III - Ontario Pork Offsets Asymmetric Information in the Market 90 
 Annex IV - Supply Agreements, Protocols and Procedures 91 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Prepared by JRG Consulting Group                                                                      For Ontario Pork iii







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


Executive Summary 
 
 
There have been significant changes in hog marketing in the province of Ontario over the 
last 50 years.  The first, and one of the more fundamental changes, was the formation of 
Ontario Pork and the regulated marketing authorities, which enabled Ontario Pork to be 
the sales agent for all Ontario hogs.   This government action provided hog producers with 
collective bargaining power in the market place in relation to the relatively few processors 
and their buying agents.   
 
Another significant change in the marketing system was the transition from the marketing 
system used in the 1970’s and 1980’s where all hogs were sold through the auction and 
the associated pooling of returns - to a marketing system in the 1990’s that provided for 
direct producer-to-processor contracts.  Contracts provide a number of system benefits, 
with one of the major benefits being supply chain coordination and the resulting 
efficiencies to both the producer and the processor, which enhances overall industry 
competitiveness.    
 
As a result of this change in hog marketing, today 77.4% of hogs are shipped through the 
direct contract market channel, with 15.3% through the Pool Plus market channel, with the 
Pool market channel accounting for the remaining 7.4% of producer shipments.  This 
change allowed for continuation of the benefits of collective marketing through a single 
sales agent, while providing producers with significant marketing choice.    While the 
majority of hogs are sold through contracts, over 70% of hog operations use the Pool to 
market some, or all, of their hogs.  Fifty-seven percent of hog operations use contracts, 
and 28% the Pool Plus option.  In addition, the Pool is the predominant market outlet for 
40% of hog producers, with mostly smaller hog producers using the Pool, while contracts 
are the predominant marketing vehicle for 35% of producers and Pool Plus the 
predominant marketing channel for 25% of producers. 
 
Today there are a number of market realities that Ontario Pork must also address through 
its operations.   One of them is that there are few hog buyers compared to a few decades 
ago.  Another is the fact that Ontario-based pork processors cannot slaughter all of the 
hogs produced in Ontario, with current excess supply of Ontario hogs some 36% of 
processing capacity, and if the exports of feeder pigs into the U.S. were curtailed this 
excess supply of slaughter hogs would be 60% of processor slaughter volumes.   As a 
result through all market channels market weight hogs are shipped to Quebec and U.S. 
packing plants.  At the same time, Ontario is also a net exporter of pork products.  Ontario 
Pork must account for these marketplace realities in its operations to obtain the best 
possible price for Ontario hogs.   
 
Along with this change a number of allocation and market access issues have emerged.  
In the 1980’s, for example, when most hogs were shipped into the Pool and sold by 
auction any allocation issue was resolved by price, with available supplies to going to the 
highest bidder.   This is not the case today with the current marketing system where over 
92.5% of hogs are pre-committed to a specific buyer through supply agreements, and 
consequently allocation issues can arise, at both the producer and processor level. 
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The transformation from a province wide pooling and auction market approach to selling 
hogs to the current marketing system is not complete.  This fact plus accountability issues 
in operations of some marketing programs and the effects of contract enforcement issues 
has an impact on the effectiveness of the overall marketing system, which can in turn 
influence the general level of producer satisfaction with Ontario Pork and satisfaction with 
Ontario Pork’s hog marketing services.   
 
This review indicates that further transformation of the hog marketing system should be 
considered and this review highlights a number of areas where changes could be made for 
the benefit of the overall hog marketing system.  
 
Suggestion for consideration by Ontario Pork are provided under the headings of:  


1. Provide an Economic History of Hog Marketing 
2. Improve Producer, Trucker and Processor Accountability 
3. Facilitate Innovation Through Contract Design 
4. No Upper Limit on Processor Contracting Volumes 
5. Contract Enforcement by Ontario Pork 
6. Moving Contracted Hogs into the Pool at a Cost to Processors 
7. Treat Pool Hogs as Spot Market Hogs in Relation to Contracted Hogs 
8. Review Contract Clauses on Force Majeure, Remedies, Relief and Penalties  
9.  Maintain Current Information on Contract Availability on the Web 
10. Publish and Enforce Minimal Contract Standards 
11. Ontario Pork Operations Do Provide Market Access 
12. Fix Booking and Scheduling - It Is a Market Access Issue 
13. Payment Terms and Letters of Credit with Contracts 
14. The Pool is a Spot Market That Provides Flexibility in the Market 
15. Processor Competitiveness and Access to the Quebec Auction 
16. Develop Protocols for Short Term Supply Agreements with Processors 
17. Dual Marketing and Ontario Pork Operations 
18.  U.S.  Equivalency of Ontario Hog Prices 


 
These suggestions are a possible “roadmap” for change in Ontario Pork operations, with 
detail on associated observations and suggestions for change in section 9.0 of this report. 
 
More change can be expected as the operating environment affecting hog marketing 
continues to change.  Ontario Pork marketing programs should continue to evolve based 
on the prevailing market environment, while retaining the sales agent status for all Ontario 
hogs.  The guiding principle could be to ensure that Ontario Pork marketing programs 
result in the best possible price for Ontario hogs, and that marketing programs provide 
Ontario hog producers with market place benefits.   
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1.0 Introduction 
 
A primary role of the Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board (OPPMB or Ontario Pork) is 
the marketing of hogs produced in Ontario.  Ontario Pork has regulatory powers1 that 
provides exclusive authority and responsibility for regulating the marketing of hogs 
produced in Ontario.  The vast majority of hogs marketed in Ontario are market weight 
hogs that are in the weight range of 125 to 300 pounds, on a liveweight basis2.    
 
Effective hog marketing is critical for the success of Ontario hog producers.  In a 2005 
survey conducted by Ipsos-Reid for Ontario Pork, the critical importance of Ontario Pork’s 
performance in the area of hog marketing was noted, where “hog marketing can be 
considered the most influential service in determining overall satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
with Ontario Pork (overall)”.  Hog marketing stood out as the only OPPMB service area 
that was measured by Ipsos-Reid to be critical for success, and was considered to be very 
important or important by 90% of survey respondents (the highest scoring across other 
service areas/issues).   
 
However, the 2005 survey also indicated that a much lower percentage of producers were 
satisfied with Ontario Pork’s performance in the general area of hog marketing3, and while 
the most important to producers they gave hog marketing the lowest satisfaction rating of 
all Ontario Pork’s service offerings.   
 
This level of satisfaction can be a cause of concern when Ontario Pork’s vision is:  “to be 
viewed by Ontario’s pork producers, processors, and government, as the essential 
coordinating link, strategically responding to marketing challenges of the pork industry.”    
 
Furthermore, OPPMB Directors have indicated that “equality of opportunity in market 
access” is an important consideration in hog marketing and would like to address this hog 
marketing issue.  This is fundamentally an issue of how Ontario Pork provides market  
access – producer access to the hog market using a variety of market channels or market 
access options. 
 
In response to these hog marketing issues, Ontario Pork commissioned4 the JRG 
Consulting Group to examine, review, and gauge the level of “producer equality of 
opportunity in market access” across the various hog marketing channels available to hog 
producers.  As well Ontario Pork commissioned Ipsos-Reid to probe in a more detailed 
manner on producer satisfaction/dissatisfaction with hog marketing performance5.  
  
                                            
1 Hogs are marketed through OPPMB based on powers provided to it by the Farm Products Marketing 
Commission through Regulation 419 under the Farm Products Marketing Act. 
2 The core weight range of hogs marketed by OPPMB is between 125 and 300 pounds (live weight), and 
increased to 325 pounds in October 2006.   OPPMB currently exempts from its regulations boars and sows, 
hogs weighing less than 125 pounds and hogs weighing over 300 pounds, and has developed a framework 
for the marketing of hogs weighing less than 125 pounds – often referred to as lightweight hogs or off-sort 
hogs. 
3 Hog marketing was defined in the survey to include contracts, producer/packer relations, marketing 
strategies and forward pricing. 
4 The Canada-Ontario Research and Development (CORD) program provided funding for this project. 
5 The Ipsos-Reid study, while a standalone project, provides insight for this project on some producer issues 
and perspectives associated with hog marketing.   
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In the Fall of 2006, Ontario Pork is planning to engage Directors, Delegates, and interested 
pork producers in a dialogue on hog marketing and possible changes to hog marketing 
channels within the current regulatory operating environment.  This report is designed as 
an input into that process. 
 
 
1.1 Project Objectives 
 
The overall purpose of this project is to produce a report which examines, summarizes and 
reviews the hog marketing channels6 and the associated market access available to 
Ontario hog producers; and which can be used by OPPMB to stimulate dialogue and 
discussion among producers, OPPMB Directors and Delegates, in the Fall of 2006 on 
issues associated with marketing options available to Ontario producers in the current 
regulatory environment. 
 
The specific project objectives are to: 


 Prepare a report (“Report”) that examines the various channels of hog marketing 
“Channels”7 currently available to producers and processors in Ontario in order to 
gauge the general equity of the system for both parties and more specifically;  


 Gauge the level of producer “equality of opportunity in market access” to these 
various Channels over time; and 


 Evaluate the contracts, rules, practices and norms that may be generally applied to 
all hog marketing, or that are specific to a particular Channel, with the objective of 
providing a range of recommendations that would enhance the equity of the system 
for both producers and processors, while not diminishing available Channels and 
while up-holding the current regulatory framework and structure. 


 
In response to these objectives and associated project scope issues8, research and 
analysis was conducted over the June to September period of 2006.  The associated 
project activities are shown in Annex II.   
 
 
1.2 Report Organization 
 
This report is organized in the following manner.  The next section highlights some of the 
operating environment for marketing Ontario hogs.  This is followed by an overview of  hog 
marketing by Ontario Pork and hog marketing through the three main sales channels 
Ontario Pork in section 3.0.   The evolution of hog marketing and the role of Ontario Pork is 
the focus of section 4.0. This is followed by a brief overview on producer perspectives on 
market access in section 5.0 and processor market access perspectives in section 6.0. 
 
The topic of market access through supply agreements is covered in section 7.0, followed 
by a discussion of market access and related issues in section 8.0.  Suggestions for 
consideration by Ontario Pork are provided in the last section of the report.   


                                            
6 Channels are defined as Direct Contracts, Pool Plus Marketing and Pool Marketing.   
7 Channels are defined as Direct Contracts, Pool Plus Marketing and Pool Marketing, that are within Ontario, 
or shipped to Quebec or t United States processors. 
8 Project scope items are listed in Annex I 
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2.0 Operating Environment for Ontario Hog Marketing 
 
The operating environment in which hog marketing occurs is the major focus of this 
section.  This includes a high level overview of sales by market channel. 
 
 
2.1 A National Context – Pork Consumption  
 
Annual pork consumption across Canada averaged 27.2 kg/person over the 1990 to 2005 
period, with consumption decreasing by 0.6% per annum over this period.  At the same 
time, as illustrated in Table 2.1, per capita consumption of chicken increased by 2.3% per 
annum to result in a 2005 value of 30.7 kilograms (eviscerated basis), while pork was 22.9 
kilograms (carcass weight basis). As illustrated in Figure 2.1, consumption of pork has 
been decreasing since 1999, with chicken appearing to gain at the expense of pork.  Beef 
consumption decreased by 0.4% on average per annum over the 1990 to 2005 period. 
 
Table 2.1 Annual Per Capita Consumption of Pork, Beef and Chicken 
 


 Consumption Meat Share 
 kgs/capita Annual Change                              Annual Change 
2005     
Pork 22.9 -14.2% 24.4% -12.1% 
Beef 31.9 3.9% 34.0% 6.5% 
Chicken 30.7 1.0% 32.7% 3.5% 
Average 1990 to 2005   
Pork 27.2 -0.6% 28.9% -1.0% 
Beef 31.9 -0.4% 33.7% -0.6% 
Chicken 26.6 2.3% 28.5% 2.0% 
Average 2000 to 2005   
Pork 26.7 -4.2% 27.6% -3.5% 
Beef 31.3 -0.3% 32.5% 0.6% 
Chicken 30.3 1.7% 31.4% 2.6% 
Source:  JRG Consulting Group calculations based on Statistics Canada consumption data in Food 


Statistics,  Catalogue no. 21-020-XIE 
 
Figure 2.1 Per Capita Consumption of Pork, Beef, and Chicken, 1990 to 2005 
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Over the 1990 to 2005 period, total consumption of meat products (excluding fish) 
increased by 0.3% per annum to total 93.8 kilograms in 2005.  Pork’s share was 28.9% 
on average over the period; however due to a 1.0% annual decline in percentage share, 
in 2005 pork’s share was 24.4%.  With chickens increase in share of 2.0% per annum 
over the period, its share stood at 32.7% in 2005.  Beef had a share of 34% in 2005, with 
a general recovery in share since 2001. 
 
Figure 2.2 Market Share of Major Meats, 1990 to 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  
The recent general decline in per capita domestic consumption, which has not been offset 
by population growth, implies that pork processors must grow export market sales to 
maintain business volume. 
 
 
2.2 Canada Exports at Least Two-Thirds of its Pork Production  
 
Canadian pork exports are essentially double the domestic consumption of pork.  Pork 
consumption at 22.9 kgs per person in 2005 in Canada results in total Canadian 
consumption of 735 million kilograms of pork (carcass weight basis).  With 2005 pork 
production volume of 1.97 billion kgs, and exports of 2.74 million live slaughter hogs that 
account for another 240 million kilograms, Canada relies on the exportation of 67% of its 
slaughter hog production9.  This ratio would be an even larger number if the 3.1 million 
feeder pigs that are exported to the U.S. were instead finished in Canada. 
 
The above highlights the national situation and provides an operating context for Ontario 
pork processors and hog producers.  The industry must be competitive to retain its export 
position. 


 


                                            
9 Based on domestic use of 735 million kgs divided by total slaughter hog production of 2,210 million 
kilograms which equals 33% domestic useage. 


20.0%
22.0%
24.0%


26.0%
28.0%
30.0%


32.0%
34.0%


36.0%
38.0%


40.0%


1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004


Chicken Beef Pork







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


Prepared by JRG Consulting Group                                                                      For Ontario Pork 5


2.3 Geographic Market for Ontario Hogs 
 
In 2005, there were 6.2 million hogs, in all weight ranges, produced by Ontario hog 
producers that were slaughtered.  Sales of market weight hogs (125 to 300 pounds live 
weight) by Ontario Pork account for 87% of the volume at 5.4 million head (see second 
column in Table 2.2), with the remaining 12% (or 806.387 hogs) representing the slaughter 
of sows, boars and hogs that are above 300 pounds and under 125 pounds (lightweight 
hogs). The 2,378 separate business units shipping hogs in this weight category in 2005 
shipped an average volume of shipments hogs was 2,287 market weight hogs. 
 
Ontario Pork shipments of market weight hogs for slaughter into the Ontario market 
accounted for 93% of all Ontario hog shipments for slaughter within Ontario (third column 
in Table 2.2), 92% of hog shipments from Ontario to Quebec, and market weight hogs 
shipped through Ontario Pork are 54% of Ontario hogs shipped to the U.S. for slaughter10. 
 
Table 2.2 Ontario Hogs Shipped for Slaughter, 2005  
 


Market 


All Hogs 
Shipped for 
Slaughter 


Ontario Pork 
Market Weight 


Hogs 


Ontario Pork 
Market 


Weight Share 


Ontario 
Pork Sales 
by Market


Ontario hogs slaughtered in Ontario 4,597,462 4,281,953 93.1% 78.7% 
Ontario hogs slaughtered in Quebec 702,133 646,568 92.1% 11.9% 
Ontario hogs slaughtered in the U.S. 946,673 511,360 54.0% 9.4% 
Total sales of Ontario slaughter hogs 6,246,268 5,439,881 87.1% 100.0% 
Source:   JRG Consulting Group Calculations based on Ontario Pork data and AAFC data 
 
In the market weight category, 78.7% of Ontario Pork sales are in the Ontario market, 
followed by Quebec at 11.9% and the U.S at 9.4%.  This data illustrates the geographic 
scope of the market for Ontario hogs, and the need for Ontario hogs to be shipped out of 
the province for slaughter given the current level of slaughter capacity in Ontario of 4.5 
million head in federally inspected plants and under 0.5 million head slaughtered in 
provincial plants. 
 
 
2.4 The Ontario Hog Supply and Demand Balance   
 
In 2005, Ontario processing plants accounted for only 73.6% of all of the Ontario hogs  
(including sows, boars and light weight hogs) shipped for slaughter (see row 1 in Table 
2.3).  This is followed by the U.S. accounting for 15% and then Quebec with 11% of all 
hogs slaughtered, including lightweight hogs, hogs over 300 pounds, and sows and boars.  
Slaughter in Ontario’s federally inspected plants accounted for 4.1 million hogs11, or only 
66% of Ontario hogs shipped for slaughter, with provincially inspected plants accounting 
for another 7% of the slaughter (see row 7 in Table 2.3).   
                                            
10 The other 45% are sows, boars, lightweight hogs and hogs over 300 pounds in weight. 
11 Weekly slaughter capacity in Ontario’s federally inspected hog processing plants are estimated to be: 
43,500 for Maple Leaf Foods; 33,000 for Quality Meat Packers; and 12,500 for Conestoga resulting a 
theoretical annual slaughter capacity of 4.6 million hogs.  Based on this annual rated slaughter capacity of 
the federally inspected plants in Ontario of 4.6 million hogs, this implies that these facilities operated at 90% 
capacity utilization (before accounting for holidays) when operating on a single shift 5 days per week. 
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Slaughter volume in Ontario plants totaled 4.6 million hogs in 2005, which resulted in 1.6 
million hogs requiring slaughter outside of Ontario (see row 11 in Table 2.3).  Therefore, 
Ontario had an excess supply of 1.6 million slaughter hogs, which is defined as hogs 
produced in Ontario but surplus to actual Ontario slaughter volumes (of 4.6 million).  This 
is 36% (see row # 12 of Table 2.3) of the 6.2 million hogs produced in Ontario and shipped 
for slaughter in 2005.   
 
Table 2.3 Ontario Hogs Slaughtered and Excess Supply of Ontario Hogs, 2005 
 
 
Row 
 


    Item 
 


Hog 
Numbers 


Percent of all 
Ontario Hogs 
Slaughtered 


1 Ontario hogs slaughtered in Ontario 4,597,462 73.6% 
2 Ontario hogs shipped to the U.S. 946,673 15.2% 
3 Ontario hogs slaughtered in Quebec 702,133 11.2% 
4 Total sales of Ontario slaughter hogs 6,246,268 100.0% 
5 Ontario Pork marketings of market weight hogs 5,439,881 87.1% 
6 Slaughter of non-market weight hogs (sows, boars, lightweight) 766,718  
7 Federal slaughter in Ontario 4,143,047 66.3% 
8 Provincial slaughter in Ontario 459,121 7.4% 
9 Ontario slaughter volume 4,602,168 73.7% 


10 Quebec hogs slaughtered in Ontario 4,706  
11 Excess Ontario slaughter hog supply relative to Ontario slaughter 1,644,100  
12 Excess supply – as a % of Ontario slaughter capacity 36%  
13 Federal slaughter capacity 4,628,000 74.1% 
14 Slaughter capacity utilization 90%  
15 Feeder pig exports 1,137,470 18.2% 
16 Excess Ontario  hog supply relative to Ontario slaughter capacity 2,781,570  
17 Excess supply - % of Ontario slaughter 60%  


Source:   JRG Consulting Group Calculations based on AAFC data 
 
The excess supply of Ontario hogs is actually much larger than the 36% when the export 
shipments of weaner and feeder pigs of 1.1 million are considered (which are 18% of 
current Ontario hog slaughter levels – see row 15).  That is, if these weaner pigs were 
finished in Ontario, then 2.8 million market weight hogs would have to be shipped to 
slaughter outside of the province.  These total shipments would be 60% of current Ontario 
slaughter volumes (see row 17 in Table 2.3), implying considerable supply levels that must 
be marketed and sold outside of the province – over 50,000 slaughter hogs per week.  
This compares to the 31,500 hogs (all hogs including the 22,300 market weight hogs) that 
were shipped out of Ontario each week in 2005.  
 
As indicated above, Ontario hog production well exceeds Ontario based slaughter 
capacity; accordingly a share of Ontario produced market hogs must be shipped to other 
markets (e.g. Quebec and the U.S.) for slaughter.  As well, Ontario has only three federally 
inspected pork-processing plants.  These factors are part of the marketing environment for 
Ontario hogs that shapes the design and delivery of Ontario Pork’s marketing programs. 
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2.5 Options Available to Access the Market for Ontario Hogs 
 
Ontario Pork has the regulatory authority and responsibility for regulating the marketing of 
hogs produced in Ontario.  As part of this authority, all market weight hogs (weight range 
of 125 to 300 pounds, on a live weight basis12) that are sold to processors are based on 
Ontario Pork marketing programs.      
 
Through Ontario Pork, Ontario hog producers have a number of options available to 
access markets for market weight hogs.  These market access options (or channels) 
enable hog producers to: 


1. enter into a supply and pricing agreement with Ontario based hog processor (direct 
contract); 


2. enter into a Pool Plus Agreement with Ontario Pork, and Ontario Pork in turn enters 
into supply and pricing agreements with processors in Ontario, Quebec, and the U.S. 
to supply a number of hogs each week under block contracts; 


3. deliver hogs into the Ontario Pork Pool, which Ontario Pork then sells through a bid 
and ask system, (with producers receiving the weekly pool average price for index 
100 hog carcasses and indexed to the actual hogs shipped); 


4. enter into a supply and pricing agreement with a Quebec based hog processor; 
5. enter into a supply and pricing agreement with an U.S. based hog processor (direct 


contract);  
6. negotiate short term sales agreements (truckload, weekly volume for a month, etc.) 


with processors in Ontario, Quebec and/or the U.S. with these shipments based on a 
negotiated pricing arrangement prior to delivery; and 


7. sell hogs to provincially inspected abattoirs for the local cut and wrap trade. 
 
The above suggests that there are many marketing choices and options available to 
Ontario hog producers.  Some producers will want to use the direct contract to provide a 
steady flow of hogs to a specific processing plant, while others may choose to use Pool 
Plus and the flexibility it offers.  Other producers may choose to use a combination of 
these marketing channels, with the majority of production being shipped through a direct 
contract with an Ontario processor, and selectively ship loads of hogs to a U.S. processor 
when there is a market advantage for such a shipment.  These market channels are 
referred to as direct producer contracts with processors, which includes short term supply 
agreements, the Pool Plus program and the Pool program. 
 
 
2.6 Overview of the Three Market Channels 
 
Direct contracts are supply agreements into which producers and processors voluntarily 
enter.  These contracts specify the volume of hogs that will be delivered to the processor 
each week, and the allowable variances (typically 5%.).  The scheduling of hog deliveries 
are facilitated by Ontario Pork, with the producers hogs being shipped from the farm or 
assembly yard directly to the processor for slaughter.  Pricing in these contracts is through 
a formula based on U.S. reference prices. Slightly more than three-quarters of hog 
shipments are through this channel. (See Table 2.4) 
 
                                            
12 The live weight range is increasing to become 125 pounds to 325 pounds. 
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The Pool Plus program is a supply agreement that producers have with Ontario Pork.  In 
turn, Ontario Pork has Block Contracts with processors, which are similar in nature to the 
direct producer processor contracts.  The block contracts use formula pricing, and the 
base price received by Pool Plus producers is a weighted average of the returns across all 
the Block Contract sales.  Booking and scheduling hogs are through Ontario Pork.   
Ontario Pork commits these hogs to processors, with Block Contracts sales to processors 
in Ontario, Quebec, and the United States.  Just over 15% of hog shipments were through 
the Pool Plus program in 2005.   
 
The Pool program encompassed around seven percent of hog deliveries in 2005.  These 
hogs are not pre-committed to any processor and are not priced using a formula price.  A 
certain volume of hogs in the Pool may be committed by Ontario Pork to honour the Block 
Contract commitments, and the associated contract price would be incorporated into the 
Pool price.  The remaining hogs in the Pool are uncommitted hogs and are sold as spot 
market hogs through a bid ask pricing system.   Ontario Pork ships these hogs to 
processors in the U.S, Quebec and in Ontario.   The price received by hog producers is the 
weekly average price for all hogs delivered into the Pool in a week.  Since Pool prices are 
mostly spot market prices, the price received by producers can be higher than for contract 
and Pool Plus hogs when the market is generally tight on hog supplies.  The average price 
is usually under the contract price when supplies are more abundant, and these 
uncommitted hogs may be shipped a greater distance to find a willing buyer at the highest 
net return to the Pool. 
 
Table 2.4 Distribution of Ontario Hog Sales by Marketing Option, 2005 
 


Market Option Total Sales Distribution 
Contract 4,208,017 77.4% 
Pool Plus 834,724 15.3% 
Pool 397,140 7.3% 
Total sales 5,439,881 100.0% 


 
 
In 2005, Ontario producers shipped 5.4 million market weight hogs for slaughter.  As 
shown in Table 2.4, producers overwhelmingly relied on direct contracting with processors 
with 77.4% of hogs shipped through direct contracts, followed by 15.3% shipped through 
the Pool Plus marketing option. 
 
Hog marketing through contracts has changed dramatically over the last decade, with 
under 1 million hogs (986,341) shipped under marketing contracts in 1996 to over 4 million 
hogs (4,208,017) in 2005 shipped through marketing contracts. This is 77.4% of the hogs 
marketed in 2005 compared to 24.5% in 1996. Figure 2.3 shows the trend in use of 
marketing contracts since 1996 for the month of March in each year.  The largest increase 
occurred in 1998 to 1999, increasing from under 40% to over 60% within one year.  
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Figure 2.3 Trend in Use of Direct Contracts in Ontario Hog Marketing, 1996 to 2006  
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Note: The percentages are based on March hog marketings in each year. 
 
Monthly sales for 2005 are provided in Table 2.5, with the annual values of 5,439,881 hogs 
marketed, with 77.4% or 4,208,017 marketed through contracts and the other 1,231,864 
hogs marketed through the Pool Plus and Pool programs offered by Ontario Pork. 
 
Table 2.5 Monthly Ontario Hog Sales, 2005 
 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Pool and Pool Plus 107,530 100,525 120,981 92,240 87,374 107,439 88,400 91,166 120,397 99,423 105,234 110,862
Contract Hogs 363,362 340,034 397,486 321,313 312,057 374,795 318,065 320,924 424,047 338,015 343,442 394,439
Total  470,892 440,559 518,467 413,553 399,431 482,234 406,465 412,090 544,444 437,438 448,676 505,301
Percent Contract 77.2% 77.2% 76.7% 77.7% 78.1% 77.7% 78.3% 77.9% 77.9% 77.3% 76.5% 78.1%
 
Through the direct contract option, 92% of these shipments were to Ontario processors, 
with 5% to Quebec processors and 3% to U.S processors (see first row of Table 2.6).  Pool 
Plus shipments were more equally distributed between the Ontario, Quebec and U.S. 
markets, with Quebec the largest outlet at 39% of these block contract sales by Ontario 
Pork.  The third row of Table 2.6 indicates that the majority of Pool sales were to Ontario 
processors in 2005.  Overall, 78.7% of market-weight hog shipments went to Ontario 
processors, with Quebec accounting for 11.9% and U.S. processors 9.4% of shipments. 
 
Table 2.6 Distribution of Ontario Hog Sales by Market and Channel, 2005 
 
Market Option Ontario Sales Quebec  Sales U.S. Sales Total 
Contract 92% 5% 3% 100% 
Pool Plus 26% 39% 35% 100% 
Pool 44% 31% 25% 100% 
Total sales 79% 12% 9% 100% 
 
Sales of Ontario market weight hogs averaged at 104,613 hogs per week in 2005, with 
78.7% of shipments to Ontario processors at 82,345/week (see Table 2.7).  This data 
indicates that on average 12,434 hogs went to Quebec each week, with the majority of 
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those through Pool Plus block contracts.  Of the 9,834 hogs going to the U.S each week in 
2005, 56% of these shipments were through Pool Plus, direct Ontario Pork sales (Pool and 
Pool Plus) accounted for 76% of these shipments, with direct contract sales accounting for 
24% of these shipments, or close to 12 truck loads per week.  
 
Table 2.7 Weekly Sales of Ontario Market Hogs by Marketing Channel, 2005 
 
Market Option Total Sales Ontario Sales Quebec  Sales U.S. Sales 
Contract 80,923 74,797 3,779 2,348 
Pool Plus 16,052 4,206 6,278 5,569 
Pool 7,637 3,343 2,378 1,917 
Total 104,613 81,923 13,132 9,834 
Percent of Total 100% 78.7% 11.9% 9.4% 
 
 
 
2.7 An Overview of Ontario Pork’s Role in Hog Marketing by Channel 
 
In each market channel Ontario Pork has regulatory oversight.  For example, with direct 
contracts Ontario Pork is a signatory to the contract and must approve of contract details.  
For short term sales agreements, Ontario Pork must be notified and approve of the 
transaction.  Ontario Pork negotiated the formula price that is used to establish the base 
price for hogs in most direct contracts between hog producers and processors.  The 
percentage of the formula (e.g., 101% versus 100%) is part of the producer-processor 
negotiation process. 
 
With the Pool Plus and Pool options, Ontario Pork ensures delivery of hogs under block 
contracts and sells Pool hogs to the highest bidder through the bid/ask system established 
with buyers.   
 
Ontario Pork is also involved in the logistics associated with shipping hogs from the 
farm/assembly yard to the slaughter plant for the majority of the market access options.  
Producers and/or truckers indicate to Ontario Pork by Thursday of each week the 
anticipated volumes that will be shipped in the following week.  Truckers are paid by 
Ontario Pork based on a negotiated transport charge between Ontario Pork and 
processors.  These payments are for shipments of full loads from a producers yard and 
from assembly yards.  Extra costs associated with partial loads picked up at the farm are 
billed to the producer directly by the trucker.   Ontario Pork directs shipments to specific 
processors under the Pool and Pool Plus options and on direct contract, Ontario Pork is 
informed of the volumes shipped.   
 
Settlement involves Ontario Pork obtaining grading information by hog for each hog 
shipped by producer. Funds are sent by the processor to Ontario Pork within three 
business days of slaughter for all Ontario hogs slaughtered each day.  Ontario Pork in turn 
provides payment and settlement data to each hog producer shipping hogs in the province.   
Ontario Pork provides this settlement function for all hogs marketed, whether part of the 
Pool, or under direct contract to a processor, whether in province, or out of province. 
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Associated with settlement, a service fee of $1.75/hog (which includes $0.20 for research) 
is collected by Ontario Pork for each market weight hog sold by hog producers.  The 
service fee is for a variety of services provided by Ontario Pork and by related agencies 
(e.g., Canadian Pork Council, Ontario Farm Animal Council).  Total Ontario Pork  
operational expenditures were $5.9 million in 2005, or $1.07/hog marketed through Ontario 
Pork.  This excludes promotion, research, support to related industry activities, and to 
Ontario Pork Board Secretariat activities.  The costs associated with hog marketing and 
sales are only a portion of the $1.07/hog of operational expenses. 
 
More detail on the role of Ontario Pork in hog marketing by channel is the focus of section 
3.0 of this report. 
 
 
2.8 Pricing of Ontario Hogs 
 
The base price for most Ontario hogs sold under direct contract with processors is derived 
from U.S. reference prices in the USDA report LM_HG201 the “National Daily Direct Daily 
Direct Hog Prior Day Report – Slaughtered Swine”.  This price report is used to construct 
CME Constructed Price which becomes the base for the Ontario price after a series of 
adjustments. 
 
Table 2.8 is used to illustrate how the base price for an index 100 hog carcass is 
determined using the July 12, 2006 CME constructed price of $US71.04/cwt (see row 1 in 
Table 2.8) for the average net price received by lots of hogs.   The U.S. reference price 
need not be for one day – in some contracts this constructed price is based on the prior 
week and in other contracts the three business days prior to slaughter.  From this price 56 
cents (in US funds) is subtracted from the price to reflect the relationship to a price series 
that was used prior to May 2003, and was designed to be revenue neutral for both 
processors and growers when the switch in U.S. reference price series was made.  The 
result (in row 3) is the national cost price of $US70.48/cwt of dressed carcass in the U.S. 
 
Table 2.8 Determination of the Ontario Formula Price index. July 12, 2006 
 
Row Adjustments Item Value 


1 starting price CME constructed price ($US/cwt) 71.04 
2  minus  National cost adjustment 0.56 
3   equals  National cost price 70.48 
4 multiplied by U.S. dressing percentage 0.74 
5 divided by Ontario dressing percentage 0.80 
6 multiplied by Conversion pounds to kilograms 2.2046 
7 divided by Ontario equivalency factor for index 100 1.1195 
8 equals U.S. dollar value of Ontario hog index 100 128.38 
9 multiplied by Canada – U.S exchange rate 1.1355 


10 multiplied by Contract formula percentage 102.5% 
11 equals Ontario formula price index 100 ($/100 kg) 149.42 
12 multiplied by Hog carcass grading index received 110 
13 equals Net price received ($/100kg FOB farm/yard) 164.36 
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Since U.S. dressed weight excludes the head, kidneys and mesenteric fat, which are 
included in the Ontario dressed weight, the national price is multiplied by the U.S dressing 
percentage of .74 (row 4) and divided by the Ontario dressing percentage of 0.80 (row 5) 
to account for these differences.   In some contracts these two values may be summarized 
as the outcome of 0.925 to account for the different dressing factors. These dressing 
percentages can change over time and may require updating.  For example, on July 12, 
2006, this value was 0.76 for U.S. hogs that were in the CME constructed price.  A 2.0% 
higher U.S. dress out weight in the formula adjustments will increase the net price received 
for Ontario hogs by the same 2% factor13.   
 
The value is then multiplied by 2.2046 (row 6) to convert from hundredweights to 100 
kilograms.  The value is then divided by the Ontario equivalency factor of 1.1195 (row 7) 
which accounts for (1) the U.S. price quoted is for superior hogs (the highest lot price, 
which was above the average price by at least 11% on July 12, 2006) , and (2) the fact that 
Ontario prices are basis the assembly/farm yard versus at the receiving door of the 
processor in the U.S. (the average freight charge in Ontario was $2.35 per hog in the first 
six months of 2006).  In some contracts the values of rows 4 to 7 in Table 2.8 are 
combined into one value.  This value is 1.82158 based on a contract formula percentage of 
100%. 
 
The result is the U.S. dollar value of an index 100 Ontario hog carcass, which is $128.38 in 
the eighth row in Table 2.8.  This multiplied by the prevailing exchange rate (row 9) (for the 
same number of days used to construct the CME constructed price) and multiplied by the 
contract formula percentage (row 10).   This is currently 101% in some renewed 
contracts14; and has been as low as 100% in 2005.  This value was closer to 103.5% when 
direct contracting began. 
 
The base price for an index 100 hog carcass is shown in row 11, which was 
$149.42/100kg (of dressed carcass) in Canadian funds.  If the contract formula percentage 
were 100%, then this price would have been $145.77/100kg, or 2.5% lower. 
 
The average hog index in Ontario is closer to 109, and with a producer having hogs that 
grade out at index 110, the price received is $164.36/100kgs (based on the 102.5% 
contract formula percentage). 
 
 
2.9 Grading Hogs and Net Price Received by Producers 
 
The above discussion highlights the many variables that can affect the price of Ontario 
hogs.  Many of these are out of the control of the producer, such as the U.S. dressing 
percentage, the U.S. price, the exchange rate, the Ontario equivalency factor.  What can 
be somewhat controlled by Ontario producers is the carcass index score received upon 
grading, and the related factor of carcass weight.  An index of 110 provides 3.8% more 
gross revenue than an index of 106. 
 


                                            
13 Any revision should include updated information on the dress out experienced in both the US hogs in the 
CME constructed price and all market weight hogs slaughtered in Ontario.  
14 This can be as high as 102.5% on some longer-term contracts that were entered into a few years ago. 
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The grading grid is not standard across all contracts.  For example, delivering under a Pool 
Plus contract or into the Pool with a 92-kilogram dressed carcass (weight class 7) in yield 
class # 1 generates an index of 114.  However the same hog delivered under a direct 
processor contract (e.g., with Maple Leaf) can result in a grade out with an index of 108 
(see Table 2.9).  In yield class # 2 the index values of 112 are the same in this weight 
class, with Quality Meat Packers providing a $3.00 premium. 
 
Table 2.9 Portions of the Ontario Grading Grid for Selected Market Outlets 
 


    Weight Class (kgs) 
Yield Class 6 7 8 9 
    85.0 to 89.9 90.0 to 94.9 95.0 to 99.9 100 to 104.9 


1  > 64.3% OPH = 114 OPH = 114 OPH = 114 OPH = 110 
  OP = 114 OP = 114 OP = 104 OP = 70 
  ML = 108 ML = 108 ML = 108 ML = 108 


   QM = 107 QM = 100 QM = 100 QM = 100 
2 61.8 to 64.29% OPH = 112 OPH = 112 OPH = 112 OPH = 108 
  OP = 113 OP = 112 OP = 101 OP = 70 
  ML = 112 ML = 112 ML = 112 ML = 110 


   QM = 113+ $300 QM = 112 $3.00 QM = 110+ $2.00 QM = 104 
3 59.6 to 61.79% OPH = 111 OPH = 111 OPH = 111 OPH = 107 
  OP = 112 OP = 111 OP = 97 OP = 70 


   ML = 110 ML = 110 ML = 108 ML = 100 
    QM = 111+ $3.00 QM = 111 + $3.00 QM = 109 + $1.00 QM = 102 


Note:  OPH refers to Ontario Pork Heavy, OP refers to Ontario Pork, ML refers to Maple Leaf and QM refers 
to Quality Meat Packers 
 
Maximizing revenues by producers requires matching of hog weights and yields with the 
grading tables used by each processor.  For each processor there is a spot on the grid that 
has the highest return for each weight class.    
 
As well, an increase in the contract formula percentage (e.g., from 100% to 101%) can be 
offset by a change in the grading grid schedule, resulting in minimal overall gain in some 
weight and yield classes of hog carcasses. 
 
 
2.10 The Exchange Rate and Hog Market Returns 
 
A major factor affecting the Ontario hog industry has been the appreciation of the 
Canadian dollar against the U.S. dollar – another uncontrollable factor affecting the 
producer return.   Since the U.S. hog market and the U.S. price has a direct impact on the 
Canadian hog price, any movement in the exchange rate directly impacts on the price 
received by Ontario producers.  Figure 2.1 shows the movement in the Canada – U.S. 
exchange rate since 2000, with the $1.57 in Canadian funds required to purchase a U.S. 
dollar in 2002, which decreased to $1.14 to date in 2006.  This change in the annual 
average value of the dollar was 31.1%.  As a result the price received for hogs is 31.1% 
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lower in 2006 than it would have been if the Canadian dollar had not appreciated since 
200215.    
 
Figure 2.1 Canada – U.S. Exchange rate, 2000 to 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
An illustration of this impact is provided in Table 2.10.  The first column contains the 
annual weekly average of standard contract prices, and the second column reports the 
annual average exchange rate since 200116.  The third column indicates what the price 
would have been had the exchange rate remained at $1.20/$U.S. through the 2001 to 
2005 period, as it was in the early 1990’s.  In this scenario, the price received in 2004 of 
$170/cwt would have been $13.20/cwt higher at $156.89/cwt.  The fourth column shows 
these differences. The 2002 hog price would have been $40/100kg lower in 2002 if the 
depreciation had not occurred. 
 
Table 2.10 Impact of Exchange Rate on Ontario Hog Prices, 2001 to 2006 
 


Year 
Weekly average 


Ontario price $Can/$US
Ontario price 
at $1.20/$US Difference


Ontario price 
at $1.55/$US Difference


2001 179.14 1.55 138.78 40.36 179.26 (0.12) 
2002 140.35 1.57 107.27 33.08 138.56 1.79 
2003 140.08 1.40 119.98 20.10 154.98 (14.90) 
2004 170.09 1.30 156.89 13.20 202.64 (32.55) 
2005 149.50 1.21 148.14 1.36 191.35 (41.85) 
2006 125.33 1.14 132.51 (7.18) 171.16 (45.83) 


Source:   JRG Consulting Group calculations based on weekly average supplied by Ontario Pork 


                                            
15 An argument can be made that the value of the Canadian dollar at $(US) 0.65 in the early 2000’s was 
lower than warranted.  The value of the Canadian dollar was $1.167/US$ in 1990 and $1.21/$US  in 1992, 
before the depreciation started in the mid-1990’s.  This lower value dollar increased the profitability of 
Canada hog production, which naturally stimulated an increase in production.  In the early-1990’s, weekly 
hog production in Ontario was closer to 65,000 hogs per week, which increased to 72,800/week in 1996, 
compared to the 104,000 hogs per week in 2005. 
16 The 2006 data is for the fist six months of 2006. 
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The fifth column indicates what the Ontario hog price would have been had the value of 
the Canadian dollar remained at $1.55/$U.S. through this period.   For example, the 2005 
price would have been closer to $191/cwt, versus the $149.50/cwt realized for index 100 
hogs.  The last column shows by year the price difference, which was over $40/cwt in both 
2005 and 2006 – a large percentage impact. 
 
The impact of the strengthening Canadian dollar on hog producers’ operating margin is not 
as large as illustrated in the last column of Table 2.10.  Feed costs are the major input, and 
the cost of feed is also affected by the value of the Canadian dollar.  For example, in 2005, 
the estimated margin over feed per hog marketed was $78 based on feed costs of close to 
$59/hog.  However, if the value of the dollar was $1.55/$US, the feed cost would have 
been $75/hog (versus $59), resulting in a margin over feed of $101/hog.  With a $1/55/$US 
currency the margin over feed would have been $22/hog, versus the $40/hog as implied 
when only looking at output prices17.   This margin discussion is not designed to minimize 
the impact of exchange rates; rather it is to illustrate that exchange rates can affect some 
of the major inputs used in hog production, which somewhat reduces the overall impact of 
a strengthening dollar. 
 
 
This section provides some context for the operating environment in which Ontario hog 
producers operate.  The next section focuses in more detail on Ontario Pork’s and on hog 
marketing by sales channel. 
  
 
 
 


                                            
17 The same $22/hog difference in margin over feed applies to 2006 with $55/hog feed costs. 
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3.0 Ontario Pork and Hog Marketing by Sales Channel 
 
The prior section overviewed the marketing environment facing Ontario hog producers, 
and the market access channels available to hog producers.  This section takes a closer 
look at market access and some of the marketing services provided by Ontario Pork. 
 
 
3.1 Access to Market Channels by Hog Producers 
 
Ontario hog producers have a number of market access options available to them.  These 
were overviewed in section 2.6 and are represented in Figure 3.1.  Direct contracts are 
used to ship just over three-quarters of market weight hogs.   
 
Direct contracts with Ontario processors account for 71.5% of the volumes shipped to 
market in 2005, with contracts to Quebec processors and U.S. processors accounting for 
another 5.8% of all 2005 marketings18. 
 
Figure 3.1 Market Channels and Associated Volume Shares, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Producers moved 15.3% of 2005 volumes through the Pool Plus program, where 
producers enter a Pool Plus Agreement with Ontario Pork.  Given the commitment of hogs 
through this program, Ontario Pork in turn entering into supply and pricing agreements with 
processors in Ontario, Quebec, and the U.S. to supply a number of hogs each week under 
block contracts.  Shipments to Quebec through these block contracts accounted for 6.0% 
                                            
18 Included in the contract volumes are shipments through short-term producer-packer purchase agreements. 
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of 2005 volumes, with shipments to Ontario processor another 4.0%, and 5.3% to U.S. 
accounts. 
 
The other market access option is for producers to deliver hogs to the Pool, which Ontario 
Pork then sells through a bid and ask system.  The Pool accounted for 7.4% of 2005 hog 
volume, with Ontario processors accounting for 3.2%, Quebec 2.3% and U.S. processors 
accounting for 1.8% of 2005 volumes. (see also Table 2.7). 
 
The above discussion is based on the number of hogs in a marketing channel.  An 
important issue is the useage of each channel by producers to access the market.  Table 
3.1 provides a high level overview of market access by producer business units19 through 
these three channels.  A total of 1,671 operations (or 70% of all business unit operations) 
used the Pool in 2005 to access the market.  Moreover, as shown in the third and fourth 
column of Table 3.1, the Pool accounted for the majority of an operation’s hog shipments 
for 944 operations, or 40% of operations20.  At the same time, the Pool accounted for only 
7.4% of hog shipments.  This can be explained by the fact that 39.7% of business unit 
operations had the majority of their hog shipments through the Pool, with these Pool 
shipments being less than 1,000 hogs per year21. 
 
Table 3.1 Participation by Marketing Channel, 2005 
 


 
No. of Operations 
Using a Channel 


Percent of 
Operations


Operations with Majority of 
Shipments in a Channel 


Percent of 
Operations 


Pool 1,671 70.3% 944 39.7% 
Contracts 1,372 57.7% 841 35.4% 
Pool Plus 670 28.2% 593 24.9% 
Total   2,378 100.0% 
 
Contracts were the second most frequently used market channel by these producer 
operations, with 1,372 (or 58% of all operational business units) using contracts. Direct 
contracts with processors accounted for the majority of hog marketings for 35% of 
operations (841 in total). 
 
The Pool Plus Program was used by 670 operations in 2005 (28% of all business unit 
operations) and this channel accounted for the majority of marketing for 593 operations 
(25% of the total).   
 
The market outlet that accounts for the majority of each operation’s hog shipments in 2005 
is also illustrated in Figure 3.2.  For example, for 40% of operations the Pool accounts for 
the majority of an operation’s hog shipments, followed by contracts for 35% of operations, 


                                            
19 Producer business units are defined as business unit operations that may operate with more than one 
finishing barn and can have more than one principal operator and ship market weight hogs into one of the 
three sales channels.  The 2,378 operations reported in Table 3.1 is a subset of the 3,300 individual Ontario 
hog producers reported by Ontario Pork. 
20 This was calculated by determining for each business unit through which channel the majority of their 
shipments occurred in 2005. 
21 In fact, 20.8% of business units shipped mostly through the Pool and these business units  shipped less 
than 100 hogs per year 
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and the Pool Plus program accounted for the majority of hog shipments for 25% of hog 
operations.  
 
Figure 3.2 Distributions by Market Channel that Account for the Majority of Each 


Hog Operation’s Shipments, 2005 
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A summary of participation by market channel is illustrated in Figure 3.3, and shows the 
importance of each market channel in providing market access to the 2,378 hog 
operations.   
 
Figure 3.3 Producer Participation by Market Channel, 2005 
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The fact that 70% of hog operations use the Pool, but that it accounts for only 7.4% of 
shipments, suggests that either the Pool is used by smaller operations and/or that the Pool 
provides access for hogs not delivered under contract or the Pool Plus program.   Table 
3.2 shows the distribution of these operations by annual sales volume across all channels 
in the first two columns.  This shows that 25% of hog operations (591 in total) had 
shipments of between 1 and 100 market weight hogs in 2005. 
 
Table 3.2    Distribution of Operations by Size and Predominant Sales Channel, 2005 
 
Annual 
Shipments Total 


Share 
of Total


Direct 
Contracts


Share of 
Total Pool 


Share of 
Total 


Pool 
Plus 


Share of 
Total 


1 – 100 591 24.9% 53 2.2% 494 20.8% 44 1.9% 
101 – 1,000 974 41.0% 186 7.8% 399 16.8% 389 16.4% 
1,001 – 2,500 403 16.9% 232 9.8% 41 1.7% 130 5.5% 
2,501 – 5,000 218 9.2% 184 7.7% 8 0.3% 26 1.1% 
5,001 – 10,000 118 5.0% 113 4.8% 2 0.1% 3 0.1% 
10,001 – 25,000 56 2.4% 55 2.3% - 0.0% 1 0.0% 
> 25,000 18 0.8% 18 0.8% - 0.0% - 0.0% 
Total 2,378 100.0% 841 35.4% 944 39.7% 593 24.9% 
 
The fifth and sixth column shows that the Pool was the sales channel that accounted for 
the majority of their shipments for 494 hog operations in this sales category (or 20.8% of 
all producers), which is 83.6% of operations in this sales volume (see also Table 3.3).  
Direct contracts accounted for the majority of shipments in the 1 to 100 hog shipments for 
53 operations (see the top row of Table 3.2). 
 
There were 974 operations (39% of the total) in the 101 to 1,000 hog shipments sales 
category in 2005.  The Pool accounted for the majority of sales for 399 hog operations 
(41% of operations in this sales size range), Pool Plus was used as the major outlet by 389 
hog operations (40% of this sales range), and contracts were the major outlet for 186 
operations (19% of all hog operations in this size category). 
 
Almost two-thirds of hog operations (65.9%) ship less than 1,000 hogs per year (see the 
second column of Table 3.2).  For these operations all the three sales channels are 
important means to provide market access. 
 
For hog operations with over 1,000 hogs shipped per year, direct contracts become the 
sales channel that accounts for the majority of shipments for these operations.  As shown 
in Table 3.2 there are 218 hog operations in the sales category of 2,501 to 5,000 hogs per 
year, and direct contracts account for the majority of hog sales for 184 of these operations 
(or 84.4% of all hog operations in this sales category).   As a point of reference, the 
average hog operation shipped 2,287 market weight hogs in 2005.  
 
As shown in Table 3.3, contracts are the most frequently used major sales channel for hog 
operations with annual sales of more than 1,000 hogs per year, starting with this being the 
most frequently used sales channels for 57.6% of hog operations marketing between 
1,000 and 2,500 hogs per year, and is the only channel used for operations with shipments 
of more than 25,000 hogs per year. 
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Table 3.3 Frequency of Use of Each Sales Channel by Size of Operation, 2005 
 
Volume of Annual Shipments Pool Pool Plus Contracts All Operations
1 – 100 83.6% 7.4% 9.0% 100.0% 
101 – 1,000 41.0% 39.9% 19.1% 100.0% 
1,001 – 2,500 10.2% 32.3% 57.6% 100.0% 
2,501 – 5,000 3.7% 11.9% 84.4% 100.0% 
5,001 – 10,000 1.7% 2.5% 95.8% 100.0% 
10,001 – 25,000 0.0% 1.8% 98.2% 100.0% 
> 25,000 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Total 39.7% 24.9% 35.4% 100.0% 
 
 
Table 3.4 shows the useage of each sale channel as the predominant market outlet by 
annual sales volume.   For example, for the 944 hog operations where the Pool accounted 
for the majority of an operation’s hog shipments, 52.3% of these operations shipped less 
than 100 hogs per year.  In the case of where Pool Plus accounted for the majority of hog  
shipments, 65.6% of operations were in the 101 to 1,000 hogs per year sales category.  
The Table illustrates that for hog operations where contracts accounted for the majority of 
their shipments, the largest number of operations were in the 1,000 to 2,500 sales class.  
 
Table 3.4 Predominant Useage of Each Sales Channel by Size of Operation, 2005 
 
Volume of Annual Shipments Pool Pool Plus Contracts All Operations
1 – 100 52.3% 7.4% 6.3% 24.9% 
101 – 1,000 42.3% 65.6% 22.1% 41.0% 
1,001 – 2,500 4.3% 21.9% 27.6% 16.9% 
2,501 – 5,000 0.8% 4.4% 21.9% 9.2% 
5,001 – 10,000 0.2% 0.5% 13.4% 5.0% 
10,001 – 25,000 0.0% 0.2% 6.5% 2.4% 
> 25,000 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 0.8% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
 
As noted above, there were 1,671 hog operations that used the Pool program in 2005, with 
the Pool accounting for the majority of shipments for only 944 of these operations (See 
Table 3.1).  Table 3.5 provides some insight into the volume of hogs marketed by hog 
operations into each sales channel in 2005.  For example, there were 1,148 operations 
that shipped less than 100 hogs into the Pool, which represented 68.7% of all operations 
shipping into the Pool, and 465 operations that shipped between 101 and 1,000 hogs into 
the Pool (27.8% of hog operations using the Pool).   As well, there were 479 operations 
that shipped under 100 hogs into the contract sales channel, which accounted for 34.9% of 
all hog operations shipping under contract. 
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Table 3.5 Volume of Hogs Marketed by Hog Operations in Each Market Channel  
 
Hogs Marketed in a Channel Pool Dist. Pool Plus Dist. Contracts Dist. 
1 – 100 1,148 68.7% 80 11.9% 479 34.9% 
101 – 1,000 465 27.8% 424 63.3% 253 18.4% 
1,001 – 2,500 48 2.9% 132 19.7% 255 18.6% 
2,501 – 5,000 8 0.5% 29 4.3% 193 14.1% 
5,001 – 10,000 2 0.1% 4 0.6% 117 8.5% 
10,001 – 25,000 - 0.0% 1 0.1% 55 4.0% 
> 25,000 - 0.0% - 0.0% 20 1.5% 
All Producers 1,671 100.0% 670 100.0% 1,372 100.0% 
 
 
Figure 3.4 shows the total number of hog operations that shipped into the various sales 
channels based on their volumes shipped into each channel by year. 
 
Figure 3.4 Volume of Hogs Marketed by Producers in Each Market Channel, 2005 
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3.2 Marketing Services Offered by Ontario Pork 
 
Ontario Pork is the sales agent for all Ontario hogs.  The associated regulatory power 
granted to Ontario pork is based on the tested economic proposition that collective 
marketing can enhance the return to the members of the collective.  For example, when 
there are few buyers and many sellers, the market power resides with the buyers of 
product.   This moves the market from one of pure competition to one of oligopoly or 
monopoly powers for buyers. Furthermore, when supply exceeds local market 
requirements, bargaining power resides with buyers.    
 
In response to these market fundamentals of numerous sellers and few buyers, regulatory 
powers were provided to producer organizations to improve the bargaining power through 
collective marketing.  Ontario Pork has been delegated these collective marketing powers, 
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which provides countervailing market power for all hog producers to improve the 
producers’ overall marketing position and obtain the best possible hog price received by 
hog producers (relative to not having this collective action)22.   
 
As the producers’ marketing agent, Ontario Pork provides a number of services to pork 
producers across a number of service areas23, with one of the more important areas being 
hog marketing.  Services provided in the hog marketing category include: 


 Providing market access and options to producers through which to sell their hogs; 
 Selling hogs into various markets (sales activities) including shipping hogs out of the 


province to create market equilibrium and the process of obtaining the best possible 
price for Ontario hogs; 


 Negotiating contract elements on behalf of producers to ensure direct contracts with 
processors are competitive and obtaining the best possible price; 


 Administering contracts between producers and packers including contract 
approvals, handling questions and providing grid comparisons; 


 Resolving disputes between processors and producers; 
 Operating the booking and delivery system including the scheduling of deliveries in 


consultation with processors; 
 Licensing of transporters, truckers and assemblers as it relates to animal welfare and 


handling; 
 Negotiating freight rates that apply to the cost of shipping hogs from assembly points 


to processors; 
 Administrating the in-transit loss account which compensates producers for in-transit 


mortalities and condemnations; 
 Intervening in crisis situations such as handling hog shipments during plant strikes, 


breakdowns or other crisis that occur during shipping;  
 Managing Ontario Pork’s forward-pricing program which allows hog producers to 


forward price hogs;  
 Preparing media reports on sales, prices, and market trends; and 
 Settlement, which is the process of issuing payments to producers in an accurate and 


timely manner. 
 
The first six of these service areas are concerned with market channels and market 
access.  These services are discussed below. 
 


                                            
22 If it were not for this collective action, particularly when Ontario hog production well exceeds local hog 
slaughtering capacity, the average price received by the average hog producer would be lower. 
23 The broader range of services provided by Ontario Pork include: consumer pork promotion, administration 
of the on-farm food safety program (or CQA), public relations with consumers on producer issues, lobbying 
government on producer issues such as nutrient management, representing Ontario Pork producers on 
agricultural issues, communications with producers including electronic communication and access to 
information, producer education, determining research priorities on hog and pork issues, hog marketing, 
logistics, and hog payment. 







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


Prepared by JRG Consulting Group                                                                      For Ontario Pork 23


3.3 Providing Market Access and Marketing Options 
 
Ontario Pork provides Ontario hog producers with a number of options to access markets 
for market-weight hogs.  As noted in section 2.0 these sales channels include direct 
contracts with processors, the pool plus program, and deliveries into the pool.  These sales 
channels enable hog producers to: 


1. Enter into a supply and pricing agreement with Ontario based hog processor (direct 
contract) accounting for 71.4% of 2005 sales24; 


2. Enter into a Pool Plus Agreement with Ontario Pork, with Ontario Pork in turn 
entering into supply and pricing agreements with processors in Ontario, Quebec, and 
the U.S. to supply a number of hogs each week under block contracts (accounting for 
15.3% of 2005 sales, with 6.0% into Quebec, 4.0% into Ontario, and 5.3% into the 
U.S.), and this channel was used by 28% of hog operations; 


3. Deliver hogs into the Ontario Pork Pool, which Ontario Pork then sells through a bid 
and ask system, (with producers receiving the weekly pool average price for index 
100 hog carcasses indexed to actual hogs shipped) which accounted for 7.4% of 
2005 sales and was used by over two-thirds of hog operations (70%); 


4. Enter into a supply and pricing agreement with a Quebec based hog processor 
(which accounted for 3.6% of 2005 sales); 


5. Enter into a supply and pricing agreement with an U.S. based hog processor (direct 
contract which accounted for 2.2% of 2005 Ontario market weight hog sales);  


6. Negotiate short term sales agreements (truckload, weekly volume for a month, etc.) 
with processors in Ontario, Quebec and/or the U.S. with these shipments based on a 
negotiated pricing arrangement prior to delivery (the volumes under this option are 
accounted for in the above contract sales); and 


7. Sell hogs to provincially inspected abattoirs for the local cut and wrap trade. 
 
The extent of these options and the participation by producers in all of these market 
channels indicates that Ontario Pork provides many market access options and sales 
channels to Ontario hog producers, with all of these options available under the auspices 
of regulated marketing.  It appears that producers are not denied any access to any 
marketing option.  The only access issue is whether each option is always available. 
 
 
3.4 Selling Hogs into Various Markets 
 
A critical role performed by Ontario Pork on behalf of all hog producers involves the 
shipment of hogs into markets outside of Ontario.  This activity is necessary to ensure that 
there are not more hogs in Ontario than required by Ontario-based processors in any 
week.  If this collective action did not occur, particularly when Ontario hog production well 
exceeds local hog slaughtering capacity, the average price received by the average hog 
producers would be lower. 
 
This important sales activity is carried out through the Pool and Pool Plus Program which 
resulted in 15.4% of Ontario’s 2005 hog production being shipped to Quebec and U.S. 
processors.  (see Table 3.6).  This focus on creating an appropriate hog supply demand 


                                            
24 Contracts with processors in Ontario, Quebec, and in the U.S were used by 58% of Ontario’s hog 
operations in 2005. 
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balance in Ontario is also assisted by Ontario Pork enabling direct contracting between 
Ontario hog producers and Quebec and U.S. based hog processors, which accounted for 
another 5.8% of Ontario market-weight hog shipments in 2005.  In total, 21.3% of Ontario’s 
market weight hog production was shipped out of the province. 
 
Table 3.6 Distribution of Hog Sales by Channel and Destination, 2005 
 
Destination Pool Pool Plus Contract Total 
Ontario 3.2% 4.0% 71.5% 78.7%
Quebec 2.3% 6.0% 3.6% 11.9%
U.S. 1.8% 5.3% 2.2% 9.4%
Total 7.3% 15.3% 77.4% 100.0%
 
 
If these sales activities by Ontario Pork did not occur then excess supplies of slaughter 
hogs would remain in the province in many instances, resulting in lower pricing for the 
majority of hogs and lower returns to the average Ontario hog producer25.   
 
 
3.5 Negotiating Contract Elements 
 
Just under 80% of the market weight slaughter hogs produced in Ontario and shipped to 
processing plants are under direct contract with processors (see Table 2.7).  Ontario Pork 
has an important role in negotiating minimal standards for those contracts including the 
base price formula for calculating hog prices (for index 100), and the applicable grading 
grid.  Acting as the agent for all hog producers Ontario Pork is able to use its bargaining 
power to attempt to obtain the best possible contract terms.   
 
Furthermore, in the case of Ontario processors, these negotiated terms consider the need 
for Ontario processors to remain competitive with their counterparts in nearby jurisdictions, 
implying that long run sustainability is a consideration when negotiating contract terms.. 
 
 
3.6 Administering Contracts Between Producers and Packers 
 
Ontario Pork is also involved with administration of direct contracts.  Administration has 
many elements including the provision of pricing and grid comparisons between various 
contracts; and indicating which contracts are open and available to producers. 
 
Another important element of contract administration is the requirement that Ontario Pork 
must also approve all new contracts entered into between Ontario hog producers and 
processors.  This ensures that all contract elements meet minimal standards established 
by Ontario Pork. 
 


                                            
25 In some situations producers are better off when Ontario Pork moves hogs into other markets at a lower 
market price.  This ensures supplies are not a drag on the market which would prevent producers from 
achieving the best possible price for Ontario hogs. 
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Through Ontario Pork information is supplied to all producers on which processors have 
available contracts and their associated contract terms.  Interested producers can either 
contact Ontario Pork staff or directly contact a processor’s procurement staff to enter into a 
contract and finalize terms.  Before any contract is valid Ontario Pork must approve of 
contract details and be a signatory to the contract. 
 
An issue is whether Ontario Pork should approve direct contracts to processors when the 
contracted volume exceeds plant capacity, or a certain percentage of plant capacity. 
 
 
3.7 Resolving Disputes  
 
On behalf of producers, Ontario Pork assists in resolving disputes that may occur between 
processors and producers on issues such as meeting contract terms, grade-outs received 
on a particular shipment, volume of hogs to be delivered in a shipping period, etc.  
 
Ontario Pork does not act as the arbitrator on disputes, as it would have a conflict of 
interest through its role as a marketing agent for all producers, and it’s being a signatory to 
each supply agreement. 
 
 
3.8 Operating the Booking and Delivery System  
 
Booking and delivery is an important part of hog marketing.  It includes producers 
indicating how may hogs will shipped in a pre-defined slaughter week, producers ensuring 
these hogs are assembled and ready for pick-up, processors knowing how many hogs will 
be delivered through the contracted sales channels (direct and block contracts) and 
available to be purchased from the Pool,  Ontario Pork ensures that the hogs are shipped 
to the processor, and transporters shipping hogs from assembly points to processors in an 
orderly manner through the week.  
 
The booking and delivery process starts with producers informing their transporter of their 
intended hog shipments for the following week by Thursday of the current week.  The 
transporters, of which there are 110 that are licensed by Ontario Pork to ship hogs, in turn 
notify Ontario Pork of their booked volumes for the following week, with information on 
expected shipment volumes by producer and shipment volumes to each processor under 
direct contract shipments, and shipment volumes under the Pool and Pool Plus programs.  
This booking data is entered into HAMS (Hog Allocation Management System) at Ontario 
Pork.   
 
Ontario Pork in turn notifies each processor of expected shipments for the following week 
under direct producer-processor contracts, and under Ontario Pork’s block contract 
program with each processor26.  By Friday of the prior week, Ontario Pork has information 
on the intended volumes to be shipped for each day of the following week to each 


                                            
26 A number of transporters also notify processors on the number of loads that they will be shipping by day in 
the following week, and some producers under direct contract will also notify the processor of the volumes to 
be shipped in the following week. 
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processor, and also the volumes that Ontario Pork can offer through the Pool to any 
processor through a bid/ask pricing system. 
 
Ontario Pork must make allocation decisions in cases when there are short weeks (weeks 
with an official holiday) and when plants are operating at a lower capacity volume due to 
repair issues, strikes, etc.  In these situations Ontario Pork will allocate  market access to 
each producer – for example at 80% of intended deliveries or 80% of normal deliveries in 
the case of 4-day weeks27. 
 
While most producers ship the number of hogs that they indicated they intended to ship on 
their shipping day28, some producers do not always ship the exact volumes they intended 
to ship.  This is more of a concern when a producer does not ship full loads from their 
farmyard or when they deliver hogs to the local assembly yard29.    
 
After hogs have been loaded and shipped to processors, transporters supply Ontario Pork 
with information on the exact number of hogs shipped and delivered live to the plant.  In 
order to improve the efficiency of the booking and scheduling system, Ontario Pork is 
unveiling an electronic manifest system to improve the efficiency of information flow 
between producers, transporters, processors, and Ontario Pork. 
 
Processors supply Ontario Pork with settlement data on the number of hogs graded as 
well as the weight, grade, yield, and value associated with each hog graded.  This is part 
of hog payment or hog settlement30.  Processors also transfer funds to Ontario Pork for the 
value of the hogs purchased.  Ontario Pork, in turn, distributes funds to producers, 
transporters, and to its own account based on the service fee deduction. 
 
 
3.9 Comparison of the Market Access Options Available to Producers 
 
An interesting issue is why the industry gravitated to direct contracts over the last decade 
and why 91% of purchases by Ontario processors are through direct contracts with 
producers (see Table 2.7).  Contracting increases to 96% when block contracts are also 
considered.   Some of the major reasons can be deduced through the rationale for use and 
the returns generated by direct contracts for growers, before considering the impact of the 
grading grid. 
 
There are distinct reasons why producers have opted for this marketing option.  As 
mentioned in interviews and focus groups, these reasons include: 


 Contracts ensure that producers have a guaranteed access to shackle space at a 
processing plant, that is a guaranteed market outlet at an agreed upon price; 


                                            
27 An issue that will be discussed later is that in short weeks, transporters have implemented Ontario Pork’s 
allocation decision in manner which is unfair to some producers in an attempt to minimize trucking costs. 
28 Producers typically have the same shipping day each week, with the shipping date associated with direct 
contracts established through discussions/negotiations with the processor and the availability of shipping 
days for a processor. 
29 With full load shipments approximately 200 hogs are on a load (pot load),. 
30 HAMS is also used for preparing settlement reports and issuing funds to producers for hogs graded. 
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 Contracts allow for an on-going relationship with a packer by producers and 
supplying the packer with the specific attributes requested through the supply 
agreement; 


 Agreements with processors are viewed favorably by lenders, which allow producers 
to access capital for needed renovations and/or expansion, etc.; 


 The price for index 100 hogs returned through contracts has typically been higher 
than through the Pool Plus or Pool programs offered by Ontario Pork. 


 
The Pool Plus program offers producers most of the same advantages as direct contracts 
except that through the Pool Plus program a producer does not necessarily benefit from an 
ongoing relationship with a particular processor.  Under Pool Plus market  returns are not 
as predictable as with direct contracts as the return received by producers is based on all 
Ontario Pork block contract returns in a week, versus the pricing formula in a contract.  An 
advantage of the Pool Plus program is that after grading, the pricing grid used by Ontario 
Pork on its Pool Plus and Pool sales can generate higher net returns for certain weight and 
yield combinations.  This can result in a higher return for some hog producers with certain 
market weight hogs. 
 
Processors also have distinct reasons for entering into supply agreements with producers 
and Ontario Pork through block contracts.  The most important reason is that supply 
agreements ensure a predictable weekly supply of hogs for slaughter.   Without these 
agreements, it is possible that other plants and supply regions will bid the hogs away from 
their facility resulting in a competitive disadvantage.  This disadvantage can occur even 
with Ontario producing more market weight hogs than can be slaughtered by processors. 
For example, rivalry between processors (across North America) can result in non-Ontario 
processors bidding a large portion of hogs away from Ontario and thus leaving Ontario 
processors at a competitive disadvantage. 
 
The Pool is definitely an option used by producers, with 7.3% of hogs marketed in 2005 
through the Pool, and this option used by 1,671 hog operations.  In 2005, Ontario Pork 
data indicated that 1,671 hog operations used the Pool option.  This means that 70% of all 
producers used the Pool in 2005 to market 7.3% of Ontario’s market weight hogs.  Figure 
3.2 indicates that the vast majority of hog operations shipped less than 100 hogs per year 
through the Pool (or 1,148 in this volume range, as shown in Table 3.5).  This option 
provides marketing flexibility for the vast majority of Ontario hog producers.  (See also 
Table 3.7 for some comparisons).  The Pool was the most common market outlet used by 
producers when looking at useage by producers.   
 
Contracts account for 77.3% of hogs marketed in 2005 and 1,372 hog operations used this 
marketing approach, which is 57.7% of all hog operations.   As shown in Table 3.5, there 
were 479 operations who delivered less than 100 hogs through this market channel in 
2005.  Seventy-five (75) hog operations shipped more than 10,000 hogs per year through 
direct contracts, while only one (1) operation shipped more than 10,000 hogs through the 
Pool or Pool Plus.   
 
Producers using contracts also used the Pool as a market outlet.  Since there are less than 
591 hog operations that have total shipments of less than 100, and 494 that ship 
predominantly through the Pool, this clearly shows that the Pool is used to market hogs 
that cannot find a home through contracts.   
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Table 3.7 Comparison of Marketing Options 
 


Elements Options 
 Pool Pool Plus Contracts S.T. Agreements 
Useage in 2005 7.3% of volume 


70.3% of operations 
15.3% of volume 


28.2% of operations 
77.3% of volume 


57.7% of operations 
In contract volume 


Availability Always open Subject to availability Subject to availability Subject to negotiations  
Producer commitment None Deliver committed volumes Deliver committed volumes Deliver committed 


volumes 
Processor 
commitment 


None Purchase committed 
volumes 


Purchase committed volumes Purchase committed 
volumes 


Base pricing  Negotiated by 
Ontario Pork with 


each processor on 
each shipment 


Formula pricing negotiated 
between Ontario Pork and 
processor for each block 


contract 


Formula pricing negotiated 
between producers and processor 


Negotiated by producer 
with processor for each 


shipment 


Yield grid Ontario Pork yield 
grid 


Ontario Pork yield grid Unique to each processor and 
contract 


Agreed to as part of the 
purchase 


Ontario Pork approval 
required 


No Yes Yes Yes 


Transparency Volumes and 
prices published 


each week 


Volumes and prices 
published each week 


Volumes and prices published 
each week, 


Information on contract 
specifications available to all 


producers  


Information only 
available to producer 


and Ontario Pork 


Weekly average price 
for first half of 2006 


$126.53 (HAMS) $126.52 (HAMS) $125.33 (standard price contracts) 
HAMS 


Not available 


Weekly average price 
for 2005 


$147.41 
$147.66 (WA) 


$148.22 
$147.84 (WA) 


$150.06 (standard price contracts 
$149.87 WA (standard contracts) 


Not available 


Weekly average price 
for 2004 


$158.96 
$155.56 (WA) 


$162.39 
$160.69 (WA) 


$$170.18 (standard price contract) 
$169.88 WA (standard contract) 


Not available 


Producer rationale for 
use 


Provides flexibility 
Does not require 
CQA certification 
as in Pool Plus 


Access shackle space, 
Can generate higher returns 


through OP grading grid, 
Provides security to lenders, 


Contracts not available 


Access shackle space, 
Benefit from relationship with 


packer, 
Provides security to lenders  


Can result in higher 
returns due to short term 


market conditions in 
markets 


Processor rationale for 
use 


Fills shortages 
and allows for 


capacity utilization 


Ensures a predictable 
weekly supply of hogs for 


slaughter 


Ensures a predictable weekly 
supply of hogs for slaughter 


Fills shortages and 
allows plant to operate 


at capacity 
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Two-thirds (68.7%) of operations using the Pool shipped less than 100 hogs per year 
through this channel.  27.8% percent of hog operations that used the Pool shipped 
between 101 and 1,000 hogs per year through this channel. A comparison of these options 
is highlighted in Table 3.7.   
 
Table 3.7 provides other summary comparisons between the three market channels, 
including the base price (index 100) received for 2004 through to 2006.  For example, in 
the first six months of 2006, the average weekly price was comparable through these 
marketing options at $125 to $126/100kg31.  In 2005, the weighted average price received 
for the average hog shipped through standard contracts was $149.87/100kg (for Canadian 
accounts only) and this was on average just over $2.00/100kg higher than obtained 
through the Pool or the Pool Plus program32.  In 2004, the weighted average base price 
was roughly 5% higher than obtained through the Pool Plus program, and was $14/100kg 
above the weighted average Pool price for 2004.   
 
This price comparison is before accounting for the total settlement price after considering 
the grid related premiums.  The three-year price data does suggest that producers’ returns 
do not suffer by entering into direct contracts.  
 
 
3.10 Ontario Pork Obtaining the Best Possible Price for Ontario Hogs 
 
An important performance consideration is that Ontario Pork obtains the best possible 
price for Ontario market-weight slaughter hogs.   This is attained through many of the 
above service areas discussed, including; 


 Providing market access and marketing options to producers; 
 Selling hogs into various markets (sales activities); 
 Negotiating contract elements; 
 Administering contracts between producers and packers; and 
 Negotiating freight rates. 


 
As noted before, a vital role for Ontario Pork is to create an equilibrium situation in the 
province by developing markets for Ontario hogs in Quebec and the U.S., with 21.3% of 
market weight hogs shipped to these out-of-province markets in 2005.   As well, through 
negotiation of contract elements, such as the base price formula, Ontario Pork ensures 
that the best possible price is made available to all producers who choose to ship under 
direct contract. 
 
An indication of this performance in obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs is to 
highlight prices received by producers in Ontario versus neighboring provinces such as 
Quebec and Manitoba. 
 
Table 3.8 provides summary data of annual hog prices in Ontario, Quebec, and Manitoba 
for the 2000 to 2005 period, and for the first half of 2006.   


                                            
31 The 2006 data is based on weekly average prices retrieved through HAMS. 
32 The 2004 and 2005 net returns are based on queries made of the Ontario Pork database used for 
settlement purposes. 
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Table 3.8 Comparison of Hog Prices (Index 100) for Ontario, Quebec, and Manitoba, 2001 to 2006 (June 30) 
 


 2006 (1st) 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 
2001 – 
2005  


Ontario        
Pool 126.53 147.97 161.01 134.73 137.96 173.20  
Pool plus 126.52 148.76 166.74 139.72 140.49 178.29  
All Standard Price Contracts 125.33 149.51 170.09 140.08 140.35 179.14  
All Contracts 126.50 150.99 168.60 140.95 141.21 178.07  
Differences        
Standard Price Contract minus Pool -1.20 1.54 9.08 5.35 2.38 5.94 4.86 
Standard Price Contract minus Pool Plus -1.19 0.75 3.35 0.36 -0.14 0.86 1.03 
Standard Contract minus All Contracts -1.17 -1.48 1.49 -0.87 -0.86 1.08 -0.13 
Quebec        
Pool Price (paid to producers) 125.14 153.02 171.88 136.18 139.03 177.94  
Pre-attribution price 130.01 155.08 174.09 139.43 136.42 177.99  
Six-week block contract price 126.80 156.88 179.39 142.99 145.61 187.88  
Auction price 119.48 155.68 174.67 134.99 145.63 182.77  
Weighted average processor purchase price 126.48 154.42 173.68 137.69 140.74 178.79  
Differences        
Pre-attribution price minus block contract 3.22 -1.80 -5.30 -3.56 -9.18 -9.89 -5.95 
Pre-attribution minus auction price 10.53 -0.60 -0.59 4.44 -9.21 -4.78 -2.15 
Comparison to Ontario        
Standard Contract minus Average Purchase Price - $2.35 freight adj 1.20 -2.57 -1.25 4.74 1.95 2.71 1.12 
Standard Contract minus Pool Price Paid to Producers 0.18 -3.51 -1.79 3.91 1.31 1.21 0.22 
All Contracts minus Pool Price Paid to Producers 1.36 -2.03 -3.28 4.77 2.17 0.13 0.35 
Ontario Pool minus Quebec Auction with $2.35 freight adjustment 9.40 -5.36 -11.32 2.09 -5.32 -7.22 -5.42 
Manitoba        
Manitoba Agriculture Price (MAP) Index 100 128.00 150.42 167.00 142.55 140.66 172.57  
Manitoba Pork Marketing – Spot Price 119.14 139.02 161.50 136.07 133.94 170.89  
Differences        
MAP Index minus Spot Price 8.86 11.40 5.50 6.48 6.72 1.67 6.36 
Comparison to Ontario        
Standard Contract minus MAP with $2.35 freight adjustment -0.32 1.44 5.44 -0.12 2.04 8.93 3.55 
Ontario Pool minus Spot Price with $2.35 freight adjustment 9.74 11.30 1.86 1.01 6.37 4.66 5.04 
Source:    JRG Consulting Group analysis of Ontario Pork weekly price data (HAMS) and price data assembled for Quebec and Manitoba. 
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The top portion of Table 3.8 shows that in 2005, the weekly average price across all 
standard price contracts was $149.51, which was $0.75 above the average weekly Pool 
Plus price of $148.76, and $1.54 above the Pool price of $147.97.    These differences 
were even greater in 2004, with the standard contract $3.35 above the Pool Plus price and 
$10.08/100kg above the average weekly Pool price.  In contrast, for the first 26 weeks of 
2006, the Pool and Pool Plus weekly average prices were above the standard contract 
price by $1.20.   
 
The average price across all contracts (including those with forward price agreements, 
fixed price agreements, window contracts with a ledger, etc) was $1.48 above that 
obtained by all standard price contracts in 2005 ($150.99 versus $149.51), and was 
essentially on par with the Pool and Pool Plus programs in the first half of 2006. 
 
Figure 3.5 shows the weekly prices through the three channels (with contract prices for 
standard contracts).  This data shows that as prices rise, the Pool can return higher prices, 
and when prices are moving downward, Pool prices are lower than realized through the 
other channels.  This price pattern can be expected with spot market prices that reflect 
spot market conditions. 
 
Figure 3.5 Weekly Base Prices by Market Channel, 2005 
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Over the 2001 to 2005 period, the average differences (based on weekly averages) were: 


 All contracts combined returned a slightly higher return than the standard price 
contracts by $0.13/100kg, 


 The standard contract delivered an average price of $1.03/100kg better than Pool 
Plus, and 


 The average standard contract returned $4.86/100kg more than the Pool, 
 
The 2001 to 2005 results suggest that producers who had the necessary requisites to 
enter into a processor contract received a higher base price than producers who used the 
Pool or Pool Plus programs.  However, the more recent experience of 2006 suggests that 
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Pool and Pool Plus performed better than a standard price contract.  As noted before, this 
is not an indication of the net price received as the grading grid used and the index 
received determines the net price for each 100kg of dressed carcass33.   
 
The second section in Table 3.8 provides weekly price data for Quebec.  The first row is 
for the pool price paid to producers, which was $125.14 for the first six months of 2006.  
This producer price is based on the processor purchase price through the three market 
channels in Quebec of (1) pre-attribution, (2) the six-week block contract price, and (3) the 
Auction price.  The weighted average processor price is derived from these three market 
channels based on volumes. 
 
The price paid by Quebec processors can be significantly different by these options, with 
the auction being $10.53 under the pre-attributed price for the first half of 200634, and the 
block contract price $3.22 under the pre-attribution volumes.  It has been argued that when 
prices are low and will trigger ASRA payments, then the six-week block contract prices and 
the auction prices are even softer to provide Quebec processors with a very competitively 
priced product to compete and build market share.  Producers will receive the difference 
through the ASRA program.  This discount seems to disappear when prices are high, such 
as in 2004 or in 2001. 
 
The six-week block contract price was $5.95 below the pre-attributed supply price over the 
2001 to 2005 period, and the auction price was below this value by $2.15.   
 
Ontario prices can be compared to Quebec prices by comparing the Ontario contract price 
to the average processor purchase price, with a $2.35 freight adjustment to reflect the 
freight cost in Ontario to move hogs from assembly yards to the processor.  This results in 
the Ontario standard contract price being above the average Quebec processor purchase 
price by $1.12 over the 2001 to 2005 period, and by $1.20 in 2006. 
 
Another comparison is to compare the standard contract price to the pool price paid to 
Quebec producers.  This is 0.22 higher in Ontario’s favour over the 2001 to 2005 period.   
The weekly average price is higher in Ontario when all contracts are used by $0.35.  This 
data allows one to conclude that producers in Ontario and Quebec receive comparable 
prices for index 100 hogs.  The exception is that Ontario Pool returns were inferior to the 
Quebec auction price. 
 
The lower portion of Table 3.8 indicates that the average weekly price in Manitoba is under 
values reported for Ontario.  This averaged at $3.55 over the 5 year period when 
comparing prices received through the standard contracts to the price reported by 
Manitoba Agriculture, and after adjusting for freight to compare prices at the plant door.  
The spot price in Manitoba traded lower than the Ontario Pool price by $5.04 over the 5 
year period.   This data suggests that the average price received for an index 100 hog is 
higher in Ontario than in Manitoba.  Whether this also occurs after a hog is graded 
depends on the grading grid used for the Manitoba hogs compared to Ontario. 
 


                                            
33 The price received by market channel also depends on where the industry is in the price cycle and supply 
demand/conditions in Ontario relative to the U.S. markets that determines the formula price. 
34 In some weeks this spread was $30/100kg. 
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A comparison of Ontario and Quebec hog prices to the standard contract price (at 100%) 
is highlighted in table 3.9.  This table shows that over a 52-week and 204 week basis, that 
standard contract prices at 100% of the formula are equal to or above the pool price paid 
to producers in Quebec. 
 
Table 3.9 Comparison of Average Ontario and Quebec Hog Prices  
 


Week Ending 


July 2005  
4-Wk 


Average 


52-Wk 
Rolling 


Average


104-Wk 
Rolling 


Average
2006 


Average 
2005 


Average 
2004 


Average 
CME Constructed (201) $US/cwt $71.48 $64.21 $68.26 $63.45 $68.27 $71.34 
Ontario 100% Formula Price $145.74 $133.93 $148.13 $130.04 $149.56 $167.73 
Ontario Pool PLUS $147.08 $132.91 $147.01 $129.28 $148.79 $166.80 
Ontario Pool $142.16 $131.67 $143.87 $128.60 $147.94 $161.08 
Quebec AWP $141.71 $133.95 $150.20 $128.50 $154.41 $172.77 
Quebec Pool (paid to producers) $140.05 $131.60 $148.21 $126.76 $152.36 $170.79 
Source:    Ontario Pork, OINK web-site, Aug 2, 2006  
 
The above can lead to the general conclusion that Ontario hog producers receive higher 
farm gate returns than received by Manitoba hog producers.  As well, even though Quebec 
is undersupplied with hogs compared to its processing capacity, and Ontario is over-
supplied with hogs in relation to processing capacity, Ontario hog producers through 
Ontario Pork marketing programs are able to receive comparable market prices for their 
hog deliveries. 
 
 
3.11 The Best Price for Ontario Hogs and U.S Equivalency 
 
The above shows that Ontario Pork’s performance results in a price for Ontario hogs that 
is at least equivalent to what is obtained by Quebec producers, and above those received 
in Manitoba.  Some producers have indicated that Ontario pricing should be equivalent to 
the U.S hog price. 
 
There are a few reasons why on average returns to Ontario hog producers will likely be 
below U.S equivalency; these include; 


 Ontario is in a surplus hog position, requiring shipments out of the province of over 
20,000 market weight hogs and 30,000 hogs (and sows and boars) in all weight 
ranges – this typically results in the hog price in surplus areas (such as Ontario) 
being under the hog price that is short of hogs; 


 Canada and Ontario are surplus in hogs and pork, with processed pork production in 
Ontario of at least 32 kilograms per person, which is at least 25% higher than 
average per capita consumption – this means that processors must be price 
competitive and be able to competitively export product into various import markets; 


 Canada must export at least two-thirds of its slaughter hog production as pork 
products or as live hogs, and Canada is a net exporter of pork products to the U.S – 
this typically results in Canadian prices being under U.S. values for pork products. 


 
As a result of this export position on hogs and pork products, the best price for Ontario 
hogs does not imply that the average price received for hogs should be equivalent to the 
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returns realized by U.S. hog producers.   Rather, on average the best price will be 
somewhat under the U.S price.  A possible benchmark is under U.S. value by the cost of 
freight and border crossing charges. 
 
A small sample of producer settlement statements for contract deliveries to Ontario 
processors, Pool Plus shipments (that went to the U.S under a block contract), and a direct 
producer shipment to a U.S processor was reviewed to obtain some additional 
perspective.  This sample period was when there was some price stability (late May in 
2006)35.  While this was a limited sample and for only one week, and pricing is based on 
formulas that use different periods of time for determining the reference price for 
settlement, the sample results indicted the following: 


 On sales into the U.S Ontario Pork was able to obtain a slightly higher value per 
100/kg through their block contract with a U.S processor A than a producer obtained 
through their contract with processor B (after considering the grade-out); however it 
should be noted that (1) the direct producer contracts had heavier hogs and the value 
per hog was accordingly somewhat higher, and (2) the base contract price could 
have used different time period for base price settlement; 


 The average carcass value received (in U.S. funds) on these U.S. shipments was 
comparable to the CME constructed price (average net price received) used for 
contracting; 


 That the net return per 100/kg, after currency and freight was comparable between 
the block contract sales to a U.S processor and a direct producer contract with the 
formula at 102%; however the Pool Plus returns to producers are a blend of returns 
from all block contract sales for the week,  


 The carcass yield on shipments to the U.S. (with head off etc.)  ranged from 76.5% to 
77.5% compared to the value of 74% used in the standard pricing formula, 


 Pool Plus sales returned a comparable base price as did a standard contract at 100% 
of the formula price. 


 
These observations underscore the above statement that the average Ontario price will be 
under the average U.S. hog price36.  This is part of the basis when looking at price spreads 
between markets. 
 
The data is clear that when the formula used to determine the base price of Ontario hogs 
in standard contracts has the contract formula percentage (Row 10 in Table 2.8) at 100% 
and the U.S dressing percentage is 74%, then the base price is under U.S values by a few 
percentage.  However, based on using the 74% U.S dressing factor the net (freight 
adjusted) prices are more comparable with a contract formula percentage above 102%.  
This “comparable’ contract formula percentage increases when U.S. prices are low. 
 


                                            
35 The standard contract price for the week of May 22 was $136.18, $134.09 for May 29, and $135.50 for the 
week of June 5 2006. 
36 As well, the net price received for hogs shipped to various market outlets depends on a host of factors, 
including: (1) The price offered for the base hog (e.g., index 100 in Ontario), including any applicable 
premiums offered on a day to attract necessary hogs to a processing plant, (2) The applicable grid used to 
grade hogs and the premiums associated with that grid, (3) The freight costs associated with a particular 
market, and (4) The extra feed costs and allocation of fixed capital costs per hog when finishing a hog to a 
heavier weight for a particular pricing grid. 
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It should be noted that some longer-term contracts still have price formulas that use a 
contract formula percentage above 102%. When contracting started this was in the 
102.5% to 103% range.  Contracts being settled in the summer of 2006 are generally using 
a formula of 101%; this is above the 100% that still exists with some ongoing contracts.  
The contract formula percentage that is negotiated appears to be directly related to the 
supply situation of hogs available to Ontario processors when contracts are up for renewal.  
When the supply situation is tight, the contract formula percentage is in the 102% to 103% 
range to ensure that processors can attract sufficient supplies of hog for their 
requirements.  When available supplies are plentiful, then the contract formula percentage 
factor is closer to 100%. 
 
 
Given the reality of the supply demand balance of Ontario hogs, and the need to have a 
competitive processing sector in Ontario, the role of Ontario Pork’ is to obtain the best 
possible price for Ontario hogs, which does not imply U.S equivalency. 
 
 
In this section market access by producers was addressed as well as the important 
marketing services offered by Ontario Pork.  The next section looks at the evolution of hog 
marketing in Ontario and the role of Ontario pork as the producers’ sales agent for hog 
marketing. 
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4.0 Evolution of Hog Marketing and Ontario Pork’s Role 
 
In this section of the report, the evolution of hog marketing and the role of Ontario Pork are 
addressed.  This section starts with a brief overview of hog marketing prior to regulated 
marketing and then turns to how Ontario Pork, as a collective marketer for all Ontario 
market weight hogs, can increase the bargaining power of the average hog producer.  This 
is followed by looking at performance issues that instigated change, and the resulting 
issues that arise with change. 
 
 
4.1 Hog Marketing Prior to Regulated Marketing Through Ontario Pork 
 
Through the Ontario Hog Producers’ Association, in the 1940’s hog producers were in 
discussions with packers over hog marketing issues with a minimum hog price an 
important area to hog producers.  In the 1940’s hog marketing was much different than 
today.  For example, over 90% of the hogs were picked up on the farm by drovers and/or 
transporters and were directed by these entities to a packing plant of their choice (and it 
was alleged) without an agreed upon price to the producer37 (i.e., hogs left the farm 
unpriced).  This choice of market was based on the inducement that would be paid by 
packing plants to these truckers and drovers.  This inducement was in addition to the 
trucking price that was paid by the producer.  In this market environment, drovers and 
transporters were making profits at the expense of hog producers who did not have access 
to market information and who were reliant on drovers and truckers to deliver their hogs to 
market.  Hog producers had no bargaining power; drovers, transporters and packers had 
the market power.  
 
As well in some cases, hogs were bought on the farm with the packer paying the freight 
costs, and in other cases the hogs were shipped to a packer with the producer paying the 
freight and other sundry expenses.   In some cases farmers who shipped directly to a 
packing plant received less than producers who sold through drovers.  As a result, hog 
producers had a strong desire for as uniform a price as possible. 
 
This market environment led the Ontario Hog Producers’ Association to persuade 
producers to organize and assume control over the marketing of hogs in Ontario at the end 
of WWII, and when the Canadian Meat Board (government procurement agency) 
suspended operations. In December 1945 producers responded overwhelmingly to 
support a marketing scheme for hogs.  Centralized selling through Ontario Pork was seen 
as a way of providing fairness and equity to pork producers and provide a level of 
transparency in the market.   
 
The Ontario Pork Producers Marketing Board was granted agency marketing status38 in 
the early 1950’s.  Starting in January 1953, all packers were to submit their settlement 
funds to the Board, which in turn paid hog producers after deducting a service fee.  One of 
the features of centralized sales was that all hogs were part of an open market versus 


                                            
37 A more detailed history of the genesis of the hog marketing program in Ontario can be found on pages 50 
to 65 in “Marketing Milestone in Ontario 1935-1960”  Ontario Department of Agriculture, prepared by G.F. 
Perkin (1962).  Most of the historical details in this section are a synthesis of this material.  
38 The Farm Products Marketing Act was enlarged and provided more operational context in 1955. 
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direct shipments to packers.  In the mid-fifties some 90% of the hogs went direct to 
packers while only estimated 8% went to the central market at the Ontario Stockyards in 
Toronto.  These direct shipments were mostly under private treaty sale.  The Board had a 
compulsory directional program which required hogs to go to open markets for marketing; 
with the Board establishing assembly points for hog marketing.  The Board directed 
producer’s hogs to specific assembly points39.  By early 1957 over 75% of the hogs went 
to 14 separate assembly points, with the goals of 100% of hogs directed through assembly 
points40.  The Board was actively selling hogs through these assembly points. This action 
resulted in packers not having access to captive hog supplies and causing packers to have 
to bid for hogs allocated41 to them by the Board42.   At that time, 42 packers purchased 
hogs in the province, with largest eleven packers accounting for 80% of the volume. 
 
Ontario Pork through centralized selling and control of hogs through assembly yards, and 
the licensing of transporters,  improved the bargaining power of hog producers collectively 
in the marketing of Ontario-produced hogs. 
 
 
4.2 Bargaining Power of Hog Producers Through Ontario Pork 
 
The regulated marketing powers granted to producers collectively through Ontario Pork  
increases the bargaining power of hog producers as seller of hogs with the bargaining 
power of processors, the buyer of market weight hogs.   This can be shown how Ontario 
Pork can offset some of the bargaining power that accrues to pork processors, and how 
Ontario Pork can enhance the bargaining power of hog producers as suppliers of hogs. 
 
Bargaining Power of Pork Processors 
 
Without the collective action of Ontario Pork, hog processors have a considerable amount 
of bargaining power in the market place.  Factors that are well-known which affect the 
bargaining power of buyers (packers) include43: 


 buyers are concentrated or purchases large volumes relative to supplier sales; 
 products purchased represent a significant portion of buyer costs; 
 products purchased are standard or undifferentiated; 
 buyers face few switching costs; 
 buyers are in a low profit margin business or earn low profits; 
 buyers pose a credible threat of backward integration; 


                                            
39 For some producers a controversial issue was the direction of hogs to specific assembly points versus 
having freedom of marketing choice. 
40 In 1958 due to the cost of establishing and maintaining its assembly yards, the service fee was increased 
from 29 cents per hog to 40 cents per hog. 
41 Allocation was usually based on traditional plant volumes. 
42 There was also a concern that pork processors could not have their own hog production facilities, through 
which they could gain advantage and exercise market power over hogs not under their control.  As noted in 
the Ontario Farm Products marketing Commission Factsheet  “A History of Agricultural Marketing Legislation 
in Ontario”, prepared by John McMurchy, Q.C, (April 1990). Centralized selling ensured that all hogs sold 
were under the Board’s control. 
43 These factors are part of Porter’s forces driving industry competition and are discussed in Porter, Michael 
“Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and Competitors”, The Free Press, (New 
York) 1980, pages 3-33. 
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 the quality of the buyers products is not affected by the quality of the input 
purchased; and 


 the buyer has full information with asymmetry of information between buyers and 
sellers. 


 
The impact of these factors on the relative bargaining power of pork processors and hog 
producers is highlighted in Table 4.1.  In the middle column the impact without collective 
action is summarized, and the third column indicates how collective action through Ontario 
Pork can offset buyer bargaining power in the Ontario situation. 
 
Table 4.1 Buyer Bargaining Power  and Offsetting Impact of Collective Marketing 
 
Factor Comment on Buyer 


Bargaining Power Without  
Collective Action 


Impact on Buyer 
Bargaining Power With  


Collective Marketing 
buyers are concentrated or 
purchases large volumes 
relative to supplier sales; 


The processing industry is 
concentrated with few buyers and 
many sellers resulting in more 
buyer bargaining power 


Impact is neutralized with one 
sales agent acting on behalf of 
all hog producers 


products purchased 
represent a significant 
portion of buyer costs; 


Hogs are transformed into pork 
products and the major cost item 
resulting in more buyer bargaining 
power  


No offsetting impact 


products purchased are 
standard or 
undifferentiated; 


Hogs can be considered 
commodities, however hogs can 
be differentiated based on weight 
and carcass yield which offsets 
some buyer bargaining power 


Single sales agent can ensure 
that pricing is based on 
differentiated factors such as 
carcass attributes, production 
protocols, etc. Contracts and 
pricing grid can communicate 
market requirements  


buyers face few switching 
costs; 


Minimal cost to switch between 
the many suppliers of market 
weight hogs 


No offsetting impact 


buyers are in a low profit 
margin business or earn 
low profits; 


Hog processing does not generate 
abnormal profit levels  


No offsetting impact 


buyers pose a credible 
threat of backward 
integration; 


Hog processors can easily begin 
hog production or  use production 
contracts for captive supplies 


This threat can be minimized 
with the requirement that all 
hogs are sold through the 
marketing agency 


the quality of the buyers 
products is not affected by 
the quality of the input 
purchased; and 


Hog quality and carcass attributes 
affect the quality of pork supplied 
resulting in bargaining power to 
suppliers if they are aware of the 
quality attributes required 


Bargaining power of producers 
enhanced by ensuring that 
quality is understood and 
rewarded through pricing and 
other coordinating mechanisms 


the buyer has full 
information with 
asymmetry of information 
between buyers and 
sellers. 


Hog processors have more market 
information than individual hog 
producers creating more buyer 
bargaining power 


One sales agent can access 
more marketing information and 
reducing the asymmetry in 
information and the market 
power due to this factor  
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One of the key attributes of an organization such as Ontario Pork is that collective 
marketing through the single sales agent offset the bargaining power advantage of the 
more concentrated pork processing sector, with only 3 federally inspected slaughter plants 
with any significant volume, compared to the few thousand hog producers operating in the 
province.  Ontario Pork provides significant bargaining power for all hog producers as 
Ontario Pork is the exclusive marketer of hogs, acting as the selling agent for all Ontario 
hog producers.  Through this regulatory power, Ontario Pork can move extra supplies to 
other markets to support prices in the local market. 
 
Another attribute through collective marketing is that the asymmetry of information in the 
market can be reduced by Ontario Pork as the sales agent for all Ontario hogs (by 
investing in market information) and reduce the information asymmetry that advantages 
pork processors.  Processors, as they satisfy their customer requirements and as they 
understand the hog supply situation have more information than individual hog suppliers.  
Single desk sellers such as Ontario Pork can acquire more market information than 
individual producers and use this information as they market all Ontario hogs through 
various marketing channels and outlets. (see also Annex III for a more thorough discussion 
on information asymmetry and how Ontario Pork can offset this asymmetry to assist all 
producers.) 
 
Bargaining Power of Hog Suppliers 
 
Equally there are market and structural attributes that can affect the bargaining power of 
hog producers as suppliers to pork processors. Some of the factors affecting the 
bargaining power of a supplier of market weight hogs, include: 


 few suppliers and more concentrated than the industry it sells to, 
 minimal substitute products, 
 industry buying the product is not an important customer of the supplier group, 
 suppliers’ product is important to the buyer’s business, 
 suppliers’ products are differentiated, or have built-in switching costs, and 
 the supplier group poses a credible threat of forward integration44. 


 
These factors are listed in the first column of Table 4.2.  The second column highlights the 
resulting bargaining power of hog producers, and the third column highlights the impact on 
supplier bargaining power through collective marketing.  
 
Without collective action, supplier bargaining power is weak as there are over 2,500 hog 
producers supplying hogs to a concentrated pork processing sector.  Through collective 
action, Ontario Pork is the single sales agent for all Ontario market weight hogs.  This 
allows Ontario Pork to move excess hog supplies to markets outside of Ontario and to be 
the sole supplier of Ontario hogs to Ontario packers. Through such action, Ontario Pork 
has considerable bargaining power relative to Ontario based pork processors. 
 
When there are few buyers and many sellers, market power resides with the buyers of 
product.   This moves the market from one of pure competition to one of oligopoly or 
monopoly powers for buyers.  Offsetting the market power imbalance due to many hog 
                                            
44 Forward integration refers to organizations moving forward and having capability in the next stage in the 
industry supply chain, such as Ontario Pork integrating forward from marketing live hogs to also become 
involved in the primary processing (slaughter) of hogs. 
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producers selling hogs to few pork processors is an important attribute of Ontario Pork, 
which can be realized by the average price received by the average hog producer.  In this 
way, collective marketing can enhance the return across all hog producers.    
 
Table 4.2 Supplier Bargaining Power  and Impact of Collective Marketing 
 
Factor Comment on Supplier 


Bargaining Power Without  
Collective Action 


Impact on Supplier 
Bargaining Power With  


Collective Marketing 
few suppliers and more 
concentrated than the industry 
it sells to, 


The processing industry is 
concentrated with few buyers 
and many sellers resulting in 
more buyer bargaining power 


Sales agent is the only 
supplier to domestic and 
export accounts of market 
hogs and can optimize 
returns based on its market 
power relative to buyers 
bargaining power 


minimal substitute products, There are no substitutes for hogs 
in pork processing; however 
processors can access hogs 
from other supply regions 


Sales agent is the only 
supplier of Ontario hogs, 
reducing the possible 
substitutes and increasing 
bargaining power of suppliers 


industry buying the product is 
not an important customer of 
the supplier group, 


Pork processing is the only 
market outlet for hogs resulting in 
more buyer bargaining power 


No offsetting impact 


suppliers’ product is important 
to the buyer’s business, 


Hogs are essential for the 
manufacture of pork products, 
resulting in seller bargaining 
power 


No additional affect of 
collective marketing 


suppliers’ products are 
differentiated, or have built-in 
switching costs, 


Hogs can be considered 
commodities, however hogs can 
be differentiated based on weight 
and carcass yield which offsets 
some buyer bargaining power 


Single sales agent can 
ensure that pricing is based 
on differentiated factors such 
as carcass attributes, 
production protocols, etc. 
Contracts and pricing grid can 
communicate market 
requirements 


the supplier group poses a 
credible threat of forward 
integration 


Groups of hog producers can 
integrate forward into pork 
production resulting in some 
supplier bargaining power 


With a single sales agent 
controlling all market weight 
hogs, there can be a larger 
threat of forward integrating– 
which increases bargaining 
power of all hog producers. 
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4.3 From Auctions and Pooling to Direct Contracting with Processors 
 
In 1960, based on expanded supervisory powers of the Farm Products Marketing Board 
(now the OFPMC), the method of selling hogs was changed to an auction system based 
on lots of hogs sold through 42 assembly points across the province.  The Teletype 
auction system provided information on each lot of hogs and allowed packers access to 
bid on all lots of hogs sold.  This became the “Dutch auction” system of hog selling that 
Ontario hog marketing was well known for.  This pricing and allocation method allowed for 
hogs to move to the highest bidder, including out-of-province bidders such as packers in 
Quebec.   
 
With the increased transparency of the auction system, some fairness and equity issues 
arose. One issue was that the auction price on early morning delivery hogs could be higher 
than the price received on afternoon delivered hogs.  As well, the net price received by 
producers with hogs at assembly points closer to packers received higher prices than at 
more distantly located assembly points.  As a result, the Board instituted weekly pooling, 
which resulted in each hog producer receiving the same base weekly pool price for hogs 
delivered to the Board in a week45.   
 
With weekly price pools, processors could not use price to attract hogs to their plant at pre-
specified times, such as hogs arriving for the early Monday morning kill shift.  As a result, 
in 1992 Ontario Pork approved contracts to facilitate Sunday night deliveries with truckers 
picking up a load of hogs at the farmyard.  Processors paid a premium above the pool 
price for these Sunday night pick-ups.    These contracts were not to be more than 10% of 
marketings; however by 1994 they were up to 15% of shipments. 
 
In 1995, an Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food Tribunal decision declared that there 
could be no limit on contracting.  Accordingly, the increase in direct contracting from under 
1 million hogs (or 26%) in 1996 to over 4 million hogs (or 77.4%) in 2005 (see also Figure 
2.3).  To facilitate direct contracting, the Commission helped draft the Protocols and 
Procedures that  these supply agreements must adhere to. 
 
With this increase in direct contracting, the pool auction price was less an indicator of the 
value of market hogs, and with initially contract prices based on prior week pool prices 
processors had incentives to keep the pool price low.  As a result, the auction was 
discontinued and replaced by a bid ask system and private treaty sale between Ontario 
Pork and individual processors46.   As well, contract pricing then moved to formula based 
pricing based on U.S. open market reference prices.  To provide more marketing options 
for hog producers, Ontario Pork also introduced the Pool Plus program in 1999. 
 
 


                                            
45 It should be noted that premiums for quality were in existence and continued with pooling. 
46 As well during the 1990 to 1992 CVD on live hogs shipments to the U.S., the auction price was essentially 
bid down to reflect the full value of the CVD on hogs. 
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4.4 Drivers of Change 
 
An important question to consider is what factors drove the change from the majority of 
hog marketings through auctions and weekly price pooling to contracts based on formula 
prices.  A fundamental driver was the need for a continual supply of hogs for the large 
processors operating in the province.  In 1996, for example, only 72,000 market hogs were 
available weekly, with Ontario based processors requiring the majority of these hogs.  
Contracts allowed processors to have a predictable and more consistent supply of 
specified quality hogs based on formula pricing.   
 
In addition to solving potential supply problems, certain processors wanted to use 
contracts to coordinate their supplies with attributes required by the pork market.  
Contracting also allowed processors to have more assurance over the timing of deliveries 
and helped improve operational efficiencies.  
 
Contracting with producers also provides packers with a number of desirable features, 
including having information for traceability purposes, obtaining access to specific 
attributes and the ability to provide incentives for specific attributes, consistency in supply 
and the quality of supply, control over supplies delivered, realizing supply chain 
management efficiencies, more control over pricing47, and improved risk management. 
 
As will be noted in the next section, a number of producers found that contracts also 
provided benefits to their operations.  These included market access, and contracts 
facilitating more favourable lender financing. 
 
At the same time the U.S industry was shifting to contracts.  For example, in 1994 a 
reported 62% of hogs were sold based on negotiated and spot market prices48.  This 
decreased to 25.7% in 2000 and stands at an estimated 10.2% in January 2006.  In 
January 2006 50.6% of the hogs are sold through contracts that are based on hog 
markets, pork meat markets, or other market formulas, with 16.6% on other purchase 
arrangements, 20.1% packer-owned (and the 10.2% on the negotiated spot market).   In 
other words, 89.2% of hog supplies are purchased through non-spot market or non-
negotiated pricing approaches. 
 
In both Ontario and the U.S there has been a clear trend to use contracts as a means to 
coordinate activities and transactions between buyers and sellers 
 
 
4.5 Market Coordination – From Spot Markets to Contracts  
 
A market evolves when there is a transaction between a buyer and a seller, and in 
economic terms a market is an allocating and coordinating mechanism.  In spot markets 
and auction markets, price is the major market coordinating mechanism, it helps achieve 
market equilibrium, and price allocates value from buyer to seller, and in exchange 
                                            
47 Pricing in the late 1990’s was 102.5% to 104% of the formula in some contracts.  This reflected the supply 
situation in Ontario at the time and the need to secure hogs  by processors.  As the supply grew, the need to 
have pricing above 100% of the formula price diminished. 
48 Source:  Glenn Grimes and Ron Plain, “U.S. Hog Marketing Contract Study”  Department of Agricultural 
Economics Working Paper No. AEWP 2006-01, Columbia Missouri, (January 2006) 
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facilitates the transaction of transferring the goods from the seller to the buyer.  In this 
manner price has an extremely important role in coordinating the hog market and helping 
summarize market information that affects demand conditions and supply prospects.   
 
Furthermore, when market uncertainty is low, spot markets (bid ask, auction, etc) typically 
prevail49 and is a major market coordinating mechanism.  However, when market 
uncertainty is high, such as in the area of quality of product being delivered and the 
attributes of the product supply, then in addition to price, other market coordination 
mechanisms are required.  This can include grade and yield grids with pricing on a carcass 
basis with settlement information flowing back to the supplier on the grade-out for each 
hog shipped to the slaughter plant.   In other words, in markets where product is somewhat 
differentiable and buyers have unique requirements, price alone cannot properly perform 
this market coordinating function without an adequate flow of product attribute information 
on which that price is based.   This is also a situation where information asymmetry can 
exist (see also Annex III). 
 
The pricing grid used for pooled marketings attributes value back to producers; however, 
the concept of product pooling did not allow for the necessary vertical coordination 
required by processors for their marketplace success. In particular, product pooling 
prevented direct business relationships and partnerships between processors and 
individual growers.   
 
As a result, with this evolution of market requirements the market coordinating 
mechanisms required modification to support the new reality of buyer requirements.  This 
need for vertical coordination between the supply source and the processor on very 
specific product attributes (e.g., genetics, feeding programs, weight, timing of delivery, 
etc.) resulted in the evolution of direct contracts and supply agreements between 
producers and packers.  These market coordinating mechanism facilitate the transfer of 
value, risk shifting, and exchange of property rights for the goods (hog carcasses) 
specified in the agreements. These contracts facilitated the required supply chain 
coordination. 
 
The direct contracts between producers and processors that have been approved by 
Ontario Pork are marketing contracts, which involves a transaction and exchange of 
ownership of hogs at time of sale.  This is quite different than production contracts, where 
the processor owns the hogs and contracts the producer to raise the hogs to market 
weight hogs based on pre-specified criteria.  Production contracts are used in the U.S. by 
processors (~ 20% of slaughter volumes), and some entities in Ontario also use production 
contracts to raise hogs to market weight and then sell these hogs Ontario Pork approved 
marketing contracts.  With production contracts, the producer typically supplies his labour 
and facilities in exchange for a service fee.  Price risk is not shared, which is retained by 
the contractor/supplier of feeder pigs. 
 
 


                                            
49 When transactions are infrequent, then due to the higher level of uncertainty and the incentive for 
opportunistic behavior by either the buyer or the seller, other market coordinating mechanism can evolve 
such as marketing and production contracts, supply agreements, alliances, and vertical integration. 
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4.6 Processor Allocation with Spot Markets and Contracting 
 
The important issue of allocation by Ontario Pork surfaces with the movement away from 
auction markets to direct contracting.  With the majority of hogs sold through auction 
markets processor allocation was by processors themselves through their bid prices and 
their success in the auction.  Processors with the successful bids received the hogs.  
Ontario Pork did not have to allocate supplies across processors.   As a result with a 
processors bidding for hogs out of a province wide Pool, Ontario Pork did not have to 
address allocation issues – this was facilitated by the auction. 
 
It should be noted that prior to 1960 and the beginning of the auction system, Ontario Pork 
did allocate hog supplies across processors and markets. 
 
Allocation and market access has become an issue with contracts.  For producers the 
allocation issues include being able to access certain market channels, including 
contracting with a specific processor.  This results in equity issues, when before this was 
resolved through establishment of a market clearing price based on supplies offered into 
the market. 
 
At the processor level an allocution issue is that the spot market may not have enough 
liquidity to allow them to procure sufficient volume on the spot market when over 90% of 
hog production is committed through supply agreement with processors and into the Pool 
Plus program.  This results in certain procurement strategies, such as deciding to contract 
near 100% of requirements to avoid supply disruptions, and the decision to possibly not 
honour producer contracts when there are too many hogs being shipped under contract 
(relative to processing capacity or market requirement) if there is minimal cost to breaching 
the contract. 
 
Ontario Pork has an important role to play in ensuring market access is fairly allocated 
across producers.  Resolution of these issues is discussed in section 8.0 of this report. 
 
 
4.7 Other Issues Associated with the Reduced Importance of Pools  
 
Moving from province wide pooling and from spot market pricing to formula based pricing 
has affected how hog marketing occurs, and has highlighted other marketing features and 
issues that may require change.  One of them is whether province wide pooling of freight 
costs is still necessary or whether it creates equity issues between producers.  
 
Processors purchase hogs based on an fob basis, regardless of the assembly point, and 
pay a negotiated freight rate from the assembly yard to their receiving door.    Processors 
have an incentive to acquire hogs closer to their plants as they incur lower freight costs, 
however, producers are all treated equal and receive the same fob price and share the 
costs of freight from all assembly yards to all market outlets in the province.  
Consequently, a hog producer that ships full truckloads of hogs to a packer 10 miles away 
incurs the same freight charge as a producer that ships the hogs 200 miles.  This 
operational aspect is a remnant of the province-wide pooling program that began in 1960. 
An issue for Ontario Pork is whether pooling of freight costs should continue or whether 
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producers should incur the actual freight costs from their farm operation to the market 
outlet negotiated in their contracts. 
 
Some processors have indicated that the current system with pricing linked to U.S. 
reference prices does not allow processors to adjust to local supply and demand 
conditions.  This concern appears to be based on a situation where close to 100% of 
volume is committed through contracts (individual and block), which does not offer volume 
or price adjustments.   
 
This situation can be improved for those processors who would like such flexibility by not 
contracting 100% of their requirements, or of their plant capacity.  This would then allow 
theses processor to adjust volumes purchased based on requirements and market 
opportunities through Pool purchases.  The current Pool program as a spot market for 
hogs enables processors to fine-tune their supply requirements with their associated pork 
product business volumes.  
 
 
4.8 Producers and Processors an Integral Part of the Supply Chain 
 
Many of the forces driving recent changes are rooted in the transformations in the supply 
chain, where today producers and processors are, together, an integral part of the pork 
supply chain. 
 
This has a few implications, one is that producers are no longer just competing with 
producers from another supply region (e.g., Quebec or the U.S. mid-west) but also 
competing with compete pork supply chains from those regions.  This means that 
producers in Ontario, as part of the supply chain with the major processors in Ontario are 
competing with Tyson’s supply chains, Swifts’ supply Chain or Olymel’s supply chain. 
 
This creates an important balancing act for Ontario pork as in its quest to obtain the best 
possible price for Ontario hogs it needs to ensure that the Ontario supply chain remain 
competitive, while also relying on being a supplier into these other supply chains (as 
21.3% of production must be shipped out of the province).  This has obvious market 
access implications. 
 
 
Market access through supply agreements and some of the associated issues are 
addressed in the following section, before we highlight producer and processor 
perspectives in market access in the following two sections. 
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5.0 Market Access Through Supply Agreements 
 
A number of factors have resulted in increased use of contracts or supply agreements, 
emanating from both hog producer and pork processor reasons for using these type of 
marketing arrangements.  Insuring access to the market is a major reason why producers 
use supply agreements.  Security of a consistent and predictable supply of hogs is a 
driving force for processors, and as noted previously, supply agreements allow for 
improved supply chain coordination (e.g., scheduling of deliveries, product attributes such 
as size, inputs used, etc.).  Supply agreements are the main mechanism through which 
producers can access the market for slaughter hogs. 
 
 
5.1 Supply Agreements Clarify Transactions 
 
Supply agreements provide necessary definition to a series of transactions between hog 
producers and pork processors (who are willing buyers and sellers).  Elements of a 
transaction are as follows:   


 In any transaction there is an allocation of value, which is the role of price.  The price 
system allocates supplies across competing demands, calls inputs into production to 
meet the demand, and distributes income from buyers to producers.   


 With each transaction, the market also allocates uncertainty, with risk shifting 
between the buyer and seller.  This occurs with forward pricing agreements, and 
through contracting – whether through supply and purchase agreement, marketing 
contracts or production contracts.     


 As well with each transaction, property rights are allocated, including transfer of 
goods.  There can be an explicit or implicit exchange of property rights (rights and 
obligations) with each transaction.  For example, in some contracts and transactions, 
certain liabilities remain with the seller – such as warranty liabilities and maintenance 
of product integrity until a specific date or transformation has occurred.  For example, 
while a packer takes possession of the hog in a receiving pen, the actual valuation of 
the hog is after slaughter and is on the rail where it can be graded.  Rights in certain 
situations can also be defined, such as when there are extraordinary events that may 
occur (force majeure). 


 
In the supply agreements approved by Ontario Pork there are pricing formulas and grading 
grids, which are used to assign value and transfer funds from the processor to the 
producer. 
 
There are two general types of marketing contracts or supply agreements; they are: 


 Market access arrangements, and 
 Risk sharing arrangement. 


 
Market access contracts provide producers with access to a market and do not include any 
sharing of price risk, with prices established based on a formula or the value 
predetermined, such as in a forward contract.  Risk sharing contracts also provide market 
access, and in addition share some of the price risk between packer and producer.   These 
include cost plus contracts, price window contracts, ledger accounts, and floor price 
contracts.   
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There are usually a number of clauses that deal with property right issues, ranging from 
volumes committed, termination dates, remedies for default, force majeure clauses, etc. 
 
Important clauses in contracts include: 


 Length of the agreement, 
 Renewal options, 
 Supply offering being committed and associated permitted variance, 
 Provision of weekly deliveries forecasts and associated variances, 
 Delivery schedules, 
 Quality specifications, 
 When title transfers between the parties and the risk of loss is transferred, 
 Responsibility for trucking costs 
 Pricing basis – FOB or CIF 
 Pricing formula to determine the base price, 
 Grade and yield grids used to value hog quality, 
 Grading and settlement information supplied to producer,  
 Payment terms, 
 Compliance with food safety protocols (e.g., CQA) 
 Supplying information on animals and their movements (e.g., traceability), 
 Production protocols and minimal requirements (e.g., animal welfare), 
 Approved inputs and protocols (e.g., genetics, feed, drug residues), 
 Force majeure provisions, 
 Termination clauses, 
 Rights of first refusal on production above the supply commitment, 
 Remedies for default and breach, and dispute resolution. 


 
 
5.2 Protocols and Procedures Governing Supply Agreements 
 
Ontario Pork develop protocols and procedures to act as a framework for hog supply 
agreements, whether direct processor contracts or those that are with Ontario Pork 
through the Pool Plus program.  These protocols and procedures apply to all processors, 
whether inside and outside of Ontario, buying hogs produced in Ontario.  These protocols 
and procedures are provided in Annex IV.  
 
A high level overview of the protocols and procedures indicates that the follow applies: 


 Producers can sell their hogs through more than one agreement, with the order of 
priority based on the first signed, implying the delivery commitments of the first 
contract have to be meet first (1.2)50; 


 Producers can request through Ontario Pork whether the producer’s market access 
has been assumed by another through data on a processors total processing volume 
(1.3); 


 Processors can request information on a producer’s total marketings to determine 
whether the producer is fulfilling the agreement (not in default) (1.3); 


 Ontario Pork will accept all hogs not committed by producers into a direct supply 
agreement or into a Pool Plus agreement (1.4); 


                                            
50 Numbers in brackets refer to clauses in the Protocols and Procedures in Annex III. 
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 Producers must supply production estimates to Ontario Pork for each supply 
agreement at least quarterly, or when required by Ontario Pork (1.5);  


 Producers are free to negotiate supply agreement with processors, and Ontario Pork 
will negotiate terms and conditions for a producer with a processor, upon request 
(2.1); 


 Processors wishing to offer supply agreement shall provide a copy to Ontario Pork for 
approval.  Minimal details to include (2.2.1): 


o Price, 
o Carcass or live pricing parameters, 
o Bonuses and penalties (through grids), 
o Contract duration, 
o Expiry date with termination notice, 
o Number of hogs required to fulfill the supply agreement,  (as hogs per week 


with a +/- 5% deviation or total hogs in an all in and all out schedule), 
o Any prescribed production procedures, 
o Any specific timing of delivery, 


 Producers can submit comparable offers to sell (2.2.2); 
 Ontario Pork reviews the proposed supply agreements and responds within 7 days 


with preliminary approval for compliance with Protocols and Procedures and FPMA 
and Ontario Pork regulations/by-laws (2.2.3); 


 Offers to purchase hogs by processors and offers to sell hogs by producers will be 
made available to all parties through a secure Ontario Pork web-site (2.2.4); 


 Direct supply agreement are submitted to Ontario Pork for final approval for 
compliance (2.2.6); 


 Supply agreements are legally binding purchase and sale contracts, with Ontario 
Pork a full participant and third party signatory on contracts between Ontario 
producers and hog processors (2.2.7); 


 Pricing in the agreement is well defined (e.g., carcass performance or US reference 
prices), with live pricing discouraged and pricing off of the Ontario Pool or making 
reference to other Ontario agreements is not permitted (2.3); 


 Ontario pork provides transparency by publishing the terms and conditions of all 
direct supply agreements offered and those accepted in a generic format (2.4); 


 Changes to an existing supply agreement results in the existing agreement being 
considered a new agreement (2.5); 


 Performance criteria shall be clearly defined in the agreement and information 
provided regarding achievement of performance targets (2.6); 


 Supply agreements hall indicate the terms for early termination, including not meeting 
identified performance criteria, with effort made to allow for corrective action prior to 
termination (2.7) 


 Direct supply agreement shall be automatically renewed at maturity date with same 
terms and conditions, unless written notice for non-renewal is provided one month 
prior to maturity, or non-automatic renewal is specified in the agreement (2.8); 


 Processors and producers contracting with Ontario Pork (block contracts for 
processors and Pool Plus for hog producers), and Ontario Pork as the agent for 
producers as a seller to processors are subject to the same protocols and procedures 
as contained under direct supply agreements (3.) 


 
The protocols and procedures are explicit on the issue that these supply agreements are 
binding contracts, which indicates that these agreement can be enforced.   They also 


Prepared by JRG Consulting Group                                                                      For Ontario Pork 48







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


indicate that performance criteria should be used, and are clear on the need for clarity on 
pricing and grading parameters.  As well, the protocols and procedures require Ontario’s 
Pork approval and that they become a third party signatory, and that Ontario Pork provides 
transparency regarding contracts to other producers, aside when information is 
confidential.  The protocols and procedures also allow information exchange to assist in 
determining if there are breaches of the contract (e.g., under-delivery, or not purchasing 
committed supplies). 
 
A number of contracts were reviewed regarding their compliance with the protocols. These 
were Block Marketing Agreements, Pool Plus supply agreements, and a few purchase 
agreements governing direct processor contracts with producers.  In most areas the supply 
agreements comply with the protocols and procedures, provide clarity to the terms and 
conditions, and redress through arbitration.   
 
 
5.3 Ontario Hog Supply Agreements and Extra Ordinary Events 
 
These protocols and procedures are not explicit on important market access issues such 
as what extraordinary events constitute force majeure, what are rights and obligations in 
certain situations, and under what situation can a contract be terminated, etc.  Force 
majeure clauses are designed to define extraordinary events and to allocate the risk when 
such an event occurs.  
 
In the supply agreements, there may be a shortfall in the area of extraordinary events, or 
Force Majeure, and the associated remedies for specific extraordinary events.  In contracts 
a Force Majeure Event is defined as: 


 an act of God,  
 outbreak of disease,  
 fire,  
 storm,  
 labour relations disruption,  
 any law, regulation or order of any governmental body or authority affecting the party,  
 act of war,  
 insurrection, riot or other civil disturbance,  
 transportation disruption caused by any third party or any other cause beyond its 


reasonable control, or beyond the control of any person directly or indirectly engaged 
by it. 


 
Moreover the contracts state that the obligations of the party affected by the Force Majeure 
Event shall be suspended for the duration of the Force Majeure Event, provided that any 
party shall be entitled to terminate this Agreement effective upon written notice to the other 
parties, in the event that the Force Majeure Event continues for a period of more than 3 
months. 
 
This contract language suggests that a work slow-down, or strike in a plant can absolve 
the processor of its obligation to purchase the contracted hogs.  Current practice appears 
to be that Ontario Pork will find the remedy, at no cost to the processor, by marketing the 
hogs through the Pool.  More precision on extraordinary events and possible remedies for 
subset of events may be desirable.    
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Force majeure clauses usually relate to something unexpected and beyond reasonable 
foresight and skill to deal with, events of force majeure are restricted events over which a 
party has no control51.   Accordingly, the supply agreements indicate that an event is not a 
Force Majeure Event if it constitutes part of the usual day-to-day market risks of carrying 
on business even if the cause results in a reduction of profitability or the creation of losses.    
 
For example, if a producer cannot deliver hogs due to the temporary plant shutdown, the 
option used in many industries is for the purchaser to work with the producer to delay 
shipments or to find other parties/plants that will process the perishable product.  U.S. 
packers with sister plants in other States will honour contracts and ship hogs to another 
facility and operate extra shifts to keep the supply line filled with pork products, with 
allowance made to producers for the extra shrink/mortality accompanying the longer transit 
time52.  Only in specific acts of God does the force majeure clause apply. 
 
Ontario Pork should review the force majeure clauses in the contracts and more precisely 
define what constitutes force majeure, what remedies are to be taken when plant shut 
downs occur due to “non acts of God”, and how the risks are shared between producer 
and packer in situations that are defined as “force majeure” and those events that are 
controllable by management and where damages can be mitigated.   
 
 
5.4 Contract Enforcement 
 
Force majeure, contract enforcement and resulting market access are intertwined.  For 
example, if contracts are not enforced, processors can argue that an extraordinary event 
resulted in the suspension of contract obligation. 
 
Ontario Pork should enforce contracts resulting from breaches by either processors or 
producers.  In this way a number of market access issues will be resolved.  Without 
enforcement one party loses a right to market access and the other party can avoid its 
obligation, when events can be mitigated.   An example of contract breach that requires 
enforcement by Ontario Pork is when a processor indicates that it can not receive its 
contracted hogs when it has increased it spot market purchases of hogs (e.g., Quebec 
auction hogs) at a much lower price than its contracted hogs, which it is obligated to buy. 
 
As well, penalties associated with contract breach or default should be more explicit in 
these contracts.  A penalty structure will cause a party to decide whether the cost of the 
breach of contract is worth the short-term gain.  Without such penalties and associated 
contract enforcement market access certain issues will remain. 
 
 


                                            
51 “Force Majeure Contracting to Deal With Extraordinary Events” (August 2001) Tory LLP  
52 In an article by Tory LLP entitled “Force Majeure Contracting to Deal With Extraordinary Events” (August 
2001) it states: “ Even if an event would otherwise qualify as a force majeure, courts will impose a duty to 
mitigate its effects. An event that can be mitigated is considered an event that is not beyond the control of a 
party. As the Alberta Court of Appeal decision in Atcor Ltd. v. Continental Energy Marketing (1996), states 
“…if a contracting party can otherwise continue to satisfy its contractual obligations in a commercially 
reasonable manner, the force majeure clause will not operate to absolve that party from its contractual 
responsibilities.” 
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5.5 Delivery Rights and Obligations with Other Supply Agreements 
 
A number of ethanol plants are operated as second-generation co-operatives. A feature of 
this business structure is that producer shareholders buy shares based on committed 
volumes.  Each year, according to a prescribed delivery schedule, the producer 
shareholder must deliver the committed volume of corn to the processing plant.  If the 
producer did not have enough harvested corn to honor the contract, then the producer is 
free to purchase corn on the open market and deliver this as his/her obligation, or have the 
plant purchase corn on his behalf and charge it to his account.  As a result, the producer 
has the right and the obligation to deliver the contract that was contracted53.   
 
Contracts are used to coordinate supply requirements between Ontario vegetable 
processors and processing vegetable growers. Processors typically will not contract with a 
grower who wants to contract with more than one processor – the rationale is which 
processor will be served first when the harvest is a very narrow time window.  These 
contracts are either volume contracts or acreage contracts.   With acreage contracts, all of 
the production from the acreage is delivered to the processors.   In volume contracts, the 
grower contracts to deliver a specific volume.   If volume is less than contracted due to 
weather or disease, the grower is obligated to only deliver what was produced, with the 
processor taking the risk of reduced supply.  If yield is higher than expected, the processor 
has the right of first refusal on the extra volume.  The processor may choose to purchase 
and process the extra volume, or the processor may allow the grower to sell the product to 
another processors, or the processor may require that the extra volume is not sold, but 
destroyed/composted. Contracts indicate immediate contract termination of production is 
directed to other processors or markets.  Disputes are resolved through third party 
arbitrators. 
 
In the Ontario chicken industry, a growers signs a Form 101 prior to placements of chicks, 
with this placement for a specific processor and for a specific live weight category. Once a 
Form 101 has been signed this becomes a binding contract, with the grower having both 
the right and obligation to deliver all production from those placements, which are specific 
to a barn, or a set of barns.  Contracted production flows to the processor assigned to the 
grower for that quota production period (production cycle for growers are up to 12 weeks in 
length, with 8 to 9 weeks most common). 
 
In the U.S hog industry the signed marketing contracts are legally binding documents that 
are enforced.  These are normal contracts with delivery volumes and schedules and 
associated pricing arrangements.  There are remedy clauses when monthly deliveries are 
short, such as making up the volumes over the next quarter.  As well, these contracts 
obligate the processor to slaughter all of the hogs subject to the contract, whether at the 
plant the following week in case of a holiday or unexpected shut-down, or at sister plants in 
the case of longer term shut-downs. As well, these contracts are structured to ensure that 
hog producers deliver their committed hogs to the processing plant and do not divert hogs 
to short-term higher priced opportunities.  These contracts have force majeure clauses, 
applicable to both parties. 
 


                                            
53 This same approach is used in some producer owned pasta-manufacturing facilities. 
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The U.S. hog contracts, the Ontario chicken producer-processor –CFO contracts, and the 
second generation co-operative production contracts approaches are in contrast to the 
supply agreements used in the Ontario hog market.  With Ontario hogs the level of 
enforcement of these contracts has not resulted in producers having both the right and 
obligation to deliver the supply volumes committed to in the supply agreements (contracts), 
and the processor having both the right and the obligation to purchase all volumes under 
contract. 
 
 
5.6 Booking, Delivery and Settlement with Supply Agreements 
 
Supply agreements are in place to help improve supply chain coordination, increase the 
efficiency of the supply chain and remove unnecessary costs.  As described in section 3.0, 
Ontario Pork is involved with the process for hog booking, scheduling of deliveries, and in 
payment settlement.  A question is whether Ontario Pork needs to be actively involved in 
these operations, versus receiving the necessary information for fulfilling its mandate, 
providing oversight and resolving disputes based on its regulatory authority. There are 
examples with regulated marketing where the producer organization has a different level of 
involvement in booking, delivery and settlement than currently occurs with Ontario Pork 
operations; the Ontario chicken industry is such an example. 
 
Ontario Chicken 
In the supply managed chicken industry, the Chicken Farmers of Ontario (CFO) ensures 
that all chicken produced is allocated to a specific processor in any quota period.  This 
assignment occurs prior to a quota production period and placement of day-old chicks for 
grow-out to a prescribed market weight.   This assignment is analogous to the direct 
production contracts between hog producers and hog processors. 
 
The scheduling of deliveries and booking of transportation companies in the chicken 
industry is different than in the Ontario hog industry and involves fewer participants with 
direct accountabilities.  After CFO has facilitated assignment of production to each 
processing plant, including some chicken grown in Ontario for processing in Quebec, direct 
communication between producers and processors is used for scheduling deliveries of 
market weight product for slaughter.  The slaughter plant may adjust scheduled slaughter 
dates if average daily gain is ahead or behind the predicted schedule when this does not 
disrupt the scheduling of other suppliers. The plant hires the services of a trucking 
company and chicken catching crew to pick up the birds on the required date and time.    
 
The CFO receives information from the producer at time of chick placement on the weight 
of the chicken to be shipped, as well as the expected shipping date.  The CFO is not 
involved with the operations of shipping and scheduling deliveries; however the CFO does 
become involved to mediate disagreements and resolve disputes between individual 
growers and processors on specific shipment issues. 
 
All processors post a letter of credit with the CFO equal to 12% of the value of chicken 
they will purchase in a quota period, which works out to 6.7 days of purchases. Settlement 
and payment for product shipped is also different in the chicken industry, compared to the 
Ontario hog industry.  Once the producer’s shipment has been slaughtered, the processing 
plant provides slaughter settlement data (live birds received, whole birds condemned, live 
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weight received, live weight paid for, condemnation rate, average weight of birds received, 
weight range, per kilogram live weight price, total revenues, and deductions) to both the 
producer and to CFO.  The processor sends funds within a few days of slaughter to the 
producers based on the settlement data, and the processor sends funds to CFO based on 
the CFO levy on all chicken paid for.  The CFO uses the settlement data received from the 
processor for its own internal purposes in fulfilling its mandate of operating the supply 
management system for chicken in Ontario. 
 
5.7 Security of Payment with Contracts 
 
Contracts provide processors with security of supply; however, security of payment to 
producers is not fully evident.  In particular, letters of credit, which provide financial security 
for the 3 days between when hogs are sold, and payment is received by Ontario Pork on 
behalf of producers are not provided by all processors.   Letters of credit are standard 
instruments in many other sectors to ensure that producers are paid for the goods that 
have been delivered and used by the processor/dealer.  This is a standard feature in the 
Ontario chicken industry, in the grain industry, and as well the Quebec hog industry.  A few 
million dollars is at risk in the event of a processor bankruptcy in the period between when 
the hogs are delivered and when payment is received in 3 days.  The financial risk Hog 
producers’ exposure to financial risk increases when payment terms are longer than the 
current 3-day payment requirement. 
 
Payment terms affect working capital requirements and cash flow of hog processors.  
Transferring funds from processors to producers should be based on the same terms for 
all processors.  If this is not the case, processors that are entitled to make payment after a 
longer period of time have a financial advantage relative to other processors.  If a producer 
co-operative requires more working capital, this should not be meet through extended 
payment term for hogs, but rather through lines of credit provided by producer members 
through their financial institutions.  This removes any apparent financial advantage. 
 
When the method of pricing hogs results in the processor not knowing the actual value of 
the carcass after the 3-day payment requirement, such as with pricing based on actual 
carcass returns, there are a number of options for consideration.  Options can include: 


 Processors providing producers with interim payments, based on at least 95% of 
expected carcass value, within the 3-day payment requirement.  Final payment can 
occur at month’s end for all shipments in a month.  This allows for timely and near full 
payment upon delivery and a single transaction for final monthly settlement based on 
carcass values associated with daily hog deliveries. 


 Processors paying producers an interim payment, based on at least 95% of expected 
carcass value, within the 3-day payment requirement, with direct to producer 
quarterly dividend payments to each producer based on the actual return received for 
the hogs delivered and slaughtered, adjusted for the interim payment.  


 If agreed to by all participating producers, Ontario Pork allowing for extended 
payment terms based on the unique pricing formula used in contracts where the 
value is based on actual carcass values received, and the payment terms in the 
contract with producers based on the time period (not to exceed a limit of for example 
7 days) required to determine the actual market value of the hog carcasses.  This 
innovation in contract design can be viewed in conflict with providing financial 
advantage, however the advantage is to producers who have placed their capital at 
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risk.  This potential innovation in contract design would not apply to contracts using a 
reference market price for pricing purposes, as is the case with the majority of 
contracts today.  


 
A letter of credit on all of a processor’s contracted hogs (direct and block contract) should 
be a requirement for Ontario Pork’s contract approval, to cover producers’ risk exposure of 
non-payment for the payment terms in the contract. 
 
 
5.8 Industry Innovation with Contract Design for Preferred Suppliers 
 
The operation of  a collective marketing agency, such as Ontario Pork, does not have to be 
at the expense of industry innovation.  Some single desk selling operations have resulted 
in a number of stakeholders seeing the existence of a trade-off between industry 
innovation and producer choice and the benefits of collective marketing, as illustrated in 
Figure 5.1.   This trade-off need not exist and can be avoided with appropriate contract 
design.  Examples include contracts that allow true business relationships to develop 
between hog producers and processors, and which allow for specific issues such as inputs 
used, delivery schedules, exclusivity, producing attributes for a certain market segment, 
and confidentiality of certain contract clauses.  This allows the system to achieve both 
innovation and the benefits of collective marketing. 
 
Figure 5.1 Innovation and Collective Marketing 
 


Benefits of Collective 
Marketing 


Ideal 


 
Sub-optimal 


Industry 
Innovation 


and 
Producer 
Choice 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are preferred supplier relationships between hog producers and processors today, 
implying that some producers with contracts are preferred suppliers by a processor, while 
other producers with contracts are to ensure a predictable supply of hogs.  Innovation 
occurs within many of these preferred supplier relationships.  Competition between 
producers does result in innovation, which should not be discouraged by the marketing 
system.  Some producers consider a preferred supplier relationship desirable,  and these 
producers will compete, through innovation, to be a preferred supplier.  
 
Ontario Pork can facilitate industry innovation through contracts, and ensuring hog 
supplies flow to the processors according to the delivery schedule.  By doing so, Ontario 
pork will enable producers to innovate and explore new opportunities within business 
relationships with processors, and generate “win-win” outcomes for both parties.  
 
This section has addressed some market access issues associated with contracts.  The 
next two sections provide a producer and a processor perspective on market access.  
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6.0 Hog Producer Perspectives on Market Access 
 
Producer perspectives on market access are provided in this section based on information 
compiled through the Ipsos Reid54 survey of 300 producers, information complied from 
qualitative focus groups meetings with producers in the early summer of 2006, and 
personal interviews with some producers. 
 
6.1 Reasons for Using Specific Marketing Channels 
 
Based on survey work conducted by Ipsos Reid, producers indicate why they shipped 
hogs through the market channels of contracts, Pool Plus and the Pool.  Obtaining a better 
price was a reason provided by 54% of producers that were part of the Pool Plus program 
and 38% of producers that shipped through direct processor contracts (see Table 6.1). 
 
Table 6.1 Main Reasons Shipping Hogs in a Marketing Channel 
 
Main reasons  Contract Pool Plus Pool 
Better prices 38% 54% 4% 
Already have contracts with them (processors) 8%   
Better service 4% 4%  
Only option available 3% 5% 21% 
Convenience 3% 1%  
Flexible when there is strike or border crossing 2%   
Good relationship with them 1%   
Able to ship on short weeks  4%  
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
Twenty-one percent of Pool shippers indicated that the main reason for shipping into the 
Pool was that it was the only option available.  An interesting observation is that being able 
to access the market and guarantee shackle space at a packing plant was not mentioned 
as a main reason for using either contracts or Pool Plus in the survey (through open-ended 
questions).  Producers also did not mention (without prompting) that contracts and Pool 
Plus allowed them to obtain needed financing more easily or favorably.  A reduction in 
price risk through contracting was also not mentioned (without prompting).  These three 
attributes of contracts were mentioned by producers in focus groups. 
 
Producers not using direct processor contracts were asked the main reasons for not using 
that market channel.  The major reason stated by the producer was that they are too small 
or do not ship enough hogs (23% of producers not using contracts).  (See Table 6.2).  This 
was followed by poor contracts available (19%).  For producers not using Pool Plus, the 
major reason stated for not using Pool Plus was having a previous contract (by 25% of 
those not using Pool Plus), followed by the Pool Plus option not being available to them 
(17% of eligible respondents). 
 


                                            
54 Ipsos-Reid, Pork Producers’ Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services - 2006 
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Table 6.2 Main Reasons For Not Shipping in a Market Channel 
 
Reasons for not shipping Contracts Pool Plus
Don’t ship enough hogs/too small 23% 3% 
Poor contracts available (poor terms, penalties, lack of flexibility,  19% 3% 
Satisfied with Pool Plus 14% 2% 
Option not available 12% 17% 
Do not know enough about it/ need more information 6%  
Have not done it before/ did not get around to it 5% 4% 
*Too complicated/ not worth the trouble 3% 2% 
Have a previous contract (unspecified) 3% 25% 
Satisfied with current contract (unspecified) 3% 12% 
Low prices/not enough money 2% 16% 
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
6.2 Producer Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Marketing  
 
In general, the majority (66%) of hog producers are either completely satisfied or 
somewhat satisfied with the overall marketing services provided by Ontario Pork, with 24% 
dissatisfied (somewhat or completely), as shown in the first data column in Table 6.3.  The 
level of satisfaction is higher for producers who ship less than 3,000 hogs per year than for 
larger producers, with 42% of larger producers dissatisfied, compared to 20% of producers 
shipping between 1,000 and 3,000 hogs per year.   A larger proportion of producers using 
the Pool Plus program are more satisfied (statistically speaking) than producers using 
either the Pool program or the shipping hogs through contracts with processors. 
 
Table 6.3 Producer Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Marketing, 2006  
 


    Size of Operation Market Channel 


  Total 
Small: 


500-1000
Medium: 


1001-3000
Large: 
3000+ 


Direct 
Contract Pool Plus Pool 


   A B C D E F 
Base: All respondents 300 92* 123 72* 181 105 52* 


         
Completely satisfied and somewhat 
satisfied 


66% 78% 68% 49% 60% 78% 62% 
 C C   DF  


Somewhat dissatisfied and completely 
dissatisfied 


24% 14% 20% 42% 30% 10% 33% 
   AB E  E 


Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
The following six Ontario Pork marketing services areas were discussed in a prior section:  
1. Providing market access and options to producers through which to sell their hogs; 
2. Selling hogs into various markets (sales activities) to obtaining the best possible price 


for Ontario hogs; 
3. Negotiating contract elements on behalf of producers to obtain the best possible price; 
4. Administering contracts between producers and packers including contract approvals, 


handling questions and providing grid comparisons; 
5. Resolving disputes between processors and producers; 
6. Operating the booking and delivery system in consultation with processors; 
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Table 6.4 indicates the producers’ level of satisfaction for each of the above specific 
marketing services areas.   In the service area of providing market access and options 
through which producers can sell their hogs, 68% of producers indicated that they were 
satisfied (sum of completely satisfied and somewhat satisfied) with this service offering by 
Ontario Pork.   
 
Table 6.4 Producer Satisfaction with Specific Ontario Pork Marketing Services 
 


    Size of Operation Market Channel 


  Total 
Small: 


500-1000
Medium: 


1001-3000
Large: 
3000+ 


Direct 
Contract Pool Plus Pool 


   A B C D E F 
Base: All respondents 300 92* 123 72* 181 105 52* 


         
Providing market access and options to 
producers through which to sell hogs 


68% 79% 67% 54% 61% 80% 67% 
 BC    D  


Sales Activities or the process of obtaining 
the best possible price for Ontario hogs 


59% 76% 55% 42% 50% 72% 56% 
 BC    DF  


Contract Negotiation or working on behalf of 
producers to ensure direct contracts with 
processors are competitive 


62% 72% 61% 54% 63% 63% 62% 


 C      
Administration of contracts between 
producers and packers including handling 
questions and providing grid comparisons 


67% 73% 67% 57% 67% 67% 69% 


 C      
Dispute resolution between processors and 
producers 


65% 74% 63% 54% 61% 71% 71% 
 C      


Operation of the booking and delivery system 
including the scheduling of deliveries in 
consultation with processors 


73% 82% 75% 56% 64% 87% 77% 


 C C   D  
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
Also shown in the first row of Table 6.4, 79% of producers who shipped between 500 and 
1,000 hogs per year satisfied, while this was statistically different than the 54% of 
producers who shipped over 3,000 hogs per year (and were satisfied).   As well, 80% of 
the producers using the Pool Plus program were satisfied, compared to 61% of producers 
shipping through direct contracts. 
 
The lowest level of overall satisfaction was the in the area of sales activities or the process 
of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs (second row in Table 6.4).  Fifty-nine 
percent of producers were satisfied, with the lowest satisfaction scores with large 
producers (42% satisfied and 44% somewhat or completely dissatisfied55), and with 
producers shipping via direct contracts (50% satisfied). 
 
Dissatisfied producers were asked to state their reasons for dissatisfaction.  In the area of 
market access and options provided, the most frequent response was “not enough options 
to market hogs” for 15 producers, or 26% of dissatisfied producers followed by “not 
receiving a good or fair price” for 19% of dissatisfied producers (As shown in the first two 
rows of Table 6.5). 
 
                                            
55 With the remaining 14% nether satisfied or dissatisfied. 
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Table 6.5 Stated Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Market Access and Options 
 


Reasons not satisfied with market access and options No. Percent 
Not enough options to market the hogs 15 26% 
Not receiving a good/ fair price 11 19% 
Lack of involvement from Ontario Pork 10 18% 
Better off without Ontario Pork/ can take care of things myself 10 18% 
They don’t know how to sell hogs 8 14% 
They should market hogs in the American market 7 12% 
Poor marketing of hogs 6 11% 
They should market hogs in better markets 4 7% 
Too much bureaucracy 3 5% 
Ontario Pork interferes with privately owned hog plants 3 5% 
Concerns/ issues with the producer-packer contract 3 5% 
Have to deal with third/ second parties 2 4% 
Ontario Pork is a monopoly 2 4% 
Some hogs are heavier than others/ weight range varies 2 4% 
They don’t treat everyone equally 2 4% 
Problems/ issues booking hogs 1 2% 
They should get the formula price up 1 2% 
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
When these dissatisfied producers were asked as to provide feedback on improving the 
service area of providing market access and options, responses included: 


 More aggressive marketing (by 21%); 
 Step aside and allow packer and producer to work it out (by 21%), 
 Try to get the best price for hogs  (by 12%), 
 Improve communication by (by 7%). 


 
In the area of sales activities and obtaining the best possible price for hogs, which received 
the percentage of producers being satisfied at 59% and the highest level of dissatisfied 
producers at 28% of the producers survey.  For these dissatisfied producers, 47 indicated, 
“they were not receiving a good price” (see Table 6.6).  Thirteen percent suggested that 
they (Ontario Pork) did not know how to sell hogs.   
 
These dissatisfied producers offered the following feedback for improving it sales activities 
to get the best possible price for Ontario hogs: 


 Try to get the best price for hogs (by 18%), 
 More aggressive marketing (by 16%), 
 Step aside and allow packer and producer to work it out (by 8%), 
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Table 6.6 Stated Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Sales Activities 
 


Reasons not satisfied with sales activities No. Percent
Not receiving a good/ fair price 39 47% 
They don’t know how to sell hogs 11 13% 
Lack of involvement from Ontario Pork 9 11% 
They should market hogs in the American market 7 8% 
Poor marketing of hogs 6 7% 
Not enough options to market the hogs 5 6% 
Problems/ issues booking hogs 4 5% 
Better off without Ontario Pork/ can take care of things myself 4 5% 
Ontario Pork is a monopoly 4 5% 
They should market hogs in better markets 4 5% 
Concerns/ issues with the producer-packer contract 3 4% 
They should get the formula price up/ down 3 4% 
Have to deal with third/ second parties 3 4% 
Ontario Pork interferes with privately owned hog plants 2 2% 
They don’t treat everyone equally 2 2% 
Some hogs are heavier than others/ weight range varies 1 1% 
Too much bureaucracy 1 1% 
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
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6.3 Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering Marketing Services 
 
Over three-quarters of producers expressed an opinion that it was appropriate (completely 
appropriate and somewhat appropriate) for Ontario Pork to offer or manage these 
marketing services.  For example, as shown in the second row of Table 6.7, 86% of all 
producers indicated that it is appropriate that Ontario Pork attempt to engage in sales 
activities to get the best price for Ontario hogs, and this dropped to 68% for the larger 
producers. 
 
In the area of negotiating contracts with processors, 79% of producers agreed (strongly 
agree and somewhat agree) that Ontario Pork should be more aggressive when 
negotiating direct and Pool Plus contracts with processors.   
 
Table 6.7 Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering Specific Marketing Services  
 


    Size of Operation Market Channel 


  Total 
Small: 


500-1000
Medium: 


1001-3000
Large: 
3000+ 


Direct 
Contract Pool Plus Pool 


   A B C D E F 
Base: All respondents 300 92* 123 72* 181 105 52* 


         
Providing market access and options to 
producers through which to sell hogs 


89% 90% 92% 79% 87% 90% 90% 
 C C     


Sales Activities or the process of obtaining 
the best possible price for Ontario hogs 


86% 97% 88% 68% 81% 92% 96% 
 BC C   D D 


Contract Negotiation or working on behalf of 
producers to ensure direct contracts with 
processors are competitive 


82% 89% 82% 71% 79% 86% 87% 


 C      
Administration of contracts between 
producers and packers including handling 
questions and providing grid comparisons 


79% 89% 79% 67% 76% 85% 87% 


 BC      
Dispute resolution between processors and 
producers 


87% 86% 92% 76% 83% 90% 87% 
  C     


Operation of the booking and delivery system 
including the scheduling of deliveries in 
consultation with processors 


85% 95% 85% 69% 76% 95% 94% 


 BC C   D D 
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
 
 
6.4 Producer Familiarity With Ontario Pork’s Marketing Services 
 
An issue for Ontario Pork is the general level of familiarity and understanding of the 
services provided by Ontario Pork in the marketing area.  Close to one-third of producers 
indicated they have a good understanding (complete understanding and understand a lot) 
of these six marketing service areas (see Table 6.8).  Around 50% of producers indicated 
that they only understand a little of these service areas.   This may suggest that Ontario 
Pork could develop a communications program on explaining their service offerings, 
including a comprehensive producer handbook outlining services offered and options 
available. 
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Table 6.8 Familiarity With Ontario Pork’s Specific Marketing Services  
 


    Size of Operation Market Channel 


  Total 
Small: 


500-1000
Medium: 


1001-3000
Large: 
3000+ 


Direct 
Contract Pool Plus Pool 


   A B C D E F 
Base: All respondents 300 92* 123 72* 181 105 52* 


         
Providing market access and options to 
producers through which to sell hogs 


39% 26% 41% 54% 46% 30% 35% 
  A A E   


Sales Activities or the process of obtaining 
the best possible price for Ontario hogs 


32% 26% 29% 44% 33% 32% 27% 
   AB    


Contract Negotiation or working on behalf of 
producers to ensure direct contracts with 
processors are competitive 


33% 22% 37% 44% 43% 19% 25% 


  A A EF   
Administration of contracts between 
producers and packers including handling 
questions and providing grid comparisons 


39% 30% 40% 50% 48% 31% 17% 


   A EF   
Dispute resolution between processors and 
producers 


27% 16% 33% 33% 31% 23% 23% 
  A A    


Operation of the booking and delivery system 
including the scheduling of deliveries in 
consultation with processors 


33% 22% 38% 36% 36% 28% 37% 


  A A    
Source:  Ipsos Reid for Ontario Pork 
 
 
6.5 Additional Perspectives from Focus Groups and Direct Interviews 
 
This survey was comprehensive and structured based on insights gathered through some 
focus groups of producers in the early summer of 2006.  These focus groups indicated that 
producers were frustrated with the booking system, which was an on-going source of 
frustration and discontent.  Some producers felt that they would receive more favorable 
treatment on weekly deliveries if they switched to a direct contract with a processor.  
 
A few producers felt that they received a better net return through Pool Plus due to the 
grading grid associated with Ontario Pork’s Pool Plus program and that the index 
(premium) was higher than with direct processor contracts, and that net returns were 
higher even if the base price was a percent lower under the Pool Plus program. 
 
As well, producers felt that certain processors did not honor their contracted obligations to 
accept the hogs committed in the direct contracts, with the result that at times contracted 
hogs could not be shipped to market, and had to be shipped in a following week (possibly 
too heavy) or into the Pool.  
 
With contracts, a number of producers felt that Ontario Pork took too long in approving 
contracts, and that this process should be more timely. 
 
These producer perspectives indicate that there is overall satisfaction with Ontario Pork’s 
service delivery. However, producers also believed that there is room for improvement.  
Suggestions for improvement are provided in section 8.0 of this report. 
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7.0 Pork Processor Perspectives on Market Access 
 
There are two ways to view market access, one being producer access to hog markets, 
and the other is processor access to hog supplies to meet their market requirements. This 
section of the report provides processor perspectives on market access to hog supplies.    
 
 
7.1 Contracting and Supply Chain Coordination 
 
As noted in section 4.0, in certain markets spot markets cannot provide the needed degree 
of market coordination.  Rather contracts are required to obtain the desired amount of 
coordination in the supply chain.   This need for supply chain coordination is apparent in 
the pork supply chain as processors need assurances on a number of product attributes, 
which can range from production practices, compliance with food safety protocols, 
traceability of product, weight range of carcass for certain end uses, and other attributes.  
For many markets, contracts may be the only supply channel as contracts provide the 
information and assurances that are needed to fulfill the market requirements of pork 
processors.   
 
In the future, as processors require more information and assurances on raw materials 
used to manufacture pork products an issue for Ontario Pork may be the requirement that 
the Pool be split into two Pools.  One Pool would have minimal requirements such as 
CQA, and compliance with other attributes required by certain processors.  The hogs from 
this Pool could then be a supply source for these processors to fill in their supply shortfalls 
relative to their market requirements.  Some producers would choose to use this Pool 
versus the Pool Plus program for the flexibility it provides. The second Pool would be for 
those hogs that do not meet the minimal requirements required of some processors to 
satisfy certain customer requirements and/or food safety prerequisites.  It can be 
postulated that a number of smaller producers would deliver their hogs into this second 
Pool. 
 
 
7.2 Improved Predictability of Plant Supply 
 
Predictability of a consistent supply of hogs for processing  is one of the important reasons 
that pork processors prefer contracts with growers.  In this way, processors have greater 
assurances of supplies being available for slaughter in a week, particularly when the 
processor has already committed to customers a supply of pork products before the having 
actual possession of the raw product.  This assurance is not only on the physical volume of 
hogs, but also on receiving hogs based on the specifications contained in the contracts. 
 
Contracts require that producers indicate the number of hogs that will be delivered each 
week, and periodic updates.  As well, in the week prior to delivery producers indicate the 
number of hogs that they will be delivering.  This indicated level of deliveries is not always 
close to the expected deliveries based on contract commitments, with variances of over 
10% possible.  Furthermore, the volume of prior week indicated deliveries can also vary 
significantly from the actual deliveries that arrive at the packing plant. 
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An improved information flow from producers to packers will address some of these 
concerns.   The soon to be implemented electronic manifest system will result in more 
frequent updates of expected future deliveries from producers, whether under contract to a 
processor or delivering into the Pool.  As well, processors will know with greater accuracy 
the anticipated deliveries for the following week from growers, with an electronic tracking 
system to quickly highlight the source of variance from the anticipated delivery.  This 
system will greatly enhance the predictability of supply in any week, and allow processors 
to better fill in any supply gaps with purchases from the spot market, which is essentially 
the Pool. 
 
 
7.3 Hog Procurement Strategy and Access to Incremental Supplies 
 
Some processors desire a degree of flexibility to be able to respond to market conditions 
and customer requirements.  A possible consequence for some processors is that if they 
contract 100% of their supplies then they are committed to purchase all of the supplies 
offered by producers within the parameters of the contracts.  This can result in situations 
where processors have more supply than required for their customer requirements, such 
as during the fall flush (of more hogs ready for the market).  The outcome of not honouring 
the contract and allowing the excess contracted volume to be assigned to the Pool at no 
cost to a processor has occurred, but is not an acceptable solution.  If there is no cost, this 
situation becomes an ideal way to achieve needed flexibility. 
 
Each processor has their own hog procurement strategy.  For some processors, the 
strategy is to source 100% of the slaughter hogs through contracts, while for others the 
strategy is to use contracts to supply a specific volume level, and to use other market 
channels, such as spot markets to fill and gaps in their supply requirement.  It should be 
noted that some large U.S processors strategically limit their contracted volumes to a 
certain percentage of anticipated volumes56, with the remainder purchased through the 
open market57.   
 
If processors desire more flexibility, processors can achieve this by having a lower 
percentage of throughput secured through contracts and a larger percentage purchased 
through a spot market such as the Pool.  In theory, this will provide the needed flexibility to 
access incremental supplies when required, and when the market is soft then Pool prices 
may reflect this market situation.   
 
Certain Ontario-based processors indicate that there is no true spot market through which 
they can obtain needed incremental supplies to fill the supply gaps.  From a processor’s 
perspective, in some weeks all Pool hogs are pre-committed, which dictates that 
processors have no practical source of incremental supply.   Incremental supplies can 
come from the Pool (which may have a portion of the volume committed), the Quebec 
auction (which is essentially restricted to purchases by Quebec based processors), and 
imports of live hogs from the U.S. purchased through spot markets (which may not be 
available and if so results in a much higher cost structure). 


                                            
56 One large U.S processor indicated that this was close to 50% of expected hog purchases. 
57 It should be noted that there are active spot markets in the U.S. mid-west from which processors can 
readily access incremental supplies. 
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A certain volume of Pool hogs is committed by Ontario Pork to honour their block contracts 
with processors when the volume of Pool Plus hogs is insufficient to honour the block 
contract commitments.  These residual supplies in the Pool are available for spot market 
purchases.  In some weeks, when hog production is lower than expected, there may be 
very few Pool hogs available for spot market sales as the Pool Plus volumes may be short 
to honour block contract commitments (and Ontario Pork commits Pool hogs to meet block 
contract obligations).   
 
In other weeks, the Pool can have more hogs than the weekly average of around 7,600 
hogs in the Pool.  In weeks when the volume can be over 10,000 hogs in the Pool, some 
Pool hogs may not be sold in the week of producer intended delivery, and Ontario Pork 
must sell them the following week.  This is the nature of a spot market, which is tight on 
supply in some periods of the year and long on supply in other periods, with the spot 
market price reflecting the relative level of availability. 
 
If the situation of insufficient access to a spot market in Ontario is expected to occur, it can 
be argued that this will result in processors contracting as close as possible to 100% of 
their slaughter hog requirements.  Consequently, there will be minimal supply flexibility, 
particularly when the contracting is designed to ensure a steady flow of slaughter hogs 
during peak market requirements. 
 
A strategic issue for consideration by Ontario Pork as it considers the long-term 
competitiveness of the Ontario hog and pork industry is whether a certain volume of hogs 
should remain uncommitted58 and be available for spot market sales each week of the 
year59. Doing so may well work against the objective of obtaining the best possible price 
for Ontario hogs and may increase market access issues for some producers. 
 
Resolution of this issue may occur as well through a combination of: (1) contract 
enforcement, which ensures that processors receive the hogs they contracted, and 
purchase the hogs they committed to contract, (2) improved information flow from 
producers to processors on the weekly volume of hogs that will be delivered over the 
subsequent 6 to 8 weeks, and (3) real time information flow between processors and 
Ontario Pork on processors request for Pool hogs in advance of scheduling.  
 
This issue needs resolution, and the above may be a step in that direction.  Resolution will 
assist the industry in having a competitive position in the North American market.  
 
 
7.4 U.S. Reference Pricing and Contracts 
 
Pricing in most contracts is based on U.S reference prices for hog carcasses, with some 
based on cutout carcass values.   With regard to using a U.S reference price as the base, 
concerns have been raised that the U.S price is a reflection of supply and demand 
conditions in the U.S mid-west, and this does not always reflect the supply demand 
conditions in Ontario or eastern Canada.  For example, the mid-west may be in a tight hog 
                                            
58 For example in Quebec up to 25% of slaughter volume is sold through auction, however access to these 
hogs is usually restricted to Quebec based processors.   
59 An Ontario spot market can be used by U.S. based processors to purchase hogs through this spot market 
to ensure that the spot price is not attractive to be used as a source of incremental supplies. 
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supply situation while Ontario has an over-supply or vice-versa.  In these cases, U.S. 
based reference pricing will not always send the most appropriate price signals.  However, 
contracts are designed for longer-term supply commitments and pricing should reflect 
longer-term considerations versus shorter-term market situations. 
 
Spot market are designed to allocate remaining supplies, whether in short supply or 
abundant supply situations.  For processors who want to have more of their product priced 
based on the local supply situation, and desire more price flexibility, then the solution for 
these processors is to have a lower percentage of supply requirements obtained through 
contracts, and a higher volume through spot markets or shorter term supply agreements.  
The Pool and the Block Contract option can provide processors this flexibility. 
 
There are some concerns that the spot market price upon which the reference price used 
in approved contracts are based on around 10% of U.S. market volume.    There are a few 
associated issues.  First, can U.S. based packers manipulate this price to create an 
advantage for the U.S. industry and disadvantage the Canadian industry which prices their 
contracts off of this spot price.   If this occurred, many contract prices in the U.S. will also 
be affected and creates disadvantage for U.S. packers as well.  Second the spot market 
may have more variability as it is the clearing mechanism for the market, with prices going 
higher (than may otherwise be the case) in short supply situations and lower in over-supply 
situations.  If this occurs, this price variability will carry over into contract prices used in 
Ontario.  
 
U.S. based processors have indicated that the current pricing system used in U.S 
contracts based on spot market prices is adequate at this point in time.  They also 
indicated that alternatives are available in the event that the spot market is too thin for use 
as the reference price in contracts.  These alternatives include pricing based on cutout or 
wholesale market values and pricing based on the futures market for lean hogs and/or 
pork products. 
 
 
7.5 Contract Enforcement 
 
An issue raised by processors is the need for contract enforcement by Ontario Pork.  
Contracts obligations have been breached by a few producers, with the associated issue 
of whether Ontario Pork as a signatory, or whether the affected processor should enforce 
the contract and seek appropriate redress.  These breaches have not been force majeure 
events, but rather opportunistic behavior to obtain a short-term financial gain. 
 
Contracts allow for negotiated settlements and arbitration.   Some processors believe that 
it is not worth the cost of seeking appropriate redress, with this based on the possible 
public nature of the redress and/or damaged producer-processor relations.  Arbitration 
does not need to be overly public, unless desired by one of the parties.  A possible solution 
is for Ontario Pork to enforce contracts whether breaches have occurred by producers or 
processors.  It can be argued that contract enforcement is a conflict of interest for Ontario 
Pork when enforcing contract obligations on producers; however, this operational aspect of 
contracts may be a necessity if Ontario Pork has the role of being the sales agent for all 
Ontario hogs.   In this capacity, the sales agent is making sure all members are abiding by 
the agreements that were voluntarily entered into. 
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7.6 Booking System and Accessing Hogs  
 
Processors indicated that the current booking and scheduling system for delivering hogs to 
the packing plant is less than ideal.  The largest weaknesses is that the hogs that are 
expected based on prior week producer and/or notifications do not always equal the 
volume received, with significant variances in some weeks. 
 
The problem can be traced back to a number of factors including: 


 processors not having revised monthly or bi-monthly information from producers on 
expected shipments, 


 producers not providing as accurate as information as possible on following week 
shipments, 


 transporters submitting inaccurate information to processors on producer  committed 
deliveries, 


 transporters overstating the number of loads they expect to ship in a week to be 
allocated a higher share of loads by Ontario Pork, 


 transporters deciding to reallocate the loads assigned to them between different 
producers to minimize their assemble and freight costs, 


 
This situation results in some variance in actual hog slaughter volumes in a week relative 
to anticipated slaughter levels at the beginning of a week.  This results in less than an ideal 
coordinated supply chain between the pork processor and the supply of hogs through 
Ontario Pork.  The electronic manifest system can address some of these factors.   As 
well, having Ontario Pork more active in finalizing the allocation of loads to transporters, 
and financial penalties for truckers participating in reallocations between producers unless 
agreed to by affected producers and Ontario Pork. Another solution is to have transporters 
accountable to Ontario Pork for their actions, with a consequence of loosing their license 
and the right to transport hogs in the province of Ontario. 
 
 
7.7 Ontario Processor Competitiveness Relative to Quebec  
 
Ontario based pork processors must be competitive in the North American market for pork 
products, and compete with processors whether based in Quebec, western Canada, or the 
United States.  A competitive raw product (hog) cost structure is one dimension of 
processor competitiveness.  Processors mentioned that the combination of ASRA in 
Quebec and not being able to freely access Quebec hogs that are being sold on the 
Quebec auction results in situations where the ASRA program subsidizes Quebec based 
processors.  This occurs in situations when it is known that producers will be receiving an 
ASRA payment due to the price of hogs in relation to costs (in the ASRA model).   As a 
result, the auction price and some of the block contracts can be well below values in 
Ontario or the U.S. since the Quebec hog producer will receive comparable revenues 
through ASRA.  In these situations when the Quebec auction price is $10 to $20 (per 100 
kgs) below Ontario Pool prices60, the Quebec based processor is benefiting through the 
lower price.  This lower price is not readily available to Ontario packers as the Quebec hog  
board decides whether or not hogs are available for Ontario processors.  This is likely a 


                                            
60 Freight costs are in the range of $6.00/hog to $10.00/hog between Ontario and Quebec. 
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Quebec board unwritten policy to ensure that Quebec based processors have sufficient 
hog supplies for their kill schedules. 
 
There are two approaches that can be used to remove this competitive disadvantage to 
Ontario processors.  One is to eliminate ASRA.   
 
The other approach is to ensure that Ontario based processors have access to Quebec 
hogs on the Quebec auction.  By having ready access, through normal market arbitrage 
Ontario processors will ensure that the Quebec auction price is comparable (with freight 
adjustments) to the Ontario Pool price.  This market solution should be pursued.  As well, 
many restrictive inter-provincial trade practices are being addressed and being eliminated 
in Canada to allow for a free flow of goods and services between the provinces.   This 
should apply to Quebec hogs, as there are no restrictions being imposed by Ontario Pork 
on Ontario hogs moving into Quebec for slaughter. 
 
 
7.8 Role of Ontario Pork in Selling Hogs During Extra Ordinary Events 
 
In its role as sales agent, Ontario packers see large value in Ontario Pork finding a market 
for hogs during force majeure, or when extraordinary events occur.  In contracts, 
processors are not bound to buy contracted hogs when extra ordinary events occur.   In its 
role as sales agent, Ontario Pork does find a market for these hogs, a service, which is 
highly valued by processors. 
 
An issue may be whether Ontario Pork should charge an administration fee for providing 
this services, particularly when the diversion of hogs into the Pool is a somewhat 
controllable extraordinary event, versus an “act of God”. 
 
 
7.9 Some Reasons for Contracting 
 
Through consultations, Ontario based processors of hogs indicated some reasons for 
contracting through supply agreements, which included: 


 access to supply; 
 predictability of supply; 
 obtaining a more consistent supply of hogs; 
 accessing hog according to certain specifications;  
 more predictability of raw material costs; and 
 having an on-going relationship with their major suppliers (the producers). 


 
These perspectives are not ranked in order of importance.   However, because of these 
attributes associated with contracting, on average, processors would prefer to have most 
of their supplies delivered through contracts. 
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By way of comparison, in a 1999 study61, U.S. based pork packers indicated that the most 
important reason for packers to enter into marketing arrangements was to secure a more 
consistent quality hog62.  The other reasons and their importance score are shown in 
Table 7.1.    
 
Table 7.1 U.S. Pork Packer Reasons for Use of Marketing Arrangements, 1999 
 
Reason Offered Score63 
Secure more consistent quality hogs 4.3 
Secure higher quality hogs 4.0 
Assure food safety 3.8 
Reduce plant operating costs by improving plant scheduling 3.5 
Week-to-week supply/price management 3.5 
Reduce costs of searching  for hogs to procure 3.5 
Long-run price risk management 3.0 
Able to purchase hogs for a lower price 2.3 
Source:  Hayenga et al 
 
 
This section has indicated that resolution of some producer market issues can affect 
processors and their ability to acquire need hog supplies for processing.  Addressing 
market access issues is the focus of the next section. 
 
 
 


                                            
61 Hayenga et al.  “Meat Packer Vertical Integration and Contract Linkages in the Beef and Pork Industries: 
An Economic Perspective”  American Meat institute, Washington, DC (May 2000).  This study was based on 
a survey of 13 of the U.S.’s largest pork packers. 
62 In this study, these 13 U.S. packers also indicated that from their perspective a driving force for long term 
contracts were producer requests for contracts, driven by producer desires for (1) market access, (2) sharing 
information about consumer concerns, and (3) secure financing.   
63 Based on the scale of 1 = not important and 5 = very important. 
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8.0 Addressing Market Access and Related Issues 
 
There are a number of interrelated market access issues that could be considered by 
Ontario Pork; some of these include;  


 Hog producers having access to the market for Ontario hogs; 
 Hog supplies exceeding market requirements during 4 day weeks due to holidays, 


with some hog producers denied market access based on decisions made by 
truckers after Ontario Pork has allocated volumes for the week across producers; 


 Some producers being denied access for a few weeks into a market channel in which 
they have a supply agreement, which results from processors entering into purchase 
agreements with total weekly volumes that exceeds plant capacity; 


 Processors not honouring their contracted obligations and not accepting contract 
hogs in certain week due to opportunistic purchases of lower priced products through 
the Quebec auction; 


 Hog supply exceeding normal market requirement when a plant incurs a strike or has 
a plant shut down due to in-plant operational issues, resulting in market access 
issues for producers under direct contract and a market is required for market ready 
hogs under contract to that facility; 


 The border being closed which shuts out the normal flow of 9% of hog shipments to 
U.S. accounts, with the result that these hogs must now be processed in Canada; 


 A CVD applying on live hog shipments into the U.S. with the result that hogs under 
contract to U.S. processors must pay the duty at the border and non-committed hogs 
that flow to the U.S. under the Pool and other shorter term marketing arrangements 
may now require a market outlet in Canada, with a related issue of whether all hog 
producers should share in paying the CVD, or whether the CVD is paid for by those 
hogs being shipped into the U.S. market; 


 Some hog producers not being able to access certain market channels when their 
current contracts expire and must temporarily use the pool as their market outlet; 


 Some hog producers not being able to acquire a direct contract with a pork 
processor, and whether Ontario Pork should intervene to allow a producer to have a 
supply agreement? 


 
These market access issues are addressed below. 
 
 
8.1 Overall Market Access 
 
Ontario hog producers have a general level of market access and access to a number of 
market channels and options.  Ontario Pork guarantees access to the hog market and 
producers can always access the broad market for Ontario hogs through the Pool program 
and receive comparable returns to other suppliers using the pool program.     
 
Ontario Pork cannot guarantee specific market channels.  Accessing a specific processor 
through a specific supply agreement depends on the attributes of the hog producer’s 
supply offering and the requirements of buyers.  The supply attributes offered by producers 
dictate which market channels that can be accessed by a producer.  This includes the Pool 
Plus program where the producer must be CQA certified.  Without his pre-requisite this 
market channel is not available. 
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Some of the other attributes processors require are contained in the supply agreements 
signed by producers, processors and Ontario Pork.   Direct purchases through supply 
agreements are also designed to remove costs and inefficiencies from the supply chain 
and create more value for the buyer and the seller through the business relationship.  
Accordingly, if the processors has had a less than optimal prior business relationship with 
a hog producer, there is a possibility that the processor will take a pass on renew the 
supply and purchase agreement on its termination date.  In such a situation, the market for 
purchase agreement is helping allocate producers to processors.   
 
In this example, the producer has the option of approaching other processors for a 
contract, has the option of meeting the requirements of the Pool Plus program, and always 
has the option of using the Pool.  Ontario Pork is providing market access and should not 
forcefully allocate a producer to a specific processor through a contract.  Both parties 
should enter into contracts voluntarily. 
 
 
8.2 Allocating Market Access in Short Weeks 
 
Hog supplies typically exceed market requirements during 4-day or short weeks.  When 
there are 4-day weeks, the typical allocation is that all producers ship 80% of their normal 
volume to provide a measure of market access fairness.  This allocation approach is in 
most contracts and is also performed by Ontario Pork in the hog booking function. 
However, in this situation there are cases where truckers decide to reallocate across 
producer to minimize their freight costs.  The result can be that some producers are denied 
market access in that week and cannot ship hogs in that week, when Ontario Pork has 
allocated their pro-rata shipment to them. 
 
This allocation issue is a particular irritant to many hog producers, as the number of hogs 
that are to be prepared for shipment changes a number of times prior to these short 
weeks.  Accountability appears to be lacking when there are four parties (of processor, 
producer, Ontario Pork, and the trucker) involved in the scheduling and shipping of hogs to 
the packing plant.   This market access allocation problem flows from the licensed trucker 
making decisions that are independent of Ontario Pork allocating market access to 
producers. 
 
A solution is to have the transporter operate as only a service provider to the hog supply 
chain.  In the case of direct contracts, the volume of market weight hogs that will be 
shipped in the following week should be determined between the producer and the packer, 
as per the contract based on notification by the producer of next week deliveries.  The 
licensed trucker can act as an agent of Ontario Pork and receive the information from the 
producer and forward the information on volume to Ontario Pork64.  Ontario Pork can then 
notify the processing company.  Based on this information, the packer or Ontario Pork 
should notify the current transport company of the volume of hogs that is  to be assembled 
at each farm yard/assembly point. The trucker would be directed to pick up the assigned 
volume at each point and would be subject to a fine or temporary loss of the license to ship 
hogs if the trucker made any re-allocation decisions that affected a producer’s market 
access. 


                                            
64 For some larger shippers, there is weekly contact between the buyer and the producer on hog deliveries. 
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In the case of Pool and Pool Plus hogs, the producer would notify Ontario Pork of the hogs 
being shipped in the following week, or notify the trucker if they are acting as an agent for 
Ontario Pork..  Following this notification, Ontario Pork would allocate the volume required 
by processors in that short week to producers, and Ontario Pork would notify the 
transporter of volumes to be assembled by producer/assembly point.    
 
In this manner the transporter provides a necessary service and does not make arbitrary 
decisions as to which producer can access the market in a particular week.   Through 
these changes in booking and scheduling hogs for delivery, the market access issue due 
to short weeks does not result in denied market access to some producers who do not ship 
full loads of market weigh hogs. 
 
 
8.3 Access Denied Due to Over-Contracting by a Processor 
 
On an annual basis in 2005 the three largest pork processors in Ontario received over 
90% of their Ontario hogs65 through contracts and purchase agreements before 
considering block contracts through Ontario Pork66.  When these block contracts are 
considered, the contracted volumes are 95% and 97% for the two largest pork processors 
in the province.  These are annual values, and it can be expected that contracted volumes 
account for all of the supply in weeks when hog marketing are at the higher levels 
contained in the supply agreements.   Certain processors have been known to have the 
total of weekly purchase commitments, including the allowable variance, exceed their 
weekly slaughter capacity.   
 
When hog shipments are high due to new crop corn and other factors that result in a faster 
rate of gain, there have been cases of a processor having more contracted market weight 
hogs ready for delivery than plant capacity, resulting in some hog producers being denied 
access to the market channel they contracted for. In these situations, the Pool has been a 
market outlet for these hogs.   
 
The pool is not designed to be an outlet for processors that are not able to use the hogs 
they contracted for.   In this situation of processors sending contract hogs into the Pool, it 
can be argued that processors have acquired some bargaining power over Ontario Pork, 
and producers collectively, by having control over supply and allocating the excess into 
other market channels. 
 
This market access issue can be resolved by requiring processors to purchase all of the 
hog supplies that they contracted for; that is, through the processor upholding its contract 
commitments.  In the event that processors can not process all of the hogs contracted,  
remedies are required.  A possible remedy is one where Ontario Pork would market the 
contracted hogs on behalf of the processor, with the processor making up the difference 
between the contract purchase price and the net price received by Ontario Pork for those 


                                            
65 The contracted volume was 99% at Conestoga Meat Packers, 92% at Quality Meat Packers, and 90% at 
Maple Leaf Foods. 
66 Block contracts (Pool Plus) was the next largest supply procurement approach followed by purchases from 
the Pool. 
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hogs, as well as paying Ontario Pork a small administrative fee for marketing these hogs67.  
Alternatively, the processor could direct the hogs to another packing plant for processing 
under their account.  Ensuring that processors live up to their contracted and legal 
commitments requires that the Board enforce contracts.  
 
In this manner the processor has an incentive to place an upper limit on the contracted 
volume, as the processor is aware of the cost of over-contracting relative to plant capacity.  
As a result, through contract enforcement by Ontario Pork, a solution would naturally 
emerge to this over-contracting issue. 
 
An alternative approach is for Ontario Pork to constrain the volume of hogs shipped under 
contract to ensure that over-contracting does not occur.  For example, if contracted 
volumes were closer to 92% of processing capacity68 (or actual volumes) this would 
ensure that processors have an adjustment mechanism to account for market conditions, 
and supply variances without resulting in over-contracting.  
 
Ontario Pork’s bargaining power is also higher when there is an upper limit on the 
contracted volumes relative to processing capacity.  This upper limit prevents Ontario 
based packers from using the Pool as a no-cost surplus removal program for their over 
contracted volumes, and which also reduces Ontario Pork’s market position when the hog 
market is generally over-supplied.  As well, by having a situation where processors are 
undersubscribed on captive hog supplies, processors are required to go to the market to 
access hogs to meet their requirement and/or operate the plant a full capacity. 
 
It should be noted that imposing an upper limit on contract volumes would result in an 
adjustment in volumes by market channel.  Outcomes could be a combination of: 


 Some hog producers not being able to renew their contracts; 
 Some producers having renewed contracts at slightly lower volume levels;  
 Ontario Pork having a lower volume in their block contracts with Ontario processors; 
 Ontario Pork having a higher volume in their block contracts with out of province 


packers; and 
 More hogs being shipped through the Pool program. 


 
It is expected that the demand for hogs from the Pool by Ontario based packers will 
increase to even out supply requirements given the constraint on contracted volumes.  It 
can be argued that Pool returns will more readily reflect the relative supply demand 
situation for hogs in the Ontario market. 
 
Ontario Pork can easily impose this solution by only approving contracts (supply 
agreements) on a first come first serve basis when contracts with termination dates are 
renewed.  Using a first come first serve approach preserves an element of fairness, 
however it affects only those producers whose contracts are up for renewal during this 
adjustment process..  This approach requires developing a database on contracts by 
processor with weekly deliveries and the allowable variances.  These volumes would be 
matched against processing capacity and normal weekly slaughter volumes.   


                                            
67 Since the Pool price may be adversely affected due to a larger volume being shipped through the Pool, 
one can argue for the administrative fee to be part of Pool revenues. 
68 Versus the 97% in existence over the year. 
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Another important fairness question is whether direct supply agreements take precedence 
over block contracts in this arrangement. 
 
This solution requires that Ontario Pork ration, or allocate contracts among its producer 
members, and make allocation decisions between direct contracts and block contracts with 
a processor.  It can be argued that by having Ontario Pork enforce existing contracts then 
processors will have the built in incentives to contract at their optimal levels.  As it currently 
stands, there is no cost to over-contracting and doing so provides benefits in not having to 
access many hogs through spot market purchases. 
 
 
8.4 Market Access and Processors’ Opportunistic Spot Market Buying 
 
It has been stated that Ontario-based pork processors have not always honoured their 
contract obligations and do purchase a producer’s committed hog supply hogs in a certain 
week.  This occurs when the processor does not have an unexpected plant shutdown, but 
rather has purchased lower price hogs on the spot market, such as through the Quebec 
auction.  For example, in week 23 of 2006, the Quebec auction price was $32/cwt below 
the Ontario Pool price and in the first 26 weeks of 2006, there were 11 weeks when the 
Quebec auction price was more than $10/100kg below the Ontario Pool price.   By 
switching supply sources, without any consequences, the processor has lowered the cost 
of raw material and increased profitability69.  The hog producer has lost operating margin 
through either having to keep the hogs for another week and accept the discounts and 
incur the extra feed costs, or has marketed the hogs through the Pool and accepted a 
possibly lower price. 
 
While this may benefit the processor, it is in violation of the contract entered into with the 
producer.  In other sectors, the processor has the right and obligation to purchase the 
committed supplies.    
 
The resolution is that contract details must outline the recourse of non-acceptance when 
there is no force majeure, and associated costs.  Redress could be that the processor 
must pay the producer the loss incurred with the switching and pay Ontario Pork an 
administrative fee for marketing the contracted hogs.  As well, Ontario Pork must intervene 
and cause such occurrences to cease, and enforce these contracts on behalf of all 
growers by going through proper arbitration procedures to enforce the contract.  Contract 
clauses will have to be modified to highlight penalties and redress.  A few enforced cases, 
with appropriate penalties will stop any of this supply switching to access lower prices on 
spot markets 
 
Contract enforcement should also involve producers who knowingly short a processor on 
contract obligations and ship the extra hogs into spot markets where the supply situation is 
tight and the price is more attractive than the contract price.  This gain to the producer will 
be a loss to the processor who must purchase the comparable volume on the open 
market, presumably the Pool, at a higher price due to short supplies in the region.  The 
redress by Ontario Pork would be to have producers pay a penalty and pay the processors 


                                            
69 When all hogs went through the auction and revenues were pooled, this market access issue did not occur 
as price allocated supplies to the highest bidder.  
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the higher cost of acquiring the diverted supplies.   In many sectors this producer action is 
a cause for automatic contract termination, an option Ontario Pork could consider.   
 
Enforcing contracts and ensuring there is proper redress in the contracts should eliminate 
opportunistic behavior and resolve the associated denied market access issues. 
 
 
8.5 Market Access During Temporary Plant Shutdowns 
 
Market access through supply agreements can also be denied when processing plants 
experience temporary shutdowns.  An issue is whether actions such as labour disruptions 
and breakdowns in the processing line are considered extraordinary events that invoke the 
“force majeure” clause and relief either party of its obligations.  Force majeure is defined in 
contracts as an ‘act of God’.  An event that can be mitigated is considered an event that is 
not beyond the control of a party, and may not be considered an “act of God”. 70 
 
The issue becomes what are the obligations of a pork processor when a plant is 
unexpectantly shut down for half a day due to a line breakdown.  It can be argued that with 
proper repair and maintenance the line would not break down, and accordingly proper 
management practices would prevent most of these occurrences.  As well, a labour 
disruption can at times be prevented with proper employer-employee relations. 
 
If a producer cannot deliver hogs due to the temporary shutdown, the option used in many 
industries is for the purchasers to work with the producer to delay shipments or to find 
other parties/plants that will process the perishable product.  U.S. pork packers with plants 
in other States will ship hogs to another facility and operate extra shifts to keep the supply 
line filled with pork products, with allowance made to producers for the extra 
shrink/mortality accompanying the longer transit time.  Only in specific acts of God will the 
force majeure clause apply. 
 
Ontario Pork should review the force majeure clauses in the contracts and more precisely 
define what constitutes force majeure, what remedies are to be taken when plant shut 
downs occur due to “non acts of God”, and how the risks are shared between producer 
and packer in situations that are defined as “force majeure” and those events that are 
controllable by management and where damages can be mitigated.   
 
In terms of risk sharing during non-acts of God, the processor could be liable for ensuring 
that the producer receives the price for the hogs that would apply under the contract for 
supplies that must be rerouted by Ontario Pork as part of the mitigation strategy.   With 
acts of God (true force majeure), Ontario Pork can agree to market the hogs through the 
Pool and the producer receives the Pool return, unless the processor can ship the hogs to 
another facility for processing.    


                                            
70 In an article by Tory LLP entitled “Force Majeure Contracting to Deal With Extraordinary Events” (August 
2001) it states: “ Even if an event would otherwise qualify as a force majeure, courts will impose a duty to 
mitigate its effects. An event that can be mitigated is considered an event that is not beyond the control of a 
party. As the Alberta Court of Appeal decision in Atcor Ltd. v. Continental Energy Marketing (1996), states 
“…if a contracting party can otherwise continue to satisfy its contractual obligations in a commercially 
reasonable manner, the force majeure clause will not operate to absolve that party from its contractual 
responsibilities.” 
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8.6 Denied Access to U.S Accounts Due to Border Closures 
 
Just over 9% of Ontario’s hog production was shipped to U.S. accounts in 2005, with 80% 
of the volume committed through supply agreements (Pool Plus block contracts and 
individual agreements).    These 511,000 market weight hogs can be automatically shut 
out of the U.S market due to a border closure.  Based on the confirmed cases of BSE in 
Canada in 2003 the border was closed for live cattle shipments for a prolonged period of 
time.  A comparable disease related or other uncontrollable event can close the border to 
live hog shipments. 
 
With border closure the issue becomes one of what markets can these hogs access and 
what actions are required by Ontario Pork to minimize the short run impact on Pool returns 
due to the extra supplies on the market, and the base price with renewed supply 
agreements.   Ontario Pork as the collective marketer for all hogs must equitably address 
this situation.  Since the border closure would be viewed as force majeure in the supply 
agreement, Ontario Pork would have the role of developing new markets through the Pool 
and Pool Plus program for these hogs71.  This can include more block contracts to Quebec 
processors, possibly shipments to Manitoba through the Pool, and possibly a double shift 
at an Ontario processing plant. 
 
While these actions ensure that the displaced hogs are provided market access, the cost 
of such displacement is not equally shared across all producers in the short run.   In the 
short run, the cost is shared between those in the Pool Plus and Pool programs – to the 
degree that prices obtained through these channels is affected.  In the longer run the 
impact may be shared across producers who renew their contracts, with the formula price 
affected.   
 
This example illustrates that access to the U.S market is important to the Ontario hog 
industry, and is available through a few market access channels.  It also shows that 
through Ontario Pork the cost is shared by the industry and not the few who shipped to 
U.S. accounts on direct supply agreement.   
 
Arguments can be made that part of the Ontario Pork $1.75/hog service fee is an 
insurance premium to be able to access markets in a manner that is fair and equitable 
when there are these acts of God. Without Ontario Pork, producers would be left to their 
own means and not have the means of a single desk sales agency to offer equitable 
market access. 
 
 
8.7 Cost of Market Access with a CVD on Live Hog Shipments 
 
A countervailing duty (CVD) applied to live hog shipments to U.S. accounts is somewhat 
comparable to border closure in that market access issues and the cost of market access 
issues arise.  In the unfortunate event that a CVD is applied on live hog shipments, the 
result that hogs under contract (block and individual) to U.S. processors must pay the duty 
at the border (unless this is reason for contract termination).  As well, non-committed hogs 


                                            
71 Another example could be lost markets into the U.S and Quebec due to disease issues. 
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that flow to the U.S. under the Pool or other shorter term marketing arrangements may 
now look for a market outlet in Canada.  The issue becomes twofold: 


 How Ontario Pork provides fair market access to these shipments that not longer go 
to the U.S.; and 


 How the extra costs associated with the CVD on these shipments are allocated fairly 
across hog producers. 


 
The first issue of providing fair market access is comparable to the issue of denied access 
discussed in the above section. 
 
The second issue suggests that all producers should share equally in the cost of market 
access – particularly when the U.S market is a necessary market channel to obtain the 
best possible price for all Ontario hogs, as Ontario production well exceeds the processing 
capacity of pork packers.  When supply agreements with U.S packers are being  renewed, 
Ontario Pork should be in the position to determine whether these contract should be 
renewed, or whether the net cost across the industry is less if these formerly contracted 
hogs are now sold through the Pool Plus and the Pool programs, with the attendant 
consequence on average price received72. 
 
 
8.8 Market Access When Existing Market Channels Are Unavailable 
 
Another market access issue occurs when some hog producers are not able to renew their 
current supply agreement on the termination date.   While the producer would like to renew 
the supply agreement, the Ontario-based processor does not want to renew. 
 
There can be a number of reasons why Ontario processors do not want to renew their 
supply agreements.   One reason can be that the processor wants to reduce the 
commitment level of over 95% of slaughter through contracts to a lower percentage.  As 
noted above, this lower level provides the processor more flexibility on matching supply 
with their market requirements.  At the same time, this lower level does allow the 
processor to access needed supplies through spot markets such as through the Ontario 
Pork Pool and possibly through the Quebec auction.  As well, while some producers may 
not be able to renew their contracts, this action does ensure that contracted commitments 
are more in line with plant capacity.  
 
Another reason may be that the processor did not want to continue the business 
relationship with a particular hog producer.  This can occur because the processor was not 
satisfied with past performance, such as the quality of hogs relative to those specified in 
the contract, or the mismatch between committed deliveries and actual deliveries, and the 
imbalance between prior week delivery intentions and actual shipments. 
 
When a producer is denied the opportunity to renew a contract there are other options 
available to the producer; these include; 
 


                                            
72 Compared to the price received with US exports paying the CVD, and the CVD average across the 
remaining 91% to 95% of hog production. 







Hog Marketing and Market Access                                                                                            October 2006 


Prepared by JRG Consulting Group                                                                      For Ontario Pork 77


1. Approaching another processor and negotiate a new supply agreement. This option 
may not be available depending on the needs of the other hog processors and the level 
of contracted hogs that they want to be committed to.  Eventually this availability opens 
up as the processor requires more contracted hogs, or other hog contracts are not 
renewed.  


 
2. Entering into the Pool Plus program offered by Ontario Pork.  The Pool Plus option may 


not be immediately available until Ontario Pork enters into another block contract, or 
renews a block contract with a larger delivery volume.  


 
3. Delivering the hogs into the Pool.  The Pool is always available and provides market 


access until a Pool Plus supply agreement is available or until a direct processor 
contract can be negotiated. 


 
Ontario Pork is ensuring that the affected hog producer has market access, and has 
equality of opportunity in market access.  Each producer has the opportunity to go with 
their first choice, whether a Pool Plus supply agreement or a direct contract with a 
processor.  Processors may be more receptive to some hog producer when contracting 
becomes available, based on past performance and the processors evaluation of the 
ability of the producer to deliver the type of hogs requested.  An argument can be made 
that Ontario Pork should insist on processors using a first come first serve policy for any 
waiting list of producers wanting a contract; however processors may choose to use such 
a system.  Processors should be able to choose between producers when the demand for 
contracts exceeds the potential supply offering73.   
 
 
8.9 The Evolving Nature of Market Access Issues 
 
Hog marketing in Ontario has evolved from a situation where the market power of hog 
buyers (packers, their agents and drovers) disadvantaged many hog producers.  This 
situation was resolved through the regulated marketing powers provided to all hog 
producers and the delegation of that authority to Ontario Pork.   Market access and equity 
issues were addressed through formation of auction markets and province wide pooling.  
Auction markets combined with price pooling addressed market access issues. 
 
However, business practices and customer requirements have changed requiring supply 
chain coordination to obtain the product specifications required and to eliminate any 
unnecessary costs in the supply chain.   This resulted in the transition to direct contracting, 
which eliminated many of the supply allocations that were made through price.  As well, 
contracting allowed for many market access options to unfold.  The transition has 
highlighted a number of market access issues.  The Pool program, although less than 10% 
of annual volumes can still address a number of the market access issues.  However, a 
number of the other market access issues require changes in Ontario Pork by-laws (Board 
approved regulations) and changes in operational procedures.  Suggestions for change 
that can be considered by Ontario Pork are presented in the next section. 


                                            
73 Processors also realize that Ontario Pork must approve the negotiated contract with producers before it 
can be considered a binding contract, which prevents processors from taking advantage of their bargaining 
power in this situation. 
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9.0 Suggestions for Consideration by Ontario Pork 
 
Suggestions for consideration by Ontario Pork are provided in this section.  Observations 
on the associated issues are provided before indicating the suggestion for consideration by 
Ontario Pork.  The observations also summarize many of the important high-level findings 
in this report. 
 
Ontario Pork’s marketing program has changed in the past based on evolving market 
conditions, and should continue to evolve based on the current market context.  These 
suggestions are a possible roadmap for change in Ontario Pork’s operations. 
 
# 1 – Provide an Economic History of Hog Marketing 
 
Observation 
The introduction of regulated hog marketing in Ontario in the 1950’s provided many 
benefits to hog producers and the hog industry at that time and since then.  Some 
producers and stakeholders understand this economic history and others are less aware.  
At the same time, some producers fear a return to an unregulated marketing environment 
and the consequent economic situation they will face without a sales agent operating on 
behalf of all hog producers. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork commission a third party to prepare an economic history 
of hog marketing in Ontario, which includes changes made to hog marketing in response 
to economic conditions. 
 
 
# 2 – Improve Producer, Trucker and Processor Accountability 
 
Observation 
A number of marketing issues and noted producer dissatisfaction with hog marketing can 
be attributed to the fact that some producers, truckers, and processors are not being held 
accountable for certain actions.  This accountability issue is due to Ontario Pork not 
carrying out its responsibilities as effectively as it should.  Examples can be cited 
concerning processors, and producers on contract enforcement issues, and with 
transporters where they make allocation decisions that are not theirs to be made.  
Accountability within the system must improve, which can begin with Ontario Pork carrying 
out its responsibilities with producers, transporters and processors. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork carry out its responsibilities to ensure system participants 
become more accountable.  This includes decisions made on recourse to truckers for 
operating outside of their authority, and responses to actions by producers and processors 
regarding breaches in a marketing contract.  
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# 3 – Facilitate Innovation Through Contract Design 
 
Observation 
Collective marketing does not have to be at the expense of industry innovation, and 
contract design should facilitate industry innovation.  Innovation occurs through producer-
processor business relationships, and the design and enforcement of contracts should not 
preclude innovation.  Ontario Pork can enable producers to innovate and explore new 
opportunities within business relationships with processors, and generate “win-win” 
outcomes for both parties and enhance efficiencies in the hog supply chain.  To facilitate 
these business relationships in contracts, Ontario Pork must allow the uninterrupted 
delivery of these contracts hogs according to the contract delivery schedule. This can 
result in some producers to appear to be gaining at the expense of others. 
 
Innovation enhances the competitive position of the Ontario hog industry in a North 
American context. It can be noted that one important source of economic power for 
producers and Ontario Pork comes from meeting customer requirements through on-going 
business relationships.   
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork facilitate industry innovation through contract design, and 
approval of such contracts. 
 
It is also suggested that to further facilitate innovation, Ontario Pork enable the delivery of 
contracted hogs according to the contracted delivery schedule. 
 
 
#4 - No Upper Limit on Processor Contracting Volumes 
 
Observation 
An argument can be made that to prevent processors from over-contracting and denying 
producers with market access that an upper limit should be placed on contract volumes 
(direct and block contracts) in relation to plant slaughter capacity.  This action of over-
contracting has been due to the minimal cost to processors of over-contracting, which is 
rooted in the lack of contract enforcement and the associated penalties of not honouring 
contract obligations.  As well, placing a limit on contract volume requires Ontario Pork to 
make allocation decisions between producers wanting to contract with a processor, and 
between direct contract volumes and block contract volumes with a processor.  This will 
also address the associated market access issue when a processor does not accept 
contracted hogs 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork ensure that contracts are enforced and remedies applied 
(as noted in other suggestions) to ensure that processors internalize the costs of over-
contracting.  In this manner, each processor will decide on their optimal volume of 
contracted supplies within the context of their overall procurement strategy, which includes 
use of the spot market (Pool) to access any needed incremental supplies.  
 
It is also suggested that Ontario Pork monitor contract volumes in relation to plant 
capacity, which will allow Ontario Pork to more readily determine contract default. 
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# 5 - Contract Enforcement by Ontario Pork 
 
Observation 
The root cause of a number of market access issues points to contract enforcement.  For 
example, producers not delivering available contracted supplies to opportunistically access 
more lucrative spot markets, and processors not purchasing contracted supplies while 
purchasing lower priced hogs on spot markets to lower operating costs.  These denied 
market access issues can be easily resolved by having existing contracts enforced.   
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork enforce contracts.  This involves enforcing contracts that 
are breached by processors on behalf of any producer, and in its role as signatory to a 
contract this involves enforcing contract obligations on producers who have breached a 
contract.  Steps towards enforcement includes monitoring deliveries to ensure that a party 
is not breaching contract obligations, attempting to resolve differences between the parties 
and moving the matter to third party arbitration in an expedient manner. 
 
 
#6 - Moving Contracted Hogs into the Pool at a Cost to Processors 
 
Observation 
Situations have occurred where contracted hogs were not required by processors.  In 
many circumstances these hogs become part of the Pool offering and at minimal cost to 
the processor.   The resulting increase in supplies of hogs in the Pool can reduce the 
overall Pool return, thereby penalizing hog producers shipping into the Pool, and at no cost 
to the processor. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork continue to assist the processor in marketing these 
contracted hogs they receive through the Pool. However, it is also suggested that supply 
agreements with processors explicitly indicate that (1) the contracting producer will receive 
the returns as specified in the supply agreement with the processor making up the 
difference in the contract price and the returns generated through the Pool, and that (2), 
Ontario Pork can charge the processor a small administrative fee for marketing these 
contracted hogs, with these revenues being assigned to Pool revenues. 
 
 
#7 - Pool Hogs as Spot Market Hogs in Relation to Contracted Hogs 
 
Observation 
Contracted hogs, whether in direct processor contracts, or whether as Pool Plus hogs in a 
block contract, have a different market status than Pool hogs.  Pool hogs seek out markets 
that are not filled by contracted supplies.  This requires that Ontario Pork seek a home for 
Pool hogs only after facilitating the delivery of contract and Pool Plus hogs to the specified 
processor.  This implies that Ontario Pork does not make any allocation decision in normal 
weeks and ensures that contracted hogs flow to the buyer.  After these deliveries are 
accounted for, Pool hogs are made available to fill in spot market requirements. 
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This approach does not create producer inequities since producers that delivery the 
majority of their hogs to the Pool do so to obtain the flexibility that the Pool, as a spot 
market, offers. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork operations give priority to direct contract and Pool Plus 
hogs (as part of block contracts) over Pool hogs in scheduling processor deliveries. 
 
It is also suggested that direct contract hogs and Pool Plus hogs are given equal treatment 
when Ontario Pork must make allocation decisions. 
 
 
#8 - Contract Clauses on Force Majeure, Remedies,  Relief and Penalties  
 
Observation 
Contracts appear to allow for many events to be considered “acts of God” or force 
majeure.  A number of situations such as labour disruptions and line speed slow downs 
can be controlled by management, and accordingly should not be considered extraordinary 
events, which removes the processor from the obligation of purchasing hogs.   In most 
cases, Ontario Pork is providing the necessary relief through marketing of these hogs 
through the Pool.  This is a valuable service to the industry.  The issue is not whether 
Ontario Pork should continue providing this valuable service, but whether Ontario Pork 
should provide this service at no charge and whether producers should receive the Pool 
return or the contract price on these hogs. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork review the contract clause on force majeure and whether 
more precise definition is required on events that can be considered extraordinary events 
and those that are somewhat more controllable events.   
 
It is also suggested that Ontario Pork review the contract clauses on remedies and relief 
regarding events that are not considered force majeure, and to be more explicit on 
penalties associated with non-compliance. 
 
 
# 9 - Maintain Current Information on Contract Availability on the Web 
 
Observation 
A review of the Ontario Pork web-site regarding contract availability indicated that supply 
agreements were not available while contact with Ontario Pork staff indicated that 
producers could enter into Pool Plus supply agreements.  This posted misinformation does 
not allow producers to make informed choices regarding hog marketing. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork update, on a daily basis, information posted on the 
Ontario Pork web site regarding contract availability with each processor and with Ontario 
Pork under the Pool Plus program. 
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#10 - Publish and Enforce Minimal Contract Standards 
 
Observation 
Some producers have argued that too much transparency on contract details has resulted 
in a race for the bottom, where posted information on contracts can be used by processors 
as leverage over producers to accept a lower contract price in over supply situations.  This 
leads to the larger issue of contract minimal standards.  Minimal standards can apply to 
important contract clauses such as force majeure, remedies, penalties, the price schedule 
and the grading grid. 
 
Producers and processors are free to negotiate contract details with the contract not 
coming into force without Ontario Pork’s approval.  Ontario Pork could review important 
contract clauses and develop a set of minimal standards that are made available to the 
industry and which will come into force with new contracts.  These minimal standards may 
not include the contract formula percentage as this could result in a floor that is rarely 
exceeded.  Rather Ontario Pork could suggest to producers what contract formula 
percentage should apply on new contracts based on prevailing supply and demand 
conditions. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork consider reviewing contract clauses and develop a 
minimal set of standards for each contract clause, with these minimal standards made 
available to producers and processors and the rationale for changes in minimal standards. 
 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork publish the minimal standards that they will approve in 
contracts, along with associated rationale. 
 
It is also suggested that Ontario Pork not approve any contract that does not meet the 
posted minimal standards. 
 
 
#11 - Ontario Pork Operations Do Provide Market Access 
 
Observation 
Ontario Pork provides market access for all hog producers.  The Pool program provides 
market access to any producer wanting to market any volume of hogs.  Moreover, with 
upwards of 20% of hog production being shipped out of the province it is virtually 
impossible for Ontario Pork to have each producer be able to enter into contracts to market 
all of their hogs to Ontario based processors.  Other market channels are required to sell 
all of Ontario’s hog production. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork develop a message for communication to producers that 
access to the hog market is provided to all producers, and a message that not being able 
to enter into a supply agreement does not mean that market access has been denied. 
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#12 - Fix Booking and Scheduling - It Is a Market Access Issue 
 
Observation 
The booking and scheduling system used to book hogs for delivery and then ship these 
hogs to market is not a perfect system. This system was identified as a major irritant 
among producers in the focus groups, and the irritant seems to reappear every time there 
is a holiday week.  Lack of accountability between producers, transporters, processors and 
Ontario Pork has been highlighted as the major problem when there are four entities 
involved with booking, scheduling and shipping hogs to market.   The upcoming electronic 
manifest system will address some of the issues, but not all.  Transporters cannot make 
allocation decisions on how many hogs are picked up at a producers yard, or whether any 
are picked up in a week, after allocation decisions have been made by Ontario Pork.   
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork in concert with processors determine areas where 
improvements in booking and scheduling can be made on contract hogs and with hogs in 
the Pool Plus and Pool programs.  A change in procedures is suggested which includes 
having transporters accountable to Ontario Pork and penalized for not complying with 
Ontario Pork allocation decisions.  It is also suggested that the design of the electronic 
manifest account for the accountabilities and the required information flow to Ontario Pork 
for appropriate redress. 
 
 
#13 – Payment Terms and Letters of Credit with Contracts 
 
Observation 
All processors are not providing letters of credit, as was the previously the case.  As well 
some processors would like to extend the payment terms to provide a more favorable 
working capital situation.  
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork require processors to provide letters of credit to cover the 
financial risk between hog delivery and the 3 days required for hog payment. 
 
It is also suggested that Ontario Pork require of each processor the same payment terms 
for comparable pricing methods in contracts and supply agreements. 
 
#14 – The Pool is a Spot Market That Provides Flexibility in the Market 
 
Observation 
The Pool program provides a number of important functions in the Ontario hog industry.  
On the producers side the Pool offers producer marketing flexibility, and does not require 
producers to commit to contract obligations.  It is a market channel that suits the need of 
the small producer and the producer with irregular shipment patterns. 
 
The Pool is also a market channel that offers producers a market outlet for hogs that 
exceed contract commitments.  This does allow producers to enter into contracts more 
freely when the processor  has the right to limit shipments to contract volumes (including 
the 5% deviation). 
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The Pool is also a market channel that Ontario Pork has used to assist processors during 
strikes and events, which prevent processors in Ontario from purchasing their contract 
commitments. 
 
The Pool is an important spot market that allows processors to operate their plant at 
constant capacity levels and/or to fill in valleys in committed hog supplies. This provides 
processors with supply flexibility and they can enter the spot market to access extra hogs 
when required.   The price paid will reflect the supply demand balance of the week.  Some 
processors have argued for more supply in the Pool to provide them with flexibility.  The 
volumes entering a spot market is based on the price performance of the spot market over 
time relative to other market channels, implying if processors want more volume in the 
Pool, it will come at a price – a higher bid price on average. 
 
An issue is whether the Pool should encompass a larger or smaller volume of hog 
supplies.  This volume should be based on producer choice to enter contracts and the 
availability of supply agreement with processors and Ontario Pork.  Another issue is 
whether the Pool should be segmented into a Pool A where hogs meet requirements of the 
Pool Plus program (e.g., CQA, traceability information) and a Pool B, where Ontario Pork 
does not necessarily guarantee certain minimal standards to the buyer. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork investigate developing two Pools, based on the hogs 
meeting pre-specified minimal standards and whether the benefits would exceed the costs. 
 
It is also suggested that Ontario Pork consider developing a communications package for 
industry highlighting the benefits of the Pool as a spot market to pork processors and hog  
producers. 
 
 
#15 - Processor Competitiveness and Access to the Quebec Auction 
 
Observation 
Ontario’s major pork processors compete with other major processors across North 
America, and competitiveness issues drive many processor decisions.  One source of 
competitiveness that Quebec processors have is the closed nature of their hog market, 
which allows Quebec prices to deviate from other North American prices.  This often 
occurs when the Quebec ASRA program is in a payout position, which insulates the 
Quebec hog producer from low prices and allows the hog processor to capture the benefit 
of these lower raw material costs (compared to competitors in other regions such as 
Ontario).  Ontario Pork should consider assisting processors in creating a more level 
playing field by ensuring that processors have greater access to hogs in the Quebec 
auction.  This access will ensure that Quebec auction prices are bid to levels that are 
comparable to North American spot market prices.  This action will also resolve the 
opportunistic buying behaviour of processors when Quebec hogs can be accessed at deep 
discounts to Ontario Pool prices. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork develop and implement a plan to allow Ontario 
processors unfettered access to uncommitted supplies in the Quebec auction. 
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#16 – Develop Protocols for Short Term Supply Agreements 
 
Observation 
Some hog producers enter into short term supply agreements with processors.  These 
short-term agreements can be for a few loads of extra hogs over a short period of time, 
and can be considered spot  market sales.  Some of the shipments can be to processors 
that the producer has a contract for, but that they exceed the contract volumes, and others 
can be to processors where there is a relationship, but not necessarily an on-going supply 
agreement.  Some of these shipments can be to U.S. based processors.   It has been 
alleged that some of these market weight hog shipments have not been declared, and at 
times Ontario Pork is notified of the shipment immediately prior to delivery. 
These short-term agreements with out-of-province processors assist Ontario Pork’s overall 
endeavors of obtaining the best price for Ontario hogs. If Ontario Pork did not allow these 
sales, then the supplies would end up in the Pool and must be sold by Ontario Pork. 
 
However, if this activity is not coordinated with Ontario Pork then Ontario Pork and the hog 
producer are competing against each other offering supplies to the same buyer through 
the Pool and through this short-term agreement.   Ontario Pork allows for producers and 
processors to negotiate supply agreements, and Ontario Pork must approve these 
agreements.  In a similar manner, prior approval is required on the short-term supply 
arrangements and/or spot sales.  
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork consider developing protocols for these short-term supply 
agreements and/or spot market sales that some hog producers enter into from time to 
time. The protocols should indicate advance notice, approvals by Ontario Pork, whether 
hog producers can compete with Ontario Pork offering hogs to the same U.S. processor on 
a spot market basis, and remedies that Ontario Pork can seek if producers do not comply 
with the protocols.  The protocols could also include the minimal contract term required 
before these sales are not considered spot market sales, but rather a supply agreement 
approved by Ontario Pork. 
 
#17 - Dual Marketing 
 
Observation 
Ontario Pork provides many market access options to producers.  These include the Pool, 
Pool Plus, direct contracts with processors in Ontario, Quebec, and the U.S., and 
associated short-term supply agreements.  Hog producers have many marketing option 
choices.  With all of this choice and no mandating of deliveries into any market channel, 
there is currently dual marketing in the province.  With all of these marketing channels in 
use, Ontario Pork still requires information on volumes and price to allow it to obtain the 
best price possible for Ontario hogs.  In this hog marketing environment, producers are not 
denied any choice, and it appears that the desire to operate outside of Ontario Pork is a 
desire to save the $1.55/hog service fee (before considering the research levy). 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork communicate to producers interested in dual marketing 
that full marketing choice exists and that Ontario Pork operations do not preclude 
producers from marketing options or developing new marketing options.   
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It is also suggested that Ontario Pork indicate that the service fee is a benefit to all hog 
producers and that Ontario Pork takes a province wide approach to resolving market 
access issues, such as border closures, which spreads the cost of any market disruption 
across all hog producers.  
 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork consider accessing data from other regions on costs 
associated with marketing hogs, and that Ontario Pork consider conducting a costing 
exercise to determine the incremental costs of Ontario Pork providing services such as 
booking and scheduling, sales activities, contract negotiation and approvals.  This 
information will allow the Board to develop reasoned responses to entities wanting an 
exemption from Ontario Pork regulatory authority. 
 
#18 - U.S.  Equivalency of Ontario Hog Prices 
 
Observation 
Ontario hog producers and Ontario processors operate in a broad market context.  Ontario 
produces just over 20% more hogs than processors require, implying that Ontario hogs 
must move into nearby regions for slaughter.  Ontario is a net exporter of hogs, and 
Ontario processors are net exporters of pork products.  Canada is a net exporter of pork 
products, with the U.S. being a net importer from Canada of hogs and pork.   
 
This market reality implies that on average Ontario hog and pork prices will be lower than 
U.S. prices and prices vary between regions by up to the cost of freight and associated 
transaction costs.  Accordingly, on average, Ontario hog prices will not be equivalent to 
U.S. hog prices.    If they were on average equivalent, Ontario processors would be at a 
competitive disadvantage to U.S. processors, unless Ontario processors had another 
source of sustained advantage that allowed them to offer U.S. equivalent prices. 
 
It appears that the dressing percentage of 74% used in the hog pricing formula may 
understate the dressout in the U.S. with the heavier hogs that are slaughtered in the U.S.  
This can affect the equivalency pricing. 
 
Contract prices have been as high as 103% of the formula price and have recently 
increase from 100% to 101% for most renewed contracts.  The changes in these contract 
formula percentages reflect supply and demand conditions that prevail when contracts are 
renewed.  This is the reality of the market.  Another reality is that these contract prices 
would not have been as high as they are if Ontario Pork did not engage in sales activities 
that ensured that Ontario hogs moved out of the province to prevent an oversupply of hogs 
looking for a market within Ontario. 
 
Suggestion 
It is suggested that Ontario Pork develop a brief communication message to address any 
producer concerns of U.S. equivalency.  This includes an indication of what percent of 
contract prices results in U.S. equivalency when prices are around $100/100kg and are 
over $150/100 kg, and the message that Ontario Pork strives to achieve the best price 
possible in the context of the Ontario supply disposition balance and in the context of 
processors acquiring hogs at a competitive, but not an advantageous price. 
It is also suggested that Ontario Pork review each element of the pricing formula to ensure 
that it reflects current market realities, including the dressing factors used.   
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Annex I - Project Objectives and Scope 
 
The specific project objectives are to: 


 Prepare a report (“Report”) that examines the various channels of hog marketing 
(“Channels”) currently available to producers and processors in Ontario in order to 
gauge the general equity of the system for both parties and more specifically; 
(where Channels are defined as Direct Contracts, Pool Plus Marketing and Pool 
Marketing, that are within Ontario, or ‘exported’ to Quebec or the United States. 


 Gauge the level of producer “equality of opportunity in market access” to these 
various Channels over time; and 


 Evaluate the contracts, rules, practices and norms that may be generally applied to 
all hog marketing, or that are specific to a particular Channel, with the objective of 
providing a range of recommendations that would enhance the equity of the system 
for both producers and processors, while not diminishing available Channels and 
while up-holding the current regulatory framework and structure. 


 
Project Scope Issues 
 
As suggested by the OPPMB, the author(s) of the Report shall: 
1. Review, summarize, and critically examine each Channel including associated contracts, rules, 


practices and norms, to determine the equity for each of the parties involved, and make 
recommendations to address any equity deficiencies. Channels are defined as Direct 
Contracts, Pool Plus Marketing and Pool Marketing, that are within Ontario, or ‘exported’ to 
Quebec or the United States. 


2. Reconsider the Channels reviewed and critically examined in Item 1 from the perspective of 
those persons that are not directly party to a specific marketing arrangement within a particular 
Channel, nevertheless wish to participate in a particular Channel but are prevented from doing 
so due to availability. Provide recommendations as to how any equity deficiency in such 
circumstances may be redressed. By way of example, consider producers that are marketing 
on the Pool yet wish to acquire a Direct Contract but are unable to do so. 


3. Incorporate within the Report what, if any, equity impact there may be vis-à-vis the totality of 
the Report’s subject matter and 1) small vs. large producers; 2) small vs. large processors. 
Provide recommendations as to how any equity deficiency in such circumstances may be 
redressed. 


4. Incorporate within the Report what, if any, equity impact there may be vis-à-vis the totality of 
the Report’s subject matter and circumstances where there is an over-supply or under-supply 
of hogs relative to processing capacity in Ontario. Provide recommendations as to how any 
equity deficiency in such circumstances may be redressed. 


5. Incorporate within the Report what, if any, equity impact there may be vis-à-vis the totality of 
the Report subject matter and circumstances where access to the United States market is 
restricted due to a successful countervail or anti-dumping trade action or such similar action. 
Provide recommendations as to how any equity deficiency in such circumstances may be 
redressed. 


6. In addition to the foregoing, the Report shall address the following questions. 
 Should the OPPMB ‘police’ and ‘enforce’ direct contracts between producers and 


processors? If so, which terms should be subject to ‘policing’ or ‘enforcement’? 
 In the eventuality a processor is unable to accept a producer’s scheduled hog shipment 


for a reason that is short of a force majeure event, and if the subsequent re-marketing 
efforts of the OPPMB results in the producer incurring an economic loss/gain, what if 
any redress should be available? 


 In the eventuality a producer is unable to deliver all or part of a scheduled hog shipment 
for a reason that is short of a force majeure event, and if the subsequent procurement 
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efforts of the processor results in that processor incurring an economic loss/gain, what if 
any redress should be available? 


 Does the present participation and role played by transporters in assembling and 
scheduling hog shipments create inequity for producers and/or processors? 


 Under circumstances where there is greater producer demand for a particular marketing 
Channel than the supply available can satisfy, how should producer uptake of that 
marketing option be allotted? 


7. With respect to recommendations made in Items 1 & 2, fully articulate and outline the potential 
impact, benefits, and consequences of adopting each recommendation. 


8. With respect to all recommendations made, fully articulate any interdependencies and/or 
exclusions, in addition to any sequencing that may be required to recommendation adoption or 
implementation. 


9. Consult extensively with the appropriate OPPMB operational staff in order to gain a full and 
complete understanding of the policy and operational environments that influence the subject 
matters of the Report including potential recommendations. 


10. The author(s) of the Report may initiate confidential discussions with processors or producers, 
for the purpose of soliciting views and/or opinions relating to the preparation of the Report. 


11. The author(s) of the Report participate in an OPPMB producer market satisfaction survey that 
is independently commissioned of the Report, in order to ‘piggy-back’ questions of producers 
that will assist in the completion of the Report.   


12. Draft the Report in a manner that is easy to read and comprehend. 
13. As required by the OPPMB, the Report shall: 


 Respect the authority delegate to the OPPMB under the Ontario Farm Products Marketing 
Act and the Federal Agricultural Products Marketing Act, and recognize the OPPMB’s 
responsibility to ensure the orderly marketing of hogs in Ontario. 


 Respect the OPPMB’s role and responsibilities in the current system of hog marketing in 
Ontario, including but not limited to the activities of sales and logistics, payment settlement 
and licensing. 


 Respect the decision of the Farm Products Marketing Commission dated January 26, 1996, 
and is attached for reference. 


 Be mindful of the OPPMB’s role in serving as a “counter-balancer” and “intermediary” within 
the processor and producer buy-sell relationship. 


 Be mindful of the OPPMB’s role in fostering a viable and healthy hog-production and hog-
processing sector in Ontario. 


 Be mindful of the OPPMB’s responsibility to balancing competing and at time contradictory 
priorities amongst and within the hog-production –processing sectors as a whole and within 
the OPPMB’s internal business operations. 


 Be mindful that recommendations must be within the scope of legal authority delegated to 
the OPPMB. 


 Be mindful that recommendations must be viable within the context of the OPPMB’s 
business operations (including the strategic and business plans) and overall economic 
means.  


15. Project completion occurs with presentation of findings to the OPPMB Board. 
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Annex II - Project Activities 
 
To meet these objectives, and to address scope issues (below), project activities include: 
1. Selected interviews with OPPMB Directors and Staff; 
2. Review of selected reports and literature (some requested of Ontario Pork); 
3. Assemble specific Ontario Pork data and request data analysis by Ontario Pork; 
4. Provide Ipsos-Reid with topics and specific questions to be explored in focus groups 


and to include in a quantitative producer survey; 
5. Participate in Ipsos-Reid focus groups;  
6. Consult with producers and processors on project related issues; 
7. Highlight the operating environment for Ontario pork producers; 
8. Describe the evolution of hog marketing, and reasons for the evolution; 
9. Assemble and assess producer perspectives on hog marketing and related issues: 
10. Assemble and assess processor perspectives on hog marketing and related issues: 
11. Prepare and critique  the situational analysis component of the draft report; 
12. Meet with OPPMB project committee to review the situational component draft; 
13. Conduct comparative review of other production/marketing allocation systems; 
14. Consultation with select supervisory bodies and experts in regulated marketing; 
15. Literature and legal input on fairness, allocation of scarce resources,  equal access 


approaches and related concepts; 
16. Develop framework and/or criteria to assess hog marketing channels; 
17. Review marketing channel details and assess against specific criteria; 
18. Develop suggestions of possible change; 
19. Prepare draft report on assessment of marketing channels and suggested changes; 
20. Meet with OPPMB project committee to review the draft report; 
21. Present findings to OPPMB Directors; 
22. Finalize report and provide to Ontario Pork  
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Annex III - Ontario Pork Offsets Asymmetric Information in the Market 
 
Market failure can occur when one party, such as processors that buy hogs, has access to more 
market information than hog producers as sellers of hogs.  Market failure also occurs when there is 
imperfect information on market requirements.  This imbalance in information, where one party 
(e.g., buyers) has access to more information than another party (e.g. sellers), is often referred to 
as a market with asymmetric information.   
 
The concern with market failure is the resulting loss in market efficiency74 and sub-optimal 
resource allocation.  This can mean that because of imperfect information too few hogs with certain 
characteristics are supplied to the market and too many hogs with sub-optimal characteristics are 
supplied, with lower average returns realized by hog producers. 
 
One of the major roles of price is to help achieve market equilibrium and its function of allocating 
value from buyer to seller.  In this manner price has an extremely important role in coordinating the 
hog market and helping summarize market information that affects demand conditions and supply 
prospects.   
 
Price alone cannot properly perform this function without an adequate flow of the kind of 
information on which that price is based, and all parties having equal and timely access to that 
market information.  When information is not equal and accessible by all market participants, the 
situation of information asymmetry exists, which can be used to advantage by those with more 
market information.  For example, hog processing companies with larger investments (and 
capacity) in acquiring information can have an advantage over individual hog producers that are 
not able to acquire the information in as timely a manner as the large processing company.   One 
of the roles of Ontario Pork is to ensure that there is full information in the market to eliminate any 
disadvantage to hog producers. 
 
With asymmetric information there are at least two concerns.  One is of adverse selection when 
buyers, for example, do not have perfect information on the quality of supply and must guess or 
use other approaches to ascertain the quality to be provided by suppliers.  These approaches 
include use of probes, visual inspection of the dressed carcass, etc.  Conversely, if suppliers do 
not know what carcass attributes are highly valued by buyers, they also must guess or resort to 
rules of thumb in supplying market weight hogs to processors.   Ontario Pork’s role in ensuring that 
proper and objective grading occurs with probes and other measurement devices and a grading 
grid is used that reflects market requirements, with such information flowing back to producers, 
ensures that proper value is attributed back to hog producers through the net price received. 
 
The related concern with asymmetric information is where one side of the market, such as hog 
producers, cannot observe the actions of the other side (the buyers).  For example, when hog 
producers are not aware if their product is used in higher value uses or receives a higher carcass 
value due to carcass yield, etc. In this situation, it can be to a buyer’s economic advantage to not 
readily share information with the supplier.  When sellers cannot observe the actions of buyers, 
contracts, information sharing mechanisms, and other forms of market coordination can evolve to 
reduce the uncertainty in the transaction75.  Contracts can help reduce this market uncertainty. 
Ontario Pork through contract administration, contract review and approving of grading grids used 
for settlement can ensure that hog producers are receiving value for their market weight hogs. 
 


                                            
74 A market is said to perform efficiently if it allocates goods (e.g., market weight hogs or primal cuts) across 
competing demands and to those who value the product the most.   
75 This is also referred to as transaction costs in the economics literature. 
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Annex IV - Supply Agreements, Protocols and Procedures 
 
As indicated in the Ontario Pork document, Ontario Pork Industry Supply Agreement, Protocols 
and procedures (November 2000), the following is a framework under which hog supply 
agreements are to be established in Ontario. All processors, both inside and outside of Ontario, 
buying hogs produced in Ontario will be subject to the protocols and procedures outlined. The 
Ontario Pork Producers' Marketing Board, under the Farm Products Marketing Act, has authority 
over all hogs marketed in Ontario. 
 
1. Types of Supply Agreements  


1.1      Hogs produced in Ontario can be sold by supply agreements. Supply agreements 
can be of the following types.  


1.1.1 Direct Supply Agreements - Direct contracts between the producer and a 
processor, with Ontario Pork as a third party signatory. 
1.1.2 Ontario Pork Supply Agreements - Producers contract with Ontario Pork, 
which in turn supplies the hogs to processors under contract. Block contracts are 
included.  


1.2      Producers may sell their market hogs through more than one agreement. In the situation 
where a producer's hogs are committed through more than one supply agreement, the order of 
priority is determined by the date of signing, with the most recently signed agreement taking lowest 
priority. Thus, should the total hogs produced be less than the total of the contract requirements, 
the contract signed first should be filled first.  
1.3      At any given time, a producer(s) may want to know whether his or her market access has 
been assumed by another. Similarly, a processor may want to investigate when a producer is not 
fulfilling a given agreement. Therefore, all agreements should incorporate a provision permitting 
Ontario Pork to release information on a processor's total processing volume or a producer's total 
marketings. The information is to be released on an individual request basis. It is for the requestor 
to act upon, should he or she wish to. Ontario Pork and processors will take appropriate steps with 
regard to existing agreements to facilitate the inclusion of the foregoing provision.  
1.4      Ontario Pork will accept all hogs not committed to a Direct Supply Agreement or Ontario 
Pork Supply Agreement into a Pool, provided those hogs meet the minimum quality standards 
determined by Ontario Pork.  
1.5      Producers are required to submit to Ontario Pork, production estimates on all supply 
agreements on a quarterly basis or as is deemed appropriate for planning by Ontario Pork and 
processors.  


2. Direct Supply Agreements, Protocols and Procedures 


2.1 Agreement Negotiation  
2.1.1 Individual producers and processors who wish to enter into a direct supply 
agreement covering the sale and purchase of Ontario hogs are free to negotiate the 
terms and details at any time. 
2.1.2 Should a producer request, Ontario Pork will negotiate all terms and conditions 
of a supply agreement(s) with a processor on the requestor's behalf.  
 


2.2 Agreement Approval and Execution  
2.2.1 Processors wishing to offer direct supply agreements shall submit to Ontario Pork, for 
Ontario Pork's approval, a complete copy of the proposed Direct Supply Agreement(s). Full 
details of each direct supply agreement shall be disclosed including, but not limited to, 
price, carcass or live hog parameters, bonuses and/or penalties (represented by grading 
grids) and duration. In addition, the processor shall indicate the total number of hogs 
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required to fill the direct supply agreement(s). Any other stipulations such as prescribed 
production procedures or specific time of delivery requirements shall be included. The 
direct supply agreement(s) shall contain standard clauses identified in Schedule 1. Unique 
terms and conditions shall be attached as separate schedules. These offers should be 
available to all producers unless there are specific reasons to the contrary.  
2.2.2 Producers wishing to offer direct supply agreements shall submit to Ontario Pork, for 
Ontario Pork's approval, a complete copy of the proposed Direct Supply Agreement(s). Full 
details of each direct supply agreement shall be disclosed. In addition, the producer shall 
indicate the total number of hogs on offer to fill the direct supply agreement(s). Any other 
stipulations such as prescribed production procedures or specific time of delivery 
requirements shall be included. The direct supply agreement(s) shall contain standard 
clauses identified in Schedule 1, attached. Unique terms and conditions shall be attached 
as separate schedules. These offers should be available to all processors unless there are 
specific reasons to the contrary.  
2.2.3 Ontario Pork will review the proposed direct supply agreement(s) form for preliminary 
approval and respond within 7 days. Ontario Pork may withhold preliminary approval if the 
agreement does not comply with the Supply Agreements, Protocols and Procedures, or if it 
contravenes the Farm Products Marketing Act or the regulations of Ontario Pork.  
2.2.4 All offers to Purchase and Offers to Sell will be centrally available for review to 
specific Ontario stakeholders by contacting Ontario Pork or on a secure area of Ontario 
Pork's web site. Further, the offer to purchase or offer to sell shall include the total number 
of hogs desired. Once the offer is no longer available, the processor or producer will 
contact Ontario Pork.  
2.2.5 Producers are encouraged to consider all options available to them. This happens, for 
example, through discussions with processor representatives, Ontario Pork staff, etc.  
2.2.6 All Direct Supply Agreements, including those with a delayed hog marketing time 
frame, should be submitted to Ontario Pork for final approval and execution as soon as 
both the processor and producer have signed them. Final approval will not exceed 7 days 
from receipt. Deliveries will begin at the time specified in the agreement. Final approval and 
execution will not occur if there is a material deviation from the preliminary approval form, 
or if any party to the agreement is in contravention of the Farm Products Marketing Act or 
Regulations, or if more than 30 calendar days have elapsed from the date of the first 
required signature on the agreement.  
2.2.7 Upon final approval there exists a legally binding purchase and sale contract between 
an Ontario producer or producers, and a processor. Ontario Pork shall be a full participant, 
including being a third party signatory, to all Direct Supply Agreements between a 
processor and producer.  
 


2.3 Direct Agreement Terms  
2.3.1 The price discovery method used should be clearly outlined in the agreement and any 
carcass performance grids identified. It is preferred that price determination be based upon 
carcass performance characteristics, which create better performance in the processor's 
marketplace. Price determination based upon nearby markets in other jurisdictions (e.g. 
U.S. National Cost) is also acceptable. Live hog price determination is discouraged. Price 
determination based upon the Ontario Pork Pool spot price, or price determination which 
includes a direct reference to another Ontario agreement, is not permitted. 
2.3.2 Premiums or penalties outside of the price determination method, should likewise be 
documented, and any supporting documentation required to trigger a premium/penalty 
should be clearly identified. 
2.3.3 Direct supply agreements may be of any length agreeable to the signatories.  
 


2.4 Publication of Direct Supply Agreements  
2.4.1 Ontario Pork shall publish the terms and conditions of all Direct Supply Agreements 
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offered and/or accepted in a generic format. In this context, generic will mean that the name 
and location of any parties to the contract will not be disclosed or referenced in any way. 
Contract publication will be to both the producer and processor communities, and copies 
will be forwarded to producers on a request basis.  
2.4.2 Producers and processors are encouraged to pursue innovative ideas on an 
experimental basis. For example, ideas involving innovative production processes which 
may yield advantages in the marketplace, or new selling arrangements are encouraged. To 
promote creativity, confidentiality can be maintained by producers and/or processors 
making a request for an exemption from the publication requirement of Ontario Pork on a 
situation by situation basis. The request should be for a specific number of hogs and for a 
specific length of time, presumably short term. Once the value of the arrangement is 
established, the next Direct Supply Agreement offering similar terms and conditions will be 
subject to the entire prescribed protocol. 
2.4.3 A producer or processor can apply to Ontario Pork for other exemptions to the generic 
publication requirements based upon the existence of specific criteria, which warrants 
confidentiality in the industry.  
 


2.5 Changes to Existing Direct Supply Agreements  
2.5.1 Existing contracts can be changed at any time with the agreement of both the 
producer and processor, however, any change to an existing contract shall be considered a 
new contract, and shall therefore be subject to the approval and execution process of 
Ontario Pork as described in 2.2. Such changes in the above noted new contracts - except 
for hog numbers - will not affect the priority sequence as set forth in Section 1.2.  
 


2.6 Direct Supply Agreement Performance Criteria  
2.6.1 Any performance expectation of either the producer(s) or the processor shall be 
clearly and objectively described in the agreement. 
2.6.2 Parties should provide objective and timely reporting of the level of achievement of 
the performance targets, and should clearly identify any potential performance problems or 
concerns.  
 


2.7 Direct Supply Agreement Termination  
2.7.1 A supply agreement terminates when it matures. Maturity, as defined by a date or a 
hog shipment number, shall be addressed in the agreement. 
2.7.2 Direct supply agreements shall contain the terms under which they may be terminated 
prior to maturity. 
2.7.3 Performance criteria, which if not met, could result in termination, should be clearly 
identified. Every effort should be made to allow an opportunity for corrective action to be 
taken prior to agreement termination.  


2.8 Direct Supply Agreement Renewal Notification Period   


2.8.1 A direct supply agreement shall be automatically renewed at maturity under 
the same terms and conditions as the original agreement, unless written notification 
of non-renewal is indicated at least one month prior to the maturity date of an 
agreement (optional clause), or indicated in a specific clause within the agreement.  
2.8.2 A decision not to renew an agreement should be objective and free from 
discrimination based upon the owner's personal characteristics (race, religion, 
political persuasion, gender, etc.), or upon non-economic production preferences 
(e.g., herd size). Written notification of non-renewal shall be sent to other parties at 
least one month prior to the end of the agreement. Notification should include the 
rationale for this decision. 
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2.8.3 Processors and producers are encouraged to review their direct supply 
agreement(s) at least two months prior to the maturity date. To further encourage 
this review, Ontario Pork will send out notification of a pending direct supply 
agreement maturity date when a reasonable amount of time is remaining in the 
agreement. 
2.8.4 Ontario Pork is not legally responsible in situations where the notification 
referred to in the previous section is not received or acted upon.


3. Ontario Pork Supply Agreements, Protocols and Procedures 


3.1       Ontario Pork is the contracting agent for a producer within an Ontario Pork Supply 
Agreement. 
3.2      All processors, both inside and outside of Ontario, in an Ontario Pork Supply Agreement are 
subject to the same protocols and procedures which pertain to a direct supply agreement. 
3.3      Producers in an Ontario Pork Supply Agreement are subject to the same protocols and 
procedures which pertain to a direct supply agreement vis-à-vis Ontario Pork. 
3.4      Under an Ontario Pork Supply Agreement, Ontario Pork is subject to the same protocols 
and procedures that a processor is subject to in a direct supply agreement.  
3.5      Under an Ontario Pork Supply Agreement, Ontario Pork is subject to the same protocols 
and procedures that a producer is subject to in a direct supply agreement. 


 


SCHEDULE 1: 
  


NUMBER OF HOGS DELIVERED 
A)        A total of ____ hogs/week, plus or minus 5%, shall be delivered by the Producer to the 


Processor. 
 B)        All in All out delivery Schedule? 


  
SCHEDULE OF DELIVERIES 


 A)        Any special delivery requirements and premiums associated can be added here. 
             


PARTICULARS OF EXISTING HOG SUPPLY AGREEMENT(S) 
1.      Agreement signed on which provides for ____hogs/week for a term which expires on 
_______. 
  
2.      Agreement signed on _____ which provides for ____ hogs/week for a term which expires on 
_______. 
  


TERMINATION 
 A)        Not applicable. 
 B)        or an optional clause such as the following clause may be inserted: 
  


This Agreement shall terminate immediately without cause upon a party giving 
______ days’ prior written notice to the other parties 
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STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS 
 
When the board embarked on its strategic planning process, it hired two 
professional facilitators to assist them with the arduous task of building 
consensus among 14 extremely divergent points of view. 
 
The first task was to discuss how they wanted to work together, knowing full well 
there would be heated discussions, emotionally-charged debates and battle lines 
drawn. A Code of Behaviour was written and signed by each member of the team 
that laid down the ground rules they would all agree to follow. For example, 
everyone needed a chance to be heard, everyone promised to be concise, to 
stay on topic and to remain respectful at all times. 
 
At the beginning of each session, members were asked to identify the issues 
important for them to have discussed in the strategic planning forum. Each 
member would propose an issue for discussion and each item would be posted 
on the walls around the room. Members were each provided with a set number of 
adhesive dots that they could place on the issue or issues they believed most 
strongly needed to be on the agenda. After all the dots were placed, the top three 
to six issues were on the table for that session. 
 
This process happened repeatedly over the course of the eight-month strategic 
planning process. It was an extremely difficult and arduous process that resulted 
in the two-page strategic direction document that was approved by the board. 
 
The strategic direction document is just that – it’s a direction for further 
discussion. At the June 11th Policy Day, we will be looking to councilors and 
delegates for their input as we attempt to take the direction to the next stage – a 
strategic plan that will form the foundation of Ontario Pork’s next business plan. 
 
We are including several pieces of background information to help define various 
elements that will be discussed during the June 11th day. Ontario’s hog and pork 
industry is a complicated business with many interconnected pieces. Ontario 
Pork’s service offering is also complicated and interconnected. This information 
package is an attempt to provide enough background information and a frame of 
reference for commonly held terms so that everyone is speaking the same 
language. 
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STRATEGIC DIRECTION BRIEFING AS FORMALIZED  


BY ONTARIO PORK BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
 


The board of directors of Ontario Pork has prepared this briefing to update 
producers on the status and direction of our strategic planning to date. Following 
vigorous discussion among board members based on input from producers and 
industry stakeholders, we have developed a number of concepts for moving our 
Ontario industry forward. These concepts will be outlined for management to 
produce operational programs and timelines. 
Important changes associated with our strategic direction are outlined here. We 
anticipate that a significant portion of these changes can be implemented within 
the marketplace by March of 2009.  Nevertheless, it is important to appreciate 
that some aspects of the strategy are, as yet, very preliminary and remain the 
focus of continued refinement. 
Our efforts have proceeded during a time of great difficulty and uncertainty within 
our industry. Maple Leaf’s announcement regarding plans for their Burlington 
plant, the continuing financial crisis caused by increased disease costs, record-
high grain costs, and unfavourable currency fluctuations have expanded both the 
urgency and the complexity of our planning effort. The board has consulted 
widely with producers and industry through direct conversation and through 
IPSOS REID surveys, the Vision 2010 process, the JRG Market Access Study, 
George Morris Centre Transportation Report, and the Policy Conference. In 
responding to the diversity of ideas being heard, we developed a direction that 
enables producers to make the most of evolving industry opportunities while 
retaining the valuable powers and freedoms hard-won by past boards and 
entrusted to the stewardship of future boards. 
Producers have told us that they need continued assurance of timely and 
accurate payment, more choice in marketing and in the structuring of business 
arrangements that fully mobilize industry resources as they pursue new industry 
opportunities. Producers want a dynamic Ontario Pork focused on productive 
goals and accountable to a high standard of operational performance. 
At the same time, we are committed to working tirelessly for the equitable 
distribution of costs and benefits across the entire spectrum of production 
approaches while preserving meaningful price transparency and market access 
for the benefit of all Ontario producers.  
In addition to our current marketing functions we have identified a number of 
measures in our strategic direction. These include; 


• Implementing an expanded vision of producer marketing choice will 
accommodate licensed agents who must agree, and adhere, to a “Code of 
Conduct” clearly establishing the rights and obligations.  
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• Establishing the equivalent of a “Packers and Stockyards Act” to promote 
a level playing field and to advance competitiveness within a North 
American market. 


• Ontario Pork would continue to provide the settlement function during 
transition to the “Packers & Stockyards Act” (or equivalent) with exception 
where individual producers acting as agents licensed by Ontario Pork, 
have provided waivers (indemnify OP re payment guarantee, while having 
access to all necessary data). 


 
• In exchange for the “waiver” Ontario Pork must be provided with all 


transaction data in support of the system functions (other than payment) 
until mandatory price reporting is in effect. 


• Requiring of management continued improvements in productivity and 
efficiency with a specific emphasis on building within Ontario Pork a 
“customer service” culture that is responsive to producer needs and 
focused on producer success.  


• Ongoing commitment to accurate price transparency and access to 
markets. This is essential to the accountability entrusted to us for industry 
self-regulation under the Farm Products Marketing Act.  


• Providing industry information to our producers for informed decision-
making  


• Advancing measures to assure food safety and traceability.  
• Assessing of the costs and benefits associated with a shift to “F.O.B. 


Plant” pricing for market hogs.  
• Continued fiscal responsibility on behalf of our producers and industry 


stakeholders in regard to how we set policy and how we carry out our 
operational responsibilities. 


As you consider the strategic direction outlined here, recognize that the diversity 
of your board of directors mirrors the diversity of the producer community itself.  
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THE U.S. PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT 
 
The Ontario Pork board has determined it is necessary to ensure timely and 
secure payments to producers before moving to licensed selling agents who are 
responsible for paying producers.  The Packers & Stockyards Act in the United 
States has been identified as a potential solution. 
 
Purpose: 
 
 “To assure fair competition and fair trade practices, to safeguard farmers and 
ranchers…to protect consumers…and to protect members of the livestock, meat, 
and poultry industries from unfair, deceptive, unjustly discriminatory and 
monopolistic practices.” 
 
Who manages the Packers & Stockyards Act? 
 
The Packers & Stockyards Act is administered by the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) through its Packers and Stockyards 
Program. GIPSA is part of USDA's Marketing and Regulatory Programs. 
 
What does the Packers and Stockyards Act do? 
 


• Provides payment protection by requiring prompt payment, bonding 
packer and poultry trust accounts and market agency custodial accounts.  


• Covers unlawful acts – unfair, deceptive, discriminatory, or monopolistic 
practices, in the marketing of livestock, meat and poultry 


• Enacted in 1921 to assure effective competition and integrity in the 
marketing of livestock, meat and poultry. 


 
What is “prompt payment” for purchase of livestock? 
 


• Each packer, market agency, or dealer purchasing livestock must pay the 
full amount of the purchase price for livestock before the close of the next 
business day following the purchase and transfer of possession of the 
livestock. 


• In the case of a purchase on a carcass or “grade and yield” basis, the 
purchaser will make payment to the seller the full amount of the purchase 
price not later than the close of the first business day following 
determination of the purchase price. 


 
How does the Packers and Stockyards act provide protection of public 
interest from inadequate financing arrangements? 
 
All livestock purchased by a packer in cash and all inventories, receivables or 
proceeds from meat, meat food products, or livestock products derived there 
from, shall be held by such packers in trust for the benefit of all unpaid cash 
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sellers of such livestock until full payment has been received by such unpaid 
sellers. Any packer whose average annual purchases do not exceed $500,000 
will be exempt from this requirement. 
 
The Packers & Stockyards Act is enacted by Congress and managed and 
enforced through the United Stated Department of Agriculture.  Essentially it 
requires purchasers of livestock to pay for the full value of the livestock by close 
of business the day following the purchase or price determination in the case 
where livestock are priced based on grade and yield.  The Act also prohibits the 
livestock purchaser from using the livestock, inventories or receivables from 
meat, meat food products or livestock products as collateral or other form of 
security against any indebtedness. 
 
A thorough exploration of whether or not an equivalent act could be enacted in 
Canada has not been done, however, government and legislative consultants 
suggest that a provincial act would likely require a minimum of two years to be 
passed into law. If the act needed to be federal, it would be a minimum of four 
years to move through the enacting process. 
 
United States Department of Agriculture; USDA Grain Inspection, Packers and 
Stockyards Administration, Packers & Stockyards Program, (brochure June 2007) 
 
United States Department of Agriculture; USDA Grain Inspection, Packers and 
Stockyards Administration, Packer & Stockyards Act; (brochure June 2007) 
 
United States Department of Agriculture; Packer and Stockyards Act, 1921; March 2006 
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WHAT IS FREIGHT ON BOARD (FOB) PLANT PRICING? 
 
As part of the Strategic Planning process, Ontario Pork evaluated the study “An 
Economic Review of Hog Transportation Regulation in Ontario” completed in 
2006 by The George Morris Centre.  The authors of the report determined that an 
economically efficient model of hog marketing would establish that the pricing 
point would be at the plant (FOB the plant). Producers would pay the freight cost 
and processors would compete with each other for the hog supply.  They 
concluded that this system would minimize transportation costs, maximize 
producer revenue and efficiently allocate hogs among competing processing 
plants. 
 
The George Morris Centre study commented that this regulated approach used 
by Ontario Pork which essentially splits the freight cost between producers and 
processors is a material departure from an economically efficient system in both 
substance and perception.  Prices paid and received under this system do not 
reflect the straightforward transfer of the value of the hogs from the farm to the 
plant, given transportation costs. The separation of the price received by the 
producer from the price paid by the processor due to transportation regulation 
introduces confusion. 
 
The study also concluded that the existing system of pricing and transportation 
cost regulation has the following effect on the market. 
 


1. Deflates prices paid to producers for hogs located relatively close to the 
plant 


2. Inflates prices paid to producers for hogs located relatively distant to the 
plant. 


 
In the process of developing a strategic direction for Ontario Pork, the board of 
directors has included a plan to assess the costs and benefits associated with a 
shift to “FOB Plant” pricing for market hogs.  The process for evaluating FOB 
Plant pricing will be developed as part of the Strategic plan. 
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THE ‘MUST HAVES’ IN EXECUTING THE STRATEGIC DIRECTION 


 
During the strategic planning process, the board of directors identified the 
following eight elements as being essential ‘must haves’ that must be considered 
and included in any strategic plan that is born from the strategic direction. 
 


• Maintenance of regulatory authority 
o Code of Conduct for licensed selling agents 
o Choice in marketing 
o Price reporting and access to markets 
o Traceability, food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness 


• Timeliness and security of payment 
• An organizational focus on customer service 
• Canadian Quality Assurance (CQA®) 


 
To facilitate meaningful discussion around these elements, these elements need 
to be reasonably well defined as they are currently interpreted quite differently 
among the producer membership. Below are basic definitions of what we believe 
these eight elements to truly mean to a marketing system. 
 
The current service offering and marketing system for live hogs implemented in 
Ontario by Ontario Pork is complicated in that many elements are inter-
dependent on one another. It is difficult to remove one service or element without 
having an impact on another. 
 
In order to re-engineer the marketing system to accommodate the strategic 
direction and maintain the ‘must haves’ each element needs to be considered on 
its own merits first and then considered within the context of the entire service 
offering. 
 
 
MAINTENANCE OF REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
 
Regardless of the details involved in changes to the marketing system for live 
hogs in Ontario, it is imperative that the Farm Products Marketing Act continue to 
provide regulatory authority to Ontario Pork so that the organization is fully 
equipped to respond effectively to emergencies such as an animal disease 
outbreak, a food safety issue or other crisis within the province’s hog and pork 
sector. This is directly linked to the ongoing requirement for traceability, food 
safety and foreign animal disease preparedness. 
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Code of Conduct 
 
The most significant change to marketing practices under the board’s strategic 
direction will be the licensing of selling agents. The Code of Conduct for those 
selling agents will form a critical foundation that will ensure maintenance of all the 
‘must haves’ identified by the board during its strategic planning process. The 
Code of Conduct will actually become the most significant design element in the 
execution of a strategic plan built to bring the strategic direction to fruition. 
 
The Code of Conduct must ensure all the requirements of the ‘must haves’ are 
met and will also define other requirements selling agents must meet. Many 
questions still need to be asked and answered. For example: 
 


• Does an agent have to be a producer? 
• Can a processor be an agent? 
• Will there be minimum or maximum volume requirements? 
• When will payment be required? 
• What form of secure financing arrangements will be required? 
• What will a licensed selling agent have to provide in terms of waivers 


indemnifying Ontario Pork against financial liability? 
 
Choice in Marketing 
 
The Ontario Pork board determined that choice in marketing is essential to foster 
innovation and entrepreneurship in the Ontario hog and pork industry. A segment 
of the industry with new innovations and ideas believes the current system 
restricts their ability to develop business opportunities. Licensed selling agents 
are one way to introduce more flexibility to an already extensive list of marketing 
options. 
 
Price Reporting and Access to Markets 
 
Price reporting and access to markets will provide producers with the necessary 
information to evaluate market opportunities and determine what option is most 
productive, efficient and profitable for their business.  Ontario Pork remains 
committed to accurate price reporting and access to markets for all producers.   
 
Ontario Pork currently maintains data, including prices, for all hogs in Ontario 
which is true price transparency.  Ontario Pork does not publish this information 
but provides a price reporting system that provides producers with an average 
selling price to evaluate the contracts, pool and pool plus marketing options 
available to them.  Price reporting is mandatory in the United States and is 
essential to the accountability entrusted to Ontario Pork for industry self-
regulation under the Farm Products Marketing Act.  The Strategic Direction 
provides for all producers to have open access to all available marketing options. 
Price reporting and access to information is the foundation for market access. 
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Traceability, Food Safety and Foreign Animal Disease Preparedness 
 
As farm animal movements increase, there is wide recognition that the industry 
must improve its preparedness in the event of a foreign animal disease outbreak 
or food safety crisis.  Traceability is one component in ensuring food safety and 
foreign animal disease preparedness.  There are three components to 
traceability 
 


1) Identification of farms 
2) Identification of animals 
3) Tracking movement of animals 


 
Ontario Pork has been working towards a traceability program for the past few 
years.  Ontario Pork’s board continues to believe this is crucial to a vibrant hog 
and pork industry in Ontario and will continue to develop a traceability system. 
Ontario Pork will continue to work with governments and other agencies on other 
components of food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness. 
 
 
TIMELINESS AND SECURITY OF PAYMENT 


(See U.S. Packers and Stockyards Act) 
 
The Ontario Pork board has determined it is necessary to ensure timely and 
secure payments to producers before moving to licensed selling agents who are 
responsible for paying producers.  An act for Canada, comparable to the Packers 
& Stockyards act in the United States, has been identified as a potential solution. 
 
 
AN ORGANIZATIONAL FOCUS ON CUSTOMER SERVICE 
 
Ontario Pork’s board determined that management must continue to make 
improvements in Ontario Pork staff productivity and efficiency with a specific 
emphasis on building a “customer service” culture that is responsive to producer 
needs and focused on producer success. 
 
The organization must be fully engaged in the success of the industry and all of 
its sectors. Staff will play a central role in providing information to producers that 
will help them make informed, sound business decisions. This will include 
facilitating ongoing research projects, transactional data management, hog 
characteristics, traits and quality required by various processors and more.  
 
 
 
 
 


 11







 12


CANADIAN QUALITY ASSURANCE (CQA®) 
 
CQA® is the on-farm food safety program for Canadian hog producers.  If our 
industry is to maintain and build our domestic and international markets we must 
provide assurances of production of a high quality pork product.  Regardless of 
the marketing system, maintaining the CQA® program for Ontario Producers is 
necessary. 
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IN THE MATTER OF the Farm Products Marketing Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. F-9 and the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. M-16; 


AND IN THE MATTER OF a request made to the Ontario Farm Products Marketing 
Commission pursuant to subsection 17(4) of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs Act to reconsider Regulation 419, Hogs – Marketing, made by the commission 
under the Farm Products Marketing Act; 


AND IN THE MATTER OF Regulation 420, Hogs – Plan, made by the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council under section 5 of the Farm Products Marketing Act, which, in the 
commission’s opinion, may need to be reconsidered pursuant to section 5.1 of the Farm 
Products Marketing Act, to determine whether it should be amended in order to 
effectively implement Regulation 419. 


 
Before: 
Dave Hope, Chair; Elmer Buchanan, Vice Chair; Deborah Whale, Vice Chair; Anna 
Andres, Member; Bob Aumell, Member; Jim Clark, Member; Carolyn Fuerth, Member; 
Tom Richardson, Member   
 
Appearances: 
Sean G. Foran, Weir Foulds LLP, Solicitors for the Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing 
Board (Ontario Pork or local board); 
Larry Skinner; 
Conestoga Meat Packers/Progressive Pork Producers Coop;  
Synergy Swine Inc, Paragon Farms and Great Lakes Pork, and RFW Farms Ltd; 
The Open Market Group; and 
Nicholas A. Richter, Solicitor for Zantingh Direct Inc. and Zantingh Swine Inc. 
 


DECISION 
 
This matter was heard in Guelph, Ontario over four days commencing on July 22, 2008 
and concluding on July 25, 2008.  The Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission 
(commission) heard evidence from three expert witnesses whose qualifications as experts 
were unopposed: 


 John Groenewegen, who submitted a report, dated October 2006, titled “Hog 
Marketing and Market Access: Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario” 
(Exhibit 2); 


 Ken McEwen, who submitted a report, dated July 2008, titled “A Review of the 
Functions and Service Fee Levies Applied to the Swine Sector by Province” 
(Exhibit 9); and 


 Kevin Grier, who submitted a report, dated July 2008, titled “Hog Marketing and 
Processing Overview” (Exhibit 18). 
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The commission heard evidence from 19 other witnesses, including representatives of all 
the parties as follows:  Dennis McKerracher, Curtis Littlejohn, Andrew Marks, Lloyd 
Bauernhuber, Mary Ann Hendrikx, Larry Skinner, Bob Hunsberger and Arnold Drung 
(who were permitted to testify as a panel), James Reesor, Mark Yungblut and Rob 
McDougall (who were permitted to testify as a panel), Brian Simpson and Jim Van Nes 
(who were permitted to testify as a panel), Allan Van Ravenswaay, Jim Wilhelm and Ron 
Wouters (who were permitted to testify as a panel), Lou Thompson (who was permitted 
to testify by telephone), Eric Van Boekel and Brad Zantingh. 
 
Background 
 
The Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board was established in the 1946.  The hog 
marketing system evolved from one dominated by sales through drovers to packers to one 
where hogs moved to board-organized assembly points and centralized selling.  By 
regulation, the board was delegated broad authority over the marketing of hogs.  In the 
1960s, an auction system was developed by the local board which established both the 
price and the allocation of hogs to buyers.  Prices were pooled weekly with all producers 
receiving the same price adjusted for quality.  Market hogs were sold on a common 
pricing grid which accounted for weight and a measure of leanness.  In the early 1990s, a 
limited number of hogs were sold to processors by direct contracts approved by the 
board.  During the 1990s, the auction system was replaced by a formula price system.   
 
In 1995, processors appealed to the commission following a local board decision to end 
formula pricing and return to an auction system.  The commission held a hearing and 
directed the parties to negotiate a system for pricing and develop criteria for contracting 
within a specified timeline.  When the parties were unable to negotiate a solution to these 
issues, the commission held a second hearing on pricing and criteria for contracting in 
1996. 
 
The decision of the commission was that the local board would retain the authority to 
determine the manner in which Ontario hogs would be sold.  In the matter of contracting 
between Ontario hog producers and buyers of Ontario hogs, the local board would 
establish contracting protocols and procedures that would facilitate contracting between 
producers and processors, and specified principles would be incorporated in the board’s 
contracting protocols and procedures.  The commission also established that the board 
would work in conjunction with the processors and have regard to the submissions of the 
processors and other parties to the hearing in establishing contracting protocols and 
procedures. 
 
Over the past 50 years considerable change has occurred in the hog industry as in many 
sectors of agriculture.  Extensive consolidation has occurred in both hog production and 
processing.  Changes in farm business structure have also occurred.  While single-
enterprise farrow to finish operations still exist, multiple site units have become 
increasingly common with the growth of arrangements involving many farm families.  
Similar changes have occurred in the hog industry in other regions of North America. 
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In the period since the commission hearing in 1996, the percentage of hogs sold through 
supply contracts has increased to 80 to 85 percent of Ontario market hog sales.  In 1999, 
Ontario Pork introduced Pool Plus as a way for producers to participate in supply 
contracts through the board.  Approximately 10 to 15 percent of hogs are sold in this 
manner.  At the same time, the number of hogs sold through the pool has decreased to 
about five percent. 
 
Globalization of hog markets has occurred.  Exports of Canadian hogs and pork products 
have increased substantially over the last couple of decades. 
 
Against this background, a request was made to the commission by several industry 
stakeholders to reconsider Regulation 419, Hogs – Marketing, made by the commission 
under the Farm Products Marketing Act.  Other concerns beyond Regulation 419 were 
raised about the conduct and governance of Ontario Pork. 
 
The commission held a pre-hearing meeting on May 28, 2008 to gather input from 
industry stakeholders on what issues should be examined within a hearing on hog 
marketing.  A total of 23 industry stakeholders appeared before the commission and 
correspondence was received from another three.  After considering the input, the 
commission called a hearing to receive evidence and submissions.  The commission 
determined that it would address four issues. 
 
Issues 
 


1. What should be the scope of Ontario Pork’s regulatory authority with respect to 
all pig production segments (breeding stock and all classes of pigs raised for 
slaughter)?  This question will include a review of the following: 


a. What marketing issues or other issues that impact the production and 
marketing of pigs should be within the mandate of Ontario Pork?  What 
type of authority does the board require to manage this mandate? 


b. Should the exemption from regulation of some classes of pigs (breeding 
stock and immature market hogs) be revoked? 


c. Should Ontario Pork have authority over the production of pigs, including 
the licensing of producers? 


2. What role should Ontario Pork play in the selling/marketing of all types and 
classes of pigs?  What type of regulatory authority does the local board require to 
manage this mandate?  This question will include a review of the following 
issues: 


a. Ontario Pork’s oversight and approval of producer-processor supply 
contracts; 


b. Ontario Pork’s role in the logistics and scheduling of market hogs to 
processors; 







 4


c. Ontario Pork’s role in the settlement of payment between processor and 
producers; 


d. Ontario Pork’s role in the selling/marketing of classes of pigs other than 
market hogs; and 


e. Ontario Pork’s role in the receipt and dissemination of sales and marketing 
data. 


3. What role should Ontario Pork play in serving the interests of the Ontario pork 
industry?  This question will include a review of the following questions: 


a. What additional issues impacting the production and marketing of pigs 
should fall within the mandate of Ontario Pork?  What priority should be 
given to each issue?  What should be the nature and scope of the mandate? 


b. To enable Ontario Pork fulfill its mandate, what financial contribution is 
required and by whom? 


4. What representation model and board structure will best enable Ontario Pork to 
achieve its mandate? 


 
The Regulation 
 
Hogs Marketing Authority  
 
In Regulation 419 under the Farm Products Marketing Act, local board, means The 
Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board. 
 
Ontario Pork has the authority, as delegated by the commission, in Regulation 419 to 
control and regulate the producing and marketing of hogs within Ontario.  The 
commission also delegates to the local board the power to make regulations providing for 
the licensing of any or all persons before commencing to engage in the assembling, 
processing, shipping, or transporting of hogs. 
 
Section 3 of Regulation 419 provides: 
 


3.  The commission exempts from this Regulation, 


(a) hogs marketed for any purpose except slaughter; and 


(b) hogs produced in the County of Haliburton and the territorial districts other 
than Cochrane and Timiskaming. 


 
Section 9 provides: 
 


1. All hogs shall be marketed by or through the local board. 
2. No person shall market hogs except by or through the local board. 


 
Section 10 vests the following powers in the local board with regard to marketing: 
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1. to direct and control by order or direction either as principal or agent, the 
marketing of hogs, including the times and places at which hogs may be marketed; 


2. to determine the quality of each class, variety, grade and size of hogs that shall be 
marketed by each producer; 


3. to prohibit the marketing of any class, variety, grade or size of hogs; 
4. to determine from time to time the price or prices that shall be paid to producers or 


to the local board, as the case may be, for hogs or for any grade of hogs and to 
determine different prices for different parts of Ontario; 


5. to fix and impose service charges from time to time for the marketing of hogs; 
6. to require the price or prices payable or owing to the producer for hogs to be paid 


to the local board; 
7. to collect from any person by action in a court of competent jurisdiction the price 


or prices or any part thereof of hogs; and 
8. to pay to the producers the price or prices for hogs less service charges imposed 


under paragraph 5, and to fix the times at which or within which such payments 
shall be made. 


 
Section 11 details Ontario Pork’s authority to sell hogs by auction or contract and its 
responsibilities for record keeping:  
 


11.  (1)  The local board may sell hogs by auction or by contract under the powers 
vested in it under section 10. 


(2)  In a sale by auction, 


(a) where the local board does not establish regular times and one or more 
regular places for auctions, it shall give notice of the time and place of an 
auction in such a way that every licensed processor may have a reasonable 
opportunity to bid as each lot of hogs is offered; 


(b) the local board shall offer lots of hogs without discrimination and in 
such a way that the processors may bid competitively on the hogs; 


(c) the buyer of the hogs shall be the processor who first bid the highest 
price; and 


(d) the local board shall make and keep for at least one year a record 
showing: 


(i) the number of hogs in the lot; 


(ii) the location of the hogs at the time of the sale; 


(iii) the name and address of the buyer; and 


(iv) the price at which the hogs were sold O. Reg. 88/92, s. 1. 


(3)  In a sale by contract, the local board shall make and keep for at least one 
year a record showing: 


(a) the number of hogs sold per delivery; 


(b) the place from which the hogs were delivered; 
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(c) the place to which the hogs were delivered; and 


(d) the price at which the hogs were sold. 


 


Licensing Authority 
 
The local board’s licensing authority is contained in sections 5 and 6 of Regulation 419: 
 


5.  The commission delegates to the local board its powers to make regulations 
with respect to hogs: 


(a) providing for the licensing of any or all persons before commencing or  
continuing to engage in the assembling, processing, shipping or transporting of 
hogs; 


(b) prohibiting persons from engaging in the assembling, processing, shipping 
or transporting of hogs except under the authority of a licence; 


(c) providing for the refusal to grant a licence where the applicant is not 
qualified by experience, financial responsibility and equipment to engage in 
properly the business for which the application was made, or for any other 
reason that the local board considers proper; 


(d) providing for the suspension or revocation of, or the refusal to renew, a 
licence for failure to observe, perform or carry out the act, the regulations, the 
plan or any order or direction of the local board; 


(e) providing for the fixing of license fees payable by any or all persons 
engaged in the assembling, processing, shipping or transporting of hogs; 


(f) prescribing the forms of licences; 


(g) requiring the furnishing of security or proof of financial responsibility by 
any person engaged in the marketing of hogs and providing for the 
administration and disposition of any money or securities so furnished; 


(h) providing for the control and regulation of the marketing of hogs, including 
the times and places at which hogs may be marketed; 


(i) requiring any person who produces and processes hogs to furnish to the local 
board statements of the amounts of hogs that the person produced in any year 
and used for processing; 


(j) requiring any person who produces hogs to offer to sell and to sell hogs 
through the local board; 


(k) prohibiting any person from processing, packing or packaging any hogs that 
have not been sold by or through the local board; 


(l) subject to section 3, providing for the exemption from any or all of the 
regulations, orders or directions under the plan of any class, variety or grade of 
hogs, or any person or class of persons engaged in the producing or marketing 
of hogs or any class, variety or grade of hogs; and 







 7


(m) providing for the making of agreements relating to the marketing of hogs by 
or through the local board, and prescribing the forms and the terms and 
conditions of such agreements. 


6.  (1)  The commission authorizes the local board to use any class of license fees, 
service charges and other money payable to it, for the purposes of paying the 
expenses of the local board, carrying out and enforcing the act and the regulations 
and carrying out the purposes of the plan. 


(2)  The commission authorizes the local board to establish a fund in connection 
with the plan for the payment of any money that may be required for the purposes 
mentioned in subsection (1). 


Summary of Evidence 
 
Ontario Pork 
 
In their submissions to the commission, representatives of Ontario Pork outlined four 
requests: 
 


1. that all of the powers it currently has in Regulation 419 be retained; 
2. that the section 3 exemption - hogs marketed for any purpose except slaughter - 


be removed; 
3. that Regulation 419 be amended to grant Ontario Pork authority over all domestic 


swine; and 
4.  that section 5 of Regulation 419 be expanded to include the licensing of all 


producers. 
 
Ontario Pork called Dr. John Groenewegen to the stand and he was qualified as an expert 
witness.  Dr. Groenewegen presented selections from his “Hog Marketing and Market 
Access; Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario” report that he prepared in 2006 
for Ontario Pork.  He also presented a summary slide presentation (Exhibit 2a) of his 
report.  He presented an overview of the evolution and changes experienced in the 
Ontario hog industry over the past 50 years, including marketing.  He stated that Ontario 
Pork provides some flexibility in marketing options and outlined the options available to 
producers.  Ontario has an excess supply of hogs and pork products, with 7.7 million 
hogs produced and only 5 million slaughtered in Ontario by processors.  He stated that 
Ontario Pork facilitates the movement of the excess hogs to other markets outside 
Ontario.  He also stated that US price equivalency was not an appropriate benchmark to 
measure the performance of Ontario Pork, given the supply-demand balance, and that US 
equivalent pricing would result in an uncompetitive Ontario processing sector.  Further, 
he stated that Ontario producers are obtaining market prices that are, at least, comparable 
to neighbouring provinces, and that Ontario Pork provides market power for Ontario 
producers.  He suggested that access to superior market information and the ability to 
direct supply were necessary to effectively utilize increased bargaining power through 
collective action.  Data was presented that showed Pool and Pool Plus hogs were often 
shipped by Ontario Pork out of province, and that the pool was mostly used by smaller 
producers. 
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Dr. Groenewegen suggested that Ontario hog producers and processors are competing 
with producer-processor supply chains in Québec and in the US.  He explained how 
supply contracts allow for supply chain coordination and provide more supply certainty 
than reliance on spot market sales. 
 
Ontario Pork presented the summary of an IPSOS Reid survey suggesting that when a 
majority of producers were surveyed, they supported Ontario Pork’s involvement in a 
variety of services offered, and that they were satisfied with the services received.  The 
survey also showed that the level of support dropped as the size of operation increased.  
Dr. Groenewegen suggested that producer satisfaction is linked to the price of hogs and 
the price is linked to the exchange rate.  Further, the survey suggested that only 49 
percent of those surveyed who shipped over 3000 hogs per year were completely or 
somewhat satisfied with Ontario Pork’s marketing services. 
 
Dr. Groenewegen’s report made a total of 18 suggestions for improvement of the 
marketing system that could be made within current regulatory authorities, including the 
following: 
 


1. On the issue of market access, the report stated that Ontario Pork cannot provide 
access through contracts to all producers wanting a contract with an Ontario 
processor, and the report suggested communications to explain that the inability to 
enter into a supply agreement does not mean that market access has been denied.   


2. The report identified dissatisfaction with the current booking and scheduling 
system, and that dissatisfaction can be linked to the lack of accountability of 
producers, truckers and processors.  This issue needs to be addressed. 


3. Several suggestions related to supply chain issues, including the need to facilitate 
innovation through contract design.  Contract design should allow the business 
relationship to benefit from innovation.  With respect to contracted hog volume, 
Ontario Pork should monitor volumes in relation to plant capacity and enforce 
contracts and apply remedies for contract default. 


4. All processors are not providing letters of credit as previously was the case.  
Ontario Pork should require letters of credit to cover financial risk between the 
sale and payment of hogs.  The report also recommended that the local board 
require the same payment terms for processors.   


 
During cross examination, Dr. Groenewgen stated that he was provided with a terms of 
reference for his work by Ontario Pork.  The scope of his options and recommendations 
was limited to the current regulatory framework of the local board.  
 
Mr. Dennis McKerracher, former Chair of the National Traceability Committee of the 
Canadian Pork Council (CPC), presented information on the CPC’s plans to establish a 
hog identification and traceability system for Canada.  Mr. McKerracher outlined the role 
of the provincial boards and associations, including establishing a premise identification 
system.  The national system has been under development since 2002 and continues to 
evolve.  The national tattoo system is in place, and premise identification will move 
forward pending available resources. 







 9


Mr. McKerracher explained that he previously raised and marketed around 3,000 market 
hogs per year in Alberta, and he considered himself a small producer.  He explained that 
he was involved in hog production when Alberta Pork moved to a dual marketing 
approach.  He shared his problem of getting paid directly from a processor with whom he 
had a contract. 
 
During cross examination, Mr. McKerracher indicated Alberta Pork was granted new 
authorities to implement traceability.  He also acknowledged that 
 


 Alberta Pork no longer has the sole marketing authority for pigs. 
 Alberta Pork has the ability to license swine producers. 
 Regulated marketing authorities are not required to implement a traceability 


system.  
 
Mr. McKerracher further explained that there are four pieces of information that are 
required to implement a traceability system.  They are:  1) a site or premise ID (registry); 
2) an animal identification (national tattoo system); 3) destination; 4) conveyance  
(ie. livestock trailer license plate).  
 
Mr. Curtiss Littlejohn, Chair of Ontario Pork, outlined the changes that have taken place 
in the hog production sector within Ontario, as it has moved from single-site farrow to 
finish operations to multiple-site systems consisting of sow, nursery, weaner and finisher.   
 
Mr. Littlejohn also outlined the strategic planning process Ontario Pork has been 
following since 2005.  An IPSOS Reid producer survey, completed in 2005 for Ontario 
Pork reported that the lowest level of producer satisfaction scores were in the areas of 
marketing, sales and logistics.  He outlined a strategic approach (Exhibit 3) which had 
been presented to councillors at a policy day in June, 2008 and supported by 67 percent 
of councillors (Exhibit 30).  This approach would expand the marketing choices offered 
within Ontario by licensing agents to take on the marketing roles currently provided by 
Ontario Pork for those who preferred to use an agent other than Ontario Pork. 
 
Ontario Pork’s board of directors identified eight “must have” elements in their strategic 
direction: 
 


1. producer choice in marketing options; 
2. mandatory price reporting and access to markets; 
3. traceability, food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness; 
4. code of conduct for any licensed selling agents; 
5. maintenance and expansion of regulatory authority; 
6. timeliness and security of payment; 
7. Canadian Quality Assurance (CQA); and 
8. an organizational focus of customer service. 


 
Mr. Littlejohn suggested that further amendments to sections 3 and 5 of Regulation 419 
are required to fully equip Ontario Pork to represent all domestic swine producers.   
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Mr. Littlejohn stated that licensing producers would enable Ontario Pork to standardize 
production practices and that licensing powers would allow Ontario Pork to implement 
measures regarding traceability, food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness. 
 
Finally, Mr. Littlejohn stated that Ontario Pork has a significant number of programs and 
services that are providing benefit to all hog producers regardless of their production or 
marketing classification.  An inequitable share of these industry services is being paid for 
by market hog producers only.  Removing the exemption in section 3 of Regulation 419 
would enable a fee to be collected from all producers.  
 
During cross examination Mr. Littlejohn was asked a number of questions from various 
parties.  He was asked if regulated marketing was required to implement programs such 
as Homegrown Ontario or the ethnic marketing program.  He acknowledged that the 
existing regulations allow the service fee to be collected and used to pay for these 
programs.  In response to questions concerning settlement and guarantee of payment, Mr. 
Littlejohn stated Ontario Pork does not guarantee payment to producers.  Ontario Pork 
establishes credit worthiness and credit policies for processors.  He indicated that an 
equivalent of the US Packers and Stockyards Act was identified in Ontario Pork’s 
strategic direction as a “must have.”  He also indicated that the local board has neither 
reviewed options in any detail nor investigated options, such as the Ontario Beef Cattle 
Financial Protection Fund.   
 
Mr. Littlejohn responded to a question concerning the Hog Industry Advisory Committee 
that last met in the summer of 2006.  He indicated that Ontario Pork withdrew from 
discussions after Maple Leaf Foods restructuring announcement in the fall of 2006.  He 
further noted that currently, the local board uses bilateral talks between itself and industry 
stakeholders.   
 
Mr. Andrew Marks, Director of Sales and Logistics with Ontario Pork, provided 
information on the role of Ontario Pork in overseeing and approving supply contracts; 
logistics and scheduling; payment settlement; receipt and dissemination of sales; and 
marketing data.  He described the protocols and procedures for developing supply 
agreements, including the number and types (Exhibit 6).  He indicated that a component 
of this protocol was Ontario Pork’s review for preliminary approval and response within 
seven days to proposed direct supply agreements. 
 
In response to questions from other parties, Mr. Marks acknowledged that of the 35 
different contracts (there are about ten listed on the board’s secure website) four to five 
are currently open, and two to three would be available for standard hogs.  He 
acknowledged that producers don’t always receive kill sheet data from Ontario Pork.  The 
number of producers who have hogs in a single load was cited as a determining factor.  
He also stated that Ontario Pork must sell all hogs that producers direct through the board 
and in some cases, the hogs are of lower quality, making them harder to sell, which can 
cause conflicts with processors. 
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Mr. Lloyd Bauernhuber, Director, Finance and Operational Services with Ontario Pork, 
presented the local board’s 2008 fiscal year budget summary.  Ontario Pork operates 
under a service fee of $1.75 per market hog.  The budget document (Exhibit 7) included a 
breakdown of the major sources of revenue and expenditures on a per hog basis.  It was 
explained that the budget document, as presented, is a special report with a greater level 
of detail than what is traditionally produced.  The budget presented a breakdown of 
expenses by department, but did not attempt to allocate costs by activity centre, nor did it 
attempt to allocate overhead expenses. 
 
During cross examination, Mr. Bauernhuber responded to several questions concerning 
guarantee of payment to producers.  He stated or confirmed that: 
 


 Ontario Pork uses its working capital requirement of $5 million per year to ensure 
producers are paid, however, the board does not guarantee payment. 


 Ontario Pork’s role is to assess the credit worthiness of processors using public 
and available company financial data and/or ratios. 


 While the majority of the Ontario processors have provided a letter of credit, the 
three largest pork processors do not provide letters of credit. 


 Québec processors provide letters of credit, and US processors are subject to the 
US Packers and Stockyards Act.  


 
Ontario Pork called Mr. Ken McEwen to the stand who was qualified as an expert 
witness.  Mr. McEwen reviewed a report he completed for Ontario Pork in July 2008.  
The report titled, “A Review of the Functions and Service Fee Levies Applied to the Swine 
Sector by Province” was entered as Exhibit 9.  The report included a comparison of 
services and service fees of various hog marketing boards and associations across 
Canada. 
 
During cross examination Mr. McEwen concurred with a statement by Mr. Hunsberger 
that the western Canadian provinces are the only provinces with a total open marketing 
system.  Based on information in his report, Mr. McEwen also concurred that, on 
average, the cost of marketing a hog in Manitoba, Saskatchewan or Alberta is 
approximately one dollar.  Mr. McEwen also clarified that he did not have discussions 
with independent sales agents in western Canada during his research for his report. 
 
Ms. Mary-Ann Hendrikx, a director of Ontario Pork, presented information on a proposal 
to update the governance structure of Ontario Pork.  Ms. Hendrikx is a member of 
Ontario Pork’s Electoral Structural Review Committee, which developed the proposal.  
The proposal had not been approved by the local board.  She explained that past attempts 
to update the governance structure were not successful, as Ontario Pork did not receive 
sufficient support from the councillors.  The swine industry has seen a 50 percent drop in 
producers since 1996.  The key features of the proposed governance model are listed 
below: 


 
 ten provincial directors; 







 12


 three zones representing the existing twelve districts:  District 1-3, District 4-7, 
and District 8-12; 


 each zone elects three directors at large; 
 the tenth director elected from large producers (greater than 10,000 hogs), who 


represents large producers and who does not have to be a councillor;  
 directors elected to three year terms (like the Ontario Federation of Agriculture); 
 maximum of 12 years (four terms) with some exceptions; and 
 eighty councillors elected from the 12 districts. 


 
Committee work continues, with a board discussion in July and a decision in August.  
Comments from producers are accepted until the policy conference.  If changes are 
approved and supported, the committee would like to see them in place by March 2009. 
 
Larry Skinner 
 
Mr. Larry Skinner, a pork producer from Perth County, addressed two topics which he 
felt were the key issues for the hearing. 
 
On the issue of Ontario Pork having third-party status in direct supply contracts, he stated 
that the current process, which was meant to be automatic, has at times become 
protracted and burdensome.  He suggested there is a conflict between the marketing 
powers, which were granted in the era when hogs were predominately sold by auction.  
He stated that he agreed that it is not possible to permit fully functioning direct 
contracting with the existing marketing powers of Ontario Pork.  He suggested the 
corollary is also true, that the marketing powers of Ontario Pork cannot be fully exercised 
with direct contracting in place.  He suggested the principles for contracting protocols 
and procedures needed to be revised, and that the relevant sections of the regulations 
needed to be revised to more accurately reflect the current marketing environment.  He 
suggested a greater role for the commission in implementation and enforcement of the 
resulting system. 
 
In the area of the service fee, Mr. Skinner compared the Manitoba fee structure and 
amounts with Ontario Pork’s fees.  He indicated that under the open system in Manitoba, 
the producers pay an $0.80 per hog fee to Manitoba Pork Council, and if they use the 
services of the Manitoba Pork Marketing Coop, they pay another $0.70 per hog, for a 
total of $1.50 per hog.  He indicated that there will always be a transactional cost borne 
by producers regardless of the selling system, and that producers need to know exact 
costs.  He suggested that a greater transparency of Ontario Pork’s true costs with regard 
to various marketing services would address much of the producer dissatisfaction with 
the current system.  
 
Conestoga Meat Packers/Progressive Pork Producers Coop (jointly Conestoga/3P)  
 
Mr. Bob Hunsberger, Chair of Conestoga/3P, and Arnold Drung, General Manager of 
Conestoga Meat Packers Ltd. made a joint submission.  Conestoga/3P suggested that the 
marketing powers given to Ontario Pork need to be revoked as they are in conflict with 
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Conestoga/3P operating model.  They stated that to be successful, they need an open and 
flexible hog marketing system in Ontario, or at the very least an irrevocable exemption 
from the current marketing authorities of Ontario Pork.  They outlined their business 
model which is to ensure slaughter space for the hogs produced by members, with 
members receiving compensation for their hogs based on the value of the meat.   
 
They suggested that the ongoing conflicts with Ontario Pork arising from the legislated 
monopoly powers granted to the board, and the model of operating a producer-owned 
plant threaten the viability of their operation. 
 
They suggested that the economics of the hog processing sector had resulted in reduced 
margins for pork processors.  They outlined changes they had made and were making to 
increase the viability of their operation.  They stated that they had to pay Ontario Pork for 
services that didn’t add value for their members, and that requested exemptions have not 
been approved.  They outlined the resulting conflicts between themselves and Ontario 
Pork, as they attempted to change the payment time, the method of price determination, 
payment settlement and the scheduling of hogs to be delivered by their members to their 
plant. 
 
Synergy Swine Inc, Paragon Farms and Great Lakes Pork, and RFW Farms Ltd. 
 
Mr. Mark Yungblut, Mr. Rob McDougall and Mr. James Reesor, representing the above 
three businesses, chose to make a joint submission at the hearing.  They outlined that they 
collectively produce over 700,000 market hogs annually, involve over 220 Ontario farm 
families and contribute over $1 million annually to the budget of Ontario Pork.   
 
They stated that the sole marketing authority of Ontario Pork is the key issue to be 
addressed.  They suggested it is not possible to fully permit direct contracting between 
producers and processors, while leaving in place the marketing powers of Ontario Pork, 
in particular Section 10 of Regulation 419.  They suggested the marketing roles of 
Ontario Pork should become voluntary.  They recommended that the board should have 
no authority over producer-processor contracts.  They stated that the issue of marketing 
fees, while important, was secondary to the main issue of compulsory marketing powers.  
They stated that the existing marketing authorities could negatively impact the decision 
of processors to invest in Ontario. 
 
Mr. Kevin Grier, Senior Market Analyst with the George Morris Centre, was called to the 
stand and was qualified as an expert witness.  Mr Grier stated that in western Canada and 
the US, hog marketing is a business transaction between producer and processor.  He also 
described the existence of private marketers in western Canada.  He suggested that 85 to 
90 percent of hogs in North America are on contract with packers or owned by packers.  
Hog transport is in most jurisdictions the producer’s responsibility.  Hog pricing is based 
on hog and pork supply and demand, and pricing is open and transparent.  The Ontario 
price is the Chicago Mercantile Exchange price adjusted for exchange rate minus 
transportation costs.  In other jurisdictions the producers are paid directly by the 
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processor.  Producer and packer relationships are highly developed, and open marketing 
is the norm. 
 
Mr. Grier suggested that Ontario Pork inserts itself in the relationship between producers 
and processors by being involved in approval of direct contracts, scheduling and 
settlement.  He also stated that posting contract information for others to view is counter 
productive and a barrier to innovation.  Additionally, he suggested that Ontario Pork’s 
current marketing authorities are redundant.  Further, he stated that Ontario Pork does not 
require marketing powers to provide producers with protection against a default in 
payment. 
 
Mr Grier stated that a new pork processing plant costs upwards of $200 million to build, 
plus another $50 to $100 million in operating capital.  He raised the issue of Maple Leaf 
Foods announcing plans to sell or close its Burlington, Ontario plant as a major concern, 
as it is the largest buyer of Ontario market hogs. 
 
The Open Market Group (The OMG) 
 
Mr. Brian Simpson and Mr. Jim Van Nes spoke as representatives of The OMG. 
 
They stated that Ontario Pork is often put in a difficult position representing all 
producers.  The OMG group requested that Ontario Pork be split into two stand-alone 
organizations: an association; and a marketing/logistics arm.  The association would be 
involved in all things except marketing, and The OMG supported a fee on all classes of 
swine.  The fee must be competitive with other jurisdictions in North America. 
 
They requested that producers be given the choice of whether or not to use the marketing 
services of Ontario Pork, and that the marketing services be funded on a user-pay system.  
They stated that separating marketing from the association provides a choice for 
producers.  A report prepared by Serecon Management Consultants Inc. for Ontario Pork 
and titled “Marketing Systems for Ontario Pork – A Working Document-” was entered as 
Exhibit 21.  They explained that the concept of creating a marketing/logistics arm 
separating the marketing functions was listed as an option in this report, but was never 
implemented in Ontario.   
 
Mr. Allan Van Ravenswaay, Mr. Jim Wilhelm, Mr. Ron Wouters and Mr. Eric 
VanBoekel also spoke for The OMG.  Mr. Van Ravenswaay, Mr. Wilhelm, Mr. Wouters 
and Mr. VanBoekel testified that they are not satisfied with the effectiveness of Ontario 
Pork as a marketer, and that producers could achieve a better price by marketing directly.  
Mr. Van Ravenswaay presented an example of a spot market sale to a US processor by 
Ontario Pork on his behalf that was significantly less competitive than another spot sale 
on the same day to the same US processor by a US producer.  Mr. Wilhelm and Mr. 
Wouters explained that when their direct contract with an Ontario processor was 
terminated due to a plant fire, the only marketing option available through Ontario Pork 
was the pool program.  They stated that they sought other options, and within a couple of 
weeks had negotiated a direct contract with a US packer that was comparable to their 
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previous direct contract.  They also shared their experience in trying to resolve 
outstanding service fees and the subsequent legal conflicts between themselves and 
Ontario Pork.   
 
Mr. Van Ravenswaay stated that he has 25 years experience as a commissioned order 
buyer of different livestock species, including hogs.  In 2007, he was elected to Ontario 
Pork’s Marketing Committee.  He stated that the committee met once in 2007 and was 
subsequently terminated in the fall of 2007 due to budget cuts.   
 
Mr. Van Ravenswaay further testified that Ontario Pork interferes with a producer’s 
relationship with packers.  He stated that in 2005, when he was attempting to negotiate a 
direct contract with a Québec processor, Ontario Pork became aware of the negotiations 
and became upset.  He stated that the Québec processor was subsequently unwilling to 
discuss further or conclude a direct contract for risk of being shorted hogs by Ontario 
Pork.   
 
Mr. Lou Thompson, a hog buyer for Cargill Meat Solutions, was called as a witness by 
conference call.  Mr. Thompson worked for Tyson Foods for 14 years before joining 
Cargill.  Mr. Thompson testified that he deals with Ontario hog producers and Ontario 
Pork.  He has a good working relationship with Ontario independent producers through 
long-term supply contracts.  He deals mainly with Ontario Pork on spot market sales.  
While at Tysons, he investigated the possibility of a long-term supply agreement with 
Ontario Pork, but the local board indicated that that it did not want to enter into long-term 
agreements at that time.  Mr. Thompson stated that while hog volume is a factor in 
negotiating agreements, the most important factor is the relationship between processor 
and producer.  He cited examples of Ontario producers that continued to honour their 
supply agreement throughout the last US trade challenge on Canadian hogs. 
 
The OMG cited the importance of getting kill data records from processors on a timely 
basis so they can make future management and marketing decisions.  They experienced 
ongoing difficulty in getting this information from Ontario Pork in a timely manner. 
 
During cross examination, evidence was entered as Exhibits 23, 24, 25 and 27 by Ontario 
Pork about legal conflicts between the board and Mr. Van Ravensway, Mr. Wilhelm, Mr. 
Wouters and Mr. VanBoekel.  Ontario Pork suggested that the evidence given by these 
producers was not reliable.  1 
 


                                                 
   1 It is important to remember that this is not an adjudicative proceeding.  The purpose of this proceeding 
is to determine regulatory policy questions that are of importance to the pork industry as a whole.  The 
evidence must be viewed in this light.  The commission finds that, despite their disagreements and history 
of disputes, all of the parties are genuinely committed to the success of the pork industry and gave their 
evidence honestly and sincerely.   
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Zantingh Direct Inc. and Zantingh Swine Inc. (collectively Zantingh) 
 
Mr. Brad Zantingh, Business Manager, testified about the Zantingh business model acting 
as a marketing agent for sellers of various classes of hogs.  Some classes are regulated by 
Ontario Pork while other classes are not under the marketing authority of Regulation 419.  
Zantingh indicated that they were a pioneer in developing markets for “light market” or 
“off-sort” market hogs, and indicated they had invested significant resources to build 
these markets.  Zantingh has developed relationships with 14 US speciality processors.  
Changes to regulatory structure should be flexible and allow parties other than Ontario 
Pork to be involved in the marketing of various classes of pigs in Ontario. 
 
Zantingh believes Ontario Pork has an important role to play in representing the Ontario 
pork industry on a number of issues.  Zantingh supports a swine traceability system in a 
way that protects and safeguards the business information of Zantingh.  It suggests the 
commission should consider the role of the Hog Industry Advisory Committee or similar 
groups in advising Ontario Pork. 
 
Zantingh requested that any regulation change be made in a way that does not threaten 
the business they have built. 
 
Intervenors 
 
A total of 18 intervenors filed written submissions with the commission.  Eight of the 18 
also made presentations at the hearing.  There was a wide range of opinions expressed, 
from support for the status quo to requests for significant change in the area of Ontario 
Pork’s marketing authorities and governance structure.   
 
Maple Leaf Foods and Quality Meat Packers outlined difficulties they experienced in 
attempting to get board approval of supply contract language.  The suggested that issues 
were discussed for several years and sometimes were never resolved.  They felt that the 
process of contract approval negatively affected their business.  Quality Meats also 
suggested that the current system of Ontario Pork’s involvement in scheduling and 
logistics has disadvantages, such as a longer communications chain from supplier to 
purchaser; multiple accountabilities between the players; multiple communications paths 
and opportunities to create incongruities among the actions and needs of the parties; 
higher operating costs than a tighter supply chain would have; and additional levels of 
resistance to change due to the wide range of entities and organizations involved. 
 
The Christian Farmers Federation of Ontario suggested that, while Ontario Pork has a 
role to play in positioning producers in a competitive North American market, producers 
should have the option to market their hogs without working through Ontario Pork; 
producers should have the option to arrange their own transportation; and producers 
should have the option to collect their payment directly from the packer. 
 
Mr. Eric Schwindt proposed that Ontario Pork’s governance model undergo a significant 
change to better represent the different sectors in pig production but also reflect the scale 
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of production.  He supports the need for a strong voice for pork producers and that the 
local board could play this role.  He also noted that a clear delineation of roles is needed 
to eliminate the duplication of efforts between Ontario Pork and the Canadian Pork 
Council.   
 
Ms. Ursula van den heuval-O'Neil. representing a group of beginning hog producers, 
supported an expanded role for Ontario Pork in the selling/marketing of all types and 
classes of pigs.  Ontario Pork must serve the interests of all producers fairly and with 
emphasis on government support programs.   
 
Mr. Rein Minnema supported Ontario Pork’s current role in marketing hogs and 
suggested others should focus on other classes of hogs.  The local board should maintain 
it role in settlement and that transportation costs should also remain pooled.  He neither 
supports removing the exemption for other classes of swine nor allowing a fee to be 
assessed to other classes of swine. 
 
Mr. Bruce Hudson, representing District 12 producers, expressed concern about proposed 
changes to the role and function of Ontario Pork during the current economic situation.  
He explained that many producers in eastern Ontario shipped to Québec processors, but 
changes to marketing agreements in Québec have had ramifications for these producers 
who are now shipping hogs west to Ontario processors. 
 
Mr Greg Haskett, District 5, indicated that all producers representing all segments of the 
pork industry should contribute financially to support Ontario Pork’s role in addressing a 
number of industry issues.  A number of intervenors, including representatives from 
District 3, 7, 11, Perth County Pork Producers and Grey Bruce Pork Producers 
Association, also supported the principle that those who benefit should contribute 
financially.   
 
Mr. Haskett stated that in regard to marketing powers Ontario Pork’s role in marketing 
hogs should be a matter of choice for producers.  In regard to Ontario Pork’s governance 
model, he indicated the number of councillors and provincial directors needs to be 
reduced to be more representative.  
 
Rulings made during the Hearing 
 
Conestoga Meat Packers / Progressive Pork Producers Cooperative Inc. included in their 
disclosure package a draft proposal for a resolution of outstanding issues between them 
and the local board prepared by mediator, Frank Handy, dated June 12, 2006.  Ontario 
Pork objected to the admission of this document on the ground of settlement privilege.  
Mr. Hunsberger acknowledged that the parties had agreed that the mediation would be 
confidential.  Accordingly, the commission has disregarded this document. 
 
Ontario Pork objected to the admissibility of the report, dated September 1998, prepared 
by Serecon Management Consulting Inc, titled “Marketing Systems for Ontario Pork – A 
Working Document”, on the ground that it was not the final report.  The commission was 
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satisfied that The Open Market Group had made reasonable efforts to obtain the final 
report, without success.  By the end of the hearing, the local board produced copies of the 
final report.  The local board also objected on the ground that the report is no longer 
accurate in its description of the pork industry, because there have been many changes in 
that industry since 1998.  Given that The OMG sought to rely on it solely as a convenient 
means of presenting regulatory options and not as a source of factual information, the 
commission admitted it (Exhibit 21).  They referred only to options III and IV on page 5 
of Exhibit 21.  Though the commission accepts that the report does not describe the 
current state of the pork industry, it does provide useful historical background. 
 
The local board objected to some evidence on the ground of hearsay.  For example, they 
objected to the evidence of Mr. Reesor regarding what an unidentified person said at a 
board Policy Day; of Mr. Van Ravensway regarding the price obtained by an unidentified 
producer; and of Mr. Van Boekel regarding a conversation with a representative of 
Meadowbrook Farms.  The commission acknowledges that hearsay must be treated with 
caution because its accuracy cannot be tested, but also recognizes that the concerns 
regarding hearsay are of less significance in a hearing to determine questions of policy 
than in an adjudicative proceeding.  In any event, the commission’s findings do not turn 
on any of this hearsay evidence. 
 
Analysis 
 
The commission has considered the testimony and evidence presented at the hearing 
regarding the four issues cited above.  In reviewing the evidence, it was clear that the 
issue of Ontario Pork’s marketing authority was central, and required the commission’s 
consideration.  It was recognized by all that Ontario Pork had been delegated the 
authority to market Ontario hogs by the commission, however, several parties called for 
the removal of the powers that require the mandatory marketing of all hogs by or through 
the board. 
 
All parties accepted that there is a role for Ontario Pork in representing the industry on a 
variety of issues.  There is general support that all hog producers benefit from these 
industry services and therefore should contribute financially to pay for them.  There were 
differences on the issue of giving Ontario Pork control over the licensing of producers 
including the authority over production practices.  There is support for an update in the 
governance model, however, several parties suggested that the appropriate governance 
structure was an issue to be addressed after the future role of Ontario Pork in the 
selling/marketing of hogs was determined. 
 
Role of Ontario Pork in the selling/marketing of all types and classes of pigs. 
 
A major principle that was discussed throughout the hearing was producer choice in 
marketing options.  Ontario Pork argued that it offers considerable choice to producers; 
that it has plans within its authority to increase the choices available; and that it is 
necessary to maintain all the powers it had previously been granted to meet its legitimate 
goals.  Several parties argued that the local board’s current marketing authorities were 
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delegated decades ago and are no longer relevant or appropriate to allow the industry to 
operate efficiently.  Several parties argued that there is incongruence between the 
marketing authorities that were delegated to Ontario Pork and the operation of direct 
supply contracts.  They also suggested that this incongruence has led to inefficiencies, 
conflicts, and poor relationships within the industry, in particular those between Ontario 
Pork and many of its producers and pork processors. 
 
The commission heard no compelling evidence from Ontario Pork that all of the powers 
and authorities within Regulation 419, section 10 are necessary for the successful 
marketing of Ontario hogs now and in the future.  In fact, in response to a question, 
Ontario Pork indicated that they had not done a review of the need for particular 
subsections of Regulation 419.  The commission was not convinced that the current 
efforts of Ontario Pork to make changes to their marketing role would lead to a timely 
resolution that was satisfactory to producers and stakeholders.  The commission heard 
evidence that the issues being addressed were long standing and that the current strategic 
planning process being undertaken by the local board has been underway since 2005.  
 
The commission recognizes that Ontario Pork’s current marketing authorities were 
delegated to it when the structure of the industry, the marketing methods used, and the 
access to market information were quite different.  The marketplace is increasingly 
moving away from demanding commodities and to differentiated products.  The number 
of hogs marketed through direct supply contracts has grown to approximately 85 percent.  
The commission heard from Mr. Grier that North American supply and demand were the 
primary determinants of the price paid for market hogs in Ontario and in other 
jurisdictions in North America.  While there was mention that market power should be a 
benefit, no evidence was presented to quantify this benefit, and thus the commission was 
not convinced that the market power held by Ontario Pork resulted in increased returns 
for Ontario producers.   
 
The commission was not convinced that Ontario Pork’s involvement in all producer-
processor supply contracts adds value for participants.  In fact, there was evidence that 
Ontario Pork’s involvement was becoming an impediment to building and sustaining 
good supply chain relationships.  While their contracting protocols suggest that Ontario 
Pork would respond to requests for approval of supply contracts within seven days, the 
commission heard that this is often not the case.  Based on the submissions from 
processors, the commission finds that issues take considerable time to resolve and in 
some cases no resolution appeared to occur.  The commission heard no evidence that 
relations between Ontario producers and US processors were hindered by the lack of 
Ontario Pork’s participation in the contract development.  
 
The commission was told that full US equivalency was not an appropriate target for sales 
through the board, and heard no compelling evidence that the local board’s marketing 
powers allowed Ontario producers to achieve prices superior to those in regions without a 
body with similar powers.  The commission recognises that competitiveness is an 
important issue to the success of both producers and processors, and that there are 
considerable interdependencies within a supply chain.  The commission believes that the 
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benefits of direct relationships between buyer and seller are important to competitiveness, 
and that business models, such as producer cooperatives, would be more efficient in a 
model where costs were not added unnecessarily by a third party.   
 
Ontario Pork stated that timeliness and security of payments are key “must haves” in its 
strategic direction.  Ontario Pork indicated that its mandatory powers and current level of 
working capital allowed it to provide producers with an assurance of payment.  However, 
the commission heard that producers are not guaranteed payment by the current system.   
 
The commission was not convinced that this provided sufficient reason to maintain the 
local board’s mandatory powers.  The commission recognises there are programs in 
existence for other agriculture commodities, such as the Beef Cattle Financial Protection 
Program, that could serve as a model for the Ontario pork sector.   
 
The commission heard evidence that jurisdictions in western Canada had moved to a dual 
marketing system.  While there was some suggestion that investment and growth had 
occurred in the time period after these changes, it was not clear to the commission the 
extent to which the changes in regulation were the cause of investment and growth.  The 
commission, however, heard no evidence to suggest that the financial position or 
competitiveness of producers in those regions were damaged by the move to a voluntary 
marketing system.   
 
In addition, the commission heard testimony that there was significant dissatisfaction 
with Ontario Pork’s role in logistics and scheduling of hogs to processors.  The report 
presented by Dr. Groenewegen recommended improvements to these processes.  The 
commission heard that the local board was updating its computer system with the intent 
to make improvements in these areas.  The commission also heard that some processors 
wished to take on these roles and felt that the duplication of activities added unnecessary 
costs.  The commission also heard that in Manitoba, the voluntary marketing cooperative 
provided these services to at least one processor on a fee-for-service basis.  The 
commission heard that in most jurisdictions producers are responsible for the 
transportation of hogs to market, and heard no evidence that the current system in Ontario 
provided cost savings to participants. 
 
Further, the commission heard that for “off-sort” market hogs and cull breeding stock that 
settlement is handled between buyer and seller and appears to be functioning without 
issue.  Conestoga/3P stated they have the technology to do settlement with its members 
and that the duplication in services by Ontario Pork is adding unnecessary costs.  The 
commission finds that scheduling, logistics and settlement decisions should be decided 
between the buyer and seller.  This approach would allow the buyers and sellers to 
choose the most cost effective alternative, which should contribute to the competitiveness 
of the whole industry. 
 
The commission finds that Ontario Pork should continue to offer marketing services, 
including logistics, scheduling, and settlement of payment and to collect a service fee for 
those services, but that these services should not be mandatory.  Service fees should only 
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be collected from those who choose to use Ontario Pork’s services.  Ontario producers 
may choose to continue to market their pigs through whatever methods Ontario Pork 
offers including pooled sales or board negotiated contracts.  Producers shall have the 
option to enter into supply contracts with processors, make spot sales to buyers, sell 
through other agents or use any other method they wish to use to market their hogs.  
Accordingly, it is appropriate that Ontario Pork should develop an implementation plan 
to move from a mandatory marketing organization to one offering producers choices in 
marketing methods and report back to the Commission with its plan.  Ontario Pork shall 
consult with all interested industry stakeholders in the establishment of this plan. 
 
For these reasons, the commission will revoke section 5(j) in section 9 in Regulation 419 
that stipulates all hogs shall be marketed by or through the local board, as well as revoke 
the prohibition that no person shall market hogs except by or through the local board.  
The commission may make any further consequential amendments.  Stakeholders will be 
able to choose whether or not they wish to use Ontario Pork’s selling, logistics, 
transportation and settlement services. 
 
Role of Ontario Pork in serving the interests of the Ontario pork industry. 
 
Ontario Pork listed the following activities as essential elements in their strategic 
direction: mandatory price reporting and access to markets; traceability, food safety and 
foreign animal disease preparedness; and Canadian Quality Assurance (CQA).  Within its 
budget, Ontario Pork listed the resources used for research, promotion animal care and 
trade advocacy.   
 
The commission heard from various parties to the hearing that there was broad support 
within the industry for Ontario Pork’s continued involvement in many of these activities 
which provided benefits to all producers.  Zantingh stated that they are supportive of a 
swine traceability system, and would be willing to cooperate with Ontario Pork in 
delivering traceability services if its clients or customers required them.  The commission 
heard that those planning a national traceability system for hogs see an important role for 
provincial pork organizations in traceability.  
 
Ontario Pork stated that an inordinate portion of the cost of providing these services is 
being borne by market hog producers.  The local board requested that the exemption in 
Regulation 419 be removed to allow it to collect a license fee from all classes of domestic 
swine.  The commission heard that under a revenue-neutral approach, the fees would be 
reduced on market hogs and re-distributed proportionally across weaners, breeding, and 
cull classes of domestic swine.  Evidence was presented demonstrating producer support 
through Ontario Pork’s annual resolution process for a redistribution of the service fee 
revenue.  The commission heard that there was support among some producers of weaner 
pigs to contribute to the cost of these activities.  Additionally, the commission was told 
that even producers who prefer to market their own hogs are willing to contribute 
financially to support these activities.  Zantingh would not oppose a fee on cull sows and 
boars as long as it provided benefits to the industry, the fee was reasonable, and the fee 
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did not come with additional regulatory powers or interfere with Zantingh’s ability to do 
business. 
 
Accordingly, the commission finds that Ontario Pork should continue to provide industry 
services for the benefit of all producers, and that all classes of domestic swine should be 
subject to license fees to facilitate them. 
 
The commission did not hear clear evidence on the amount of financial contribution that 
was required from each group of producers or on each class of domestic swine.  Evidence 
was presented that producers in the western provinces paid $0.80 to $1.00 per market 
hog, and $0.19 to $0.25 per weaner exported toward the industry services.   
 
The commission also heard that while the Hog Industry Advisory Committee did not 
adequately represent all sectors of the pork industry, it could have been a useful forum for 
parties to bring forth issues for discussion.  Several parties supported re-establishing the 
committee with representation from the entire pork industry value chain. 
 
The commission finds that this committee can play an important role during the near-
term transition.  In the long term, it can provide a forum for the industry to address issues 
in a proactive manner.  Accordingly, the commission will appoint a new chair and will 
seek the appropriate representation from the industry. 
 
For these reasons, the commission will revoke the exemptions in section 3 of Regulation 
419 for hogs marketed for any purpose except slaughter, such that Ontario Pork will have 
authority to collect a fee on all classes of domestic swine produced in Ontario.  All 
producers will financially support the delivery of industry services.   
 
Ontario Pork’s authority over the production of pigs, including the licensing of 
producers. 
 
The commission heard testimony from Ontario Pork that it should have full power to 
regulate on-farm production practices to deal with critical issues, such as traceability, 
food safety and foreign animal disease preparedness.  In order to help ensure that 
producers comply with these initiatives and regulations, the board suggested all producers 
should be licensed.  Ontario Pork currently has authority to license persons engaged in 
assembling, processing, shipping or transporting of hogs, but has no authority to license 
producers. 
 
While the commission heard broad support for the board’s involvement in traceability, 
there were concerns expressed with Ontario Pork being given additional authority over 
producers.  The board currently has broad authority to collect information under 4(a) and 
4(b) of Regulation 419.  The commission finds that these paragraphs, as well as 
paragraphs 4(d) and (e), would allow Ontario Pork to implement its part of a national 
traceability system consistent with the parameters established by the Canadian Pork 
Council.  The local board should retain these powers in order to collect and disseminate 
price information on market hog sales in an aggregate manner; 
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For these reasons, the commission will amend Regulation 419 to permit Ontario Pork to 
license producers for the purpose of collecting a license fee to support the delivery of 
industry services. 
 
The representation model and board structure that will best enable Ontario Pork to 
achieve its mandate. 
 
The commission heard evidence on the extent of the changes that have occurred to the 
production sector in terms of numbers of producers since the governance model was last 
updated.  It also heard testimony on the need and desire for change, and that the last two 
or three attempts at change have been unsuccessful.  The commission was presented with 
a potential model for change, but understands that the proposal had not been approved by 
the local board, and producers have not had the opportunity to review and provide input 
on it.   
 
The commission strongly supports efforts to update the board governance model to more 
appropriately reflect the current size and structure of the sector.  In light of the proposed 
changes to Regulation 419 herein, the commission recognises the need for Ontario Pork 
to re-evaluate its proposed governance model and engage producers in this process.  The 
commission, subject to the Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs’ approval, 
may amend Regulation 420 once the local board has completed its producer consultations 
and reported back to the commission by December 1, 2008.   
 
Conclusion 
 
Subject to any further analysis and consequential regulatory amendments that are 
necessary and prudent to give effect to this decision, the commission intends to 
implement the following measures: 
 


1. Effective immediately, the requirement for Ontario Pork to review and approve 
direct supply contracts negotiated between buyers and sellers is revoked.  Ontario 
Pork may continue to review and approve direct supply contracts negotiated 
between buyers and sellers if requested by either party. 


 
2. Ontario Pork will retain the authority to offer marketing services, including 


logistics, scheduling, and settlement of payment and to collect a service fee for 
those services, but these services shall not be mandatory and the service fee would 
be collected from those who choose to use the services. 


 
3. Ontario Pork will retain the power to collect and disseminate price information on 


market hog sales in an aggregate manner. 
 


4. Producers may choose to continue to market their pigs through whatever methods 
Ontario Pork offers including pooled sales or board negotiated contracts. 
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5. Producers shall have the option to enter into supply contracts with processors, 
make spot sales to buyers, sell through other agents or use any other method they 
wish to use to market their hogs. 


 
6. The commission finds that scheduling, logistics and settlement decisions should 


be decided between the buyer and seller.   
 
7. The commission will revoke paragraph 5(j) in section 5 in Regulation 419. 


 
8. The commission will revoke section 9 in Regulation 419. 


 
9. The commission will revoke the exemptions in section 3 in Regulation 419 for 


hogs marketed for any purpose except slaughter, such that Ontario Pork will have 
authority to collect a fee on all classes of domestic swine produced in Ontario.  
All producers will financially support the delivery of industry services. 


 
10. The commission hereby orders Ontario Pork to develop an implementation plan to 


move from a mandatory marketing organization to one offering producers choices 
in marketing methods, and to return to the commission with a preliminary plan by 
January 15, 2009 and a completed plan by March 1, 2009.  Ontario Pork shall 
consult with all interested industry stakeholders in the establishment of this plan. 


 
11. The commission orders Ontario Pork to return to the commission with a plan on 


how it would collect appropriate charges for industry services and what it 
proposes to be the nature and scope of its mandate for industry services.  Ontario 
Pork is to consult with its membership, and industry stakeholders in developing 
this plan. 


 
12. The commission will appoint a new chair to the Hog Industry Advisory 


Committee and will seek the appropriate representation from the industry. 
 
13. Ontario Pork is hereby ordered to complete consultations with its members and 


return to the commission with a proposal to align its governance model with the 
current industry size and structure by December 1, 2008. 


 
Except where otherwise provided, the above changes will come into effect in or about 
April 2009. 
 
This decision has been unanimously approved by the commission. 
 
Dated at Guelph, Ontario, this 6th day of October, 2008. 


 








Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends retaining the authority to offer 


marketing services, including logistics, scheduling, and settlement of payment and to 


collect a service fee for those services.  


  


 


 


 


Rationale:  There is industry consensus that Ontario Pork should have a Marketing Division to continue 


offering marketing services of sales, scheduling, transportation and settlement to producers who choose 


to use the Marketing Division.   


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) decision confirmed that Ontario Pork would retain 


the right to offer marketing services, provided that these services were not mandatory and were funded 


only by those choosing to use the service.  The Hog Industry Advisory Committee (HIAC) formed 


following the FPMC decision recommended that Ontario Pork continue offering marketing services 


under a structure separate from the Universal Services business.  The Tribunal order also confirmed that 


Ontario Pork would continue to provide marketing services for all producers who are not exempt from 


sections 5(j) and 9 from Regulation 419.   The FPMC decision, HIAC recommendation and Tribunal order 


align with Ontario Pork’s 2008 Strategic Direction wherein the intent is to continue offering optional 


marketing services of sales, scheduling, transportation, and settlement to producers who choose to use 


them.  Of note, the Vision 2010 Ipsos‐Reid study indicated that over 75% of producers believe it is 


appropriate for Ontario Pork to offer or manage specific hog marketing services.  


  Ipsos‐Reid Producer Satisfaction Survey Final Report, October 2006, page 67, TAB 14. 


 


The Ontario Pork Producers Marketing Board proposes that it restructure to form Ontario Pork Universal 


Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division.  Ontario Pork Marketing Division will operate separately 


from Ontario Pork Universal Services.   The Marketing Division will be funded only by those who choose 


to use the services and keeping the Divisions separate will show that fees collected to fund Universal 


Services will not be used to operate the Marketing Division.  Further, a distinct separation between the 


Divisions will demonstrate that information submitted by industry stakeholders to Ontario Pork 


Universal Services will be kept confidential and will not be shared with the Marketing Division.      


 


Some changes may take longer to implement in instances where new Regulations or amendments to 


Regulations are required.  Education and consultation with industry stakeholders is critical for the 
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implementation of this separation to Ontario Pork Universal Services and Ontario Pork Marketing 


Division.   


 


The Marketing Division will continue to be a competitive marketing option for pork producers.  In order 


to maintain competitiveness, it is important that the Marketing Division operate on a level playing field 


with other hog marketers within the Ontario pork industry.  For this reason, the Marketing Division will 


retain the right to refuse hogs so that it does not ultimately become the ‘marketer of last resort’.  That 


is, Ontario Pork Marketing Division may choose to reject substandard hogs or hogs being marketed due 


to a contract not being fulfilled between two other stakeholders.  This is especially important if 


additional hogs originally destined to be sold on contract are now expected to be sold on the Pool (spot 


market) program, as this could potentially lower the Pool price for producers that have routinely 


shipped through this program.   


 


It should be recognized that the formation of a Marketing Division allows for continuity in marketing for 


producers who choose to remain with Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division, as their hogs may be sold, 


transported and settled the same way they are currently.   


 


It is essential that a strong foundation is established for both of these divisions.  A strong foundation for 


both Ontario Pork Universal Services and Ontario Pork Marketing Division includes effective computer 


systems.  Ontario Pork Marketing Division will use the Information Technology services housed with 


Ontario Pork Universal Services on a fee for service basis.   Appropriate security will be built into 


computer systems to ensure that employees of the Marketing Division cannot access confidential 


information collected by Ontario Pork Universal Services.       


 


Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division will have two main activity centers.  One will offer sales, marketing 


and logistical (scheduling and transportation) services while the other activity centre will offer 


settlement and accounting services.  Participation in the Ontario Pork Marketing Division is not 


mandatory and the Division will be funded only by those choosing to use the services.    


 


Specific services expected to be offered by the Marketing Division include: 


• Customer Service 


o Processor and customer relations 
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o Communications with members regarding membership, meetings, complaints and 


compliance issues 


• Credit Risk Assessment 


• Information Systems 


o Online Information Network Knowledgebase (OINK) 


• Logistics 


o Coordinate booking and delivery of hogs 


o Freight rate calculation  


• Marketing Options 


o Pool sales 


o Pool Plus sales 


o Direct contract arrangements 


o Forward pricing contracts 


• Reports 


o Carcass grading 


o Pricing information 


o Hog value analysis 


• Risk management services 


• Settlement services 


o Issue member cheques and statements 


o Annual shipment statements 


o Assembler, trucker, and transporter settlement 


o Third party assignment 


 








Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends timeliness and security of payment for 


producer hog sales.  
  


 


 


Rationale:  Timeliness and security of payment is a high priority for the industry.  It is essential that 


producers are paid for hog shipments in a timely fashion.  Further, guaranteeing the credit of those 


purchasing hogs reduces the risk to producers of payment default.      


 


Ontario Pork currently mitigates the risk of payment default for Ontario hog producers by licensing all 


buyers of market hogs and holding Letters of Credit assigned to Ontario Pork from intermittent and 


small processor buyers.  In past events of payment default, Ontario Pork has decided to use its 


operational reserve to pay producers.   


 


In developing the Strategic Direction of 2008 and the move to producer choice in marketing, the issue of 


timeliness and security of payment was identified by Ontario Pork as being a ‘must have’ for the future.  


The Strategic Direction indicated that developmental work was needed to put a program in place for the 


industry to protect producers from payment defaults.  The issue was well identified in the White Paper 


documents distributed to producers in advance, leading to the June 2008 Policy Day where the Strategic 


Direction was endorsed by councilors.   


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) October decision recognized that there are programs 


in existence for other agriculture commodities, such as the Beef Cattle Financial Protection Program, 


that could serve as a model when contemplating Financial Protection strategies for the Ontario pork 


sector.   


 


In the Hog Industry Advisory Committee (HIAC) meetings aimed at advising Ontario Pork during the 


implementation of the FPMC decision, there was strong support for a Financial Protection Plan being 


developed for the industry, commencing with market hogs and then later encompassing other segments 


of industry production, such as weaner pigs.   


 


To facilitate the development of such a plan, Ontario Pork undertook an actuarial study.  Input into the 


parameters of the actuarial study was gleaned from HIAC discussions, Ontario Pork staff and Board of 
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Directors, and resources made available by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 


(OMAFRA).   


 


A summary of the actuarial study results was included in the White Paper documents sent to producer 


members leading to the November 2009 Ontario Pork Policy Day.         


 


Ontario Pork consulted with producers to solicit feedback on the proposed Financial Protection Plan 


(FPP) for hogs at the November 2009 Policy Day.  There was clear producer consensus on the concept of 


having a Financial Protection Plan, however, there was division on premium levels that producers would 


have to contribute in order to fund such a Plan.  It will be necessary to consult with industry 


stakeholders further on this topic under the new marketing structure that emerges from the review by 


the Agriculture Minister.   


 


In the meantime, Ontario Pork Marketing Division will continue to offer credit risk assessment to 


producer members only.  The Marketing Division will use a process similar to the previously outlined 


structure of mitigating the risk of payment default.  This will make available to the industry the process 


that exists today for producers who want that level of financial security while the topic of a Financial 


Protection Plan for pork is further developed.     
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INTRODUCTION


Ontario Pork has commissioned several research studies over the past few years to provide background
information and insights into the pork industry’s changing landscape. This research serves to help Ontario Pork
continue to respond to the changing needs of Ontario’s pork producers.


In 2003 and 2005, Ipsos-Reid conducted studies to measure producer satisfaction toward Ontario Pork overall
and many of its individual services. 


In 2006, Ontario Pork commissioned Ipsos-Reid to conduct both qualitative and quantitative research as a
follow-up to the previous Producer Satisfaction survey.  This follow-up work was conducted in an effort to drill
down into some of the issues identified in 2003 and 2005 studies – in particular hog marketing services – that had
received the lowest satisfaction rating.


The 2006 Ipsos-Reid research was conducted simultaneously with a Hog Marketing and Market Access study
by JRG Consulting Group that reviewed all hog marketing channels available to Ontario pork producers. This
study was designed to determine if the Ontario Pork system is fair for both producers and processors, and more
specifically to determine if producers have equal access to all of the marketing options available to them over
time.


The Hog Marketing and Market Access study also evaluated the contracts, rules, practices and norms applied to all hog
marketing. From this review, a range of recommendations are provided that would enhance the equity of the system for
both producers and processors, within the current regulatory framework.


This summary report presents highlights and ties together findings from the two most recent studies:


• Ipsos-Reid 2006 Ontario Pork Producer Satisfaction Study
• Hog Marketing and Market Access: Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario 
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OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS
Ipsos-Reid 2006 Ontario Pork Producer Satisfaction Study


In 2003 and 2005, Ipsos-Reid conducted producer satisfaction studies on behalf of Ontario Pork.  The main
purpose of these studies was to measure producer satisfaction toward Ontario Pork overall as well as for many
of Ontario Pork’s services individually.


From that data, Ipsos-Reid ranked key drivers of overall satisfaction by importance and highlighted areas for
improvement. The study also explored the importance of industry issues and gathered feedback regarding the
direction and focus of Ontario Pork’s activities. 


A key finding in both 2003 and 2005 was that hog marketing was considered to be the most important service
offered by Ontario Pork. It was also found that, of all services tested, hog marketing received the lowest
satisfaction rating.


In 2006, Ontario Pork commissioned Ipsos-Reid to conduct both qualitative and quantitative research in order to
better understand issues relating to hog marketing with the intention to determine better ways to serve Ontario
pork producers.   


In the 2006 research, producers expressed a relatively low (and one of the lowest levels) of satisfaction in the
area of sales activities or the process of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs. Overall, 59% of
producers were satisfied, with the lowest satisfaction scores with large producers. 


When producers were asked why they were dissatisfied with Ontario Pork in the area of market access and
options provided, the most frequent responses were not enough options to market hogs and not receiving a
good or fair price.


In the area of sales activities and obtaining the best possible price for hogs, the most frequent reasons for being
dissatisfied were they were: not receiving a good price, and Ontario Pork doesn’t know how to sell hogs and is
not aggressive enough.


In the area of negotiating contracts with processors, 79% of producers agreed that Ontario Pork should be more
aggressive when negotiating direct and Pool Plus contracts with processors.


Overall, more than 75% of producers believe it is appropriate for Ontario Pork to offer or manage specific hog
marketing services, and 86% of all producers indicate that it is appropriate that Ontario Pork engage in sales
activities to get the best price for Ontario hogs. When large producers were considered separately, only 68%
indicate they believe Ontario Pork should be involved in sales activities.


Ontario Pork’s operation of the booking and delivery system – including scheduling deliveries in consultation
with processors – is a source of frustration with many producers, and particularly large producers. Among those
who ship hogs primarily under direct contract, smaller producers tended to prefer making arrangements directly
with their trucker while large producers prefer dealing with the processors.  
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Root causes of frustration with sales and pricing
• Ontario Pork not leveraging/negotiating higher prices with processors. Ontario Pork is perceived by some as


being a “price taker, not a price maker.” 


• The majority of hogs are being shipped under direct contract and many producers question the value added
by Ontario Pork (perception of Ontario Pork being a “rubber stamp”).


• Perceived lack of options to market hogs. For example, there is a perception among some producers there is
a waiting list for Pool Plus.


• Ontario Pork delaying producer/processor contracts.


• Restrictions on market access (for example, the U.S. market).


• Lack of competition (too few processors).


• Processors driving the pricing index down.


Root causes of frustration with logistics
• Last minute changes in weekly hog shipment volumes, specifically being shorted on only a few days notice.


• The process for distributing on short ship weeks (believed to be distributed by the trucker).


• Many producers mention specific cases where Ontario Pork has indicated they must short their shipment,
but processors indicate they need hogs.


• Communication “game-playing” occurring among producers (overbooking shipments and anticipating they
will be shorted to the quantity they want to ship) and among processors (underbooking capacity to source
cheaper hogs from out-of-province).


• Pool Plus producers indicate their shipping day is inconsistent from week to week and often changes at the
last minute.


• Direct contract producers indicate they would prefer to arrange for shipments directly with their processor.


• Lack of accountability within the chain of Producer – Processor – Trucker – Ontario Pork.







2006 Research Summary Report November 2006


5


IPSOS-REID CONCLUSIONS
1. Hog marketing services are a key issue among a significant number of large producers.
Smaller and larger capacity pork producers have very different opinions in terms of overall satisfaction with hog
marketing services – the most important driver of overall satisfaction with Ontario Pork. 


Smaller capacity pork producers believe Ontario Pork is doing a good job meeting their needs while a significant
number of larger capacity producers believe Ontario Pork falls short. Larger capacity producers are dissatisfied
with Ontario Pork’s performance in the following key areas:


• sales activities


• contract negotiation


• contract administration


• market access


• dispute resolution 


Poor performance on these specific activities have a negative impact on Ontario Pork’s ability to carry out its
primary function – to obtain the best possible price for Ontario hogs.


2. Logistics – the operation of the booking and delivery system – is a key issue among a significant number
of large producers. 


Logistics is a key issue with large producers. The current system is complex and allows for producers, processors
and truckers to operate without accountability. Given the perceived poor performance regarding logistics, very
few producers, regardless of size of operation, want Ontario Pork to manage logistics – the scheduling of
deliveries. Results from the quantitative survey clearly points to the producers’ desire to deal directly with the
processor or their trucker for booking and delivery.


Dissatisfaction with Ontario Pork’s performance in managing specific hog marketing services and logistics is the
driving force behind a significant number of the large producers wanting to shift hog marketing and logistics
related services away from Ontario Pork. In other words, they want Ontario Pork to get out of the way and let
producers manage logistics themselves. These large producers believe they can do a better job than Ontario
Pork, and some also have the perception that Ontario Pork adds no value to the process. 


3. Lack of familiarity and understanding of the way Ontario Pork manages marketing, sales or logistics
related services is an issue. 


Lack of familiarity is a communications issue. There is confusion among pork producers about the specific roles
and responsibilities of Ontario Pork. In the focus groups, it was not uncommon for producers to present an
attitude or thought based on misinformation that was often corrected by other members of the focus group. A
commonly held perception around lack of results from Ontario Pork’s efforts, combined with misinformation,
helps to drive dissatisfaction. 


4. Current board structure is an issue with large producers.
A significant number of large producers have a key concern with the current board structure, and the perception
that there is no representation of their issues. Many large producers believe the board of directors is largely
made up of small producers who fail to represent the interests of large producers, resulting in the issues and
needs of large producers not being addressed. 
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IPSOS-REID IMPLICATIONS


Perceived poor performance combined with a lack of familiarity and understanding of how Ontario Pork
manages marketing, sales and logistics related services accounts for why some producers, especially large ones,
do not believe they are getting good value for their service fees. 


It is challenging to satisfy a widely divergent membership with broadly differing needs, however Ontario Pork
needs to improve its performance around marketing, sales and logistics services. Ontario Pork also has to
improve communications efforts to educate and inform producers about exactly what and how various services
are managed, and the results of its efforts.


Good performance, operational excellence and a high level of familiarity with what Ontario Pork does and what
it accomplishes on behalf of producers will go a long way to improving producers’ perceptions around getting
value for their service fees.


As evidence to support that conclusion, a vast majority of producers, regardless of operation size, support the
idea of Ontario Pork being more aggressive when negotiating direct and Pool Plus contracts with processors.
However, large producers particularly want Ontario Pork to improve its performance and operational excellence
on delivering on its promise to obtain and facilitate the best possible price for Ontario hogs.
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OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS
Hog Marketing and Market Access Study, JRG Consulting Group
Ontario pork producers have had several marketing options available to them for the past several years – from
the original auction and pooling system to the current combination of pool sales and direct processor contracts.
The current structure evolved to allow for the benefits of collective marketing through a single sales agent while
providing producers with significant marketing choices.


Market realities
Today’s hog market is much different than when Ontario Pork was formed, and significantly different from
even 20 years ago. Here are some of the realities a hog marketing system must consider today.
• Fewer hog buyers compared to a few decades ago.


• Ontario processors can’t process all Ontario-produced hogs.


• Current hog production is running at 136% of processing capacity.


• If exports of feeder pigs into the U.S. were curtailed, hog production would rise to 160% of processing
capacity.


• Hogs that exceed Ontario processor requirements are shipped to Quebec and U.S. packing plants.


• Ontario is also a net exporter of pork products.


• In the past, when most hogs were shipped into the Pool and sold by auction, allocation issues were resolved
by price. Today, over 92.5% of hogs are pre-committed to a specific buyer through supply agreements so
allocation issues can arise at both the producer and processor level.


Marketing options currently available to Ontario pork producers
Ontario hog producers have a number of options available through Ontario Pork to access markets for market
weight hogs. These market access options (or channels) enable hog producers to:


• enter into a supply and pricing agreement with Ontario-based hog processor through a direct contract.


• enter into a Pool Plus Agreement with Ontario Pork, and Ontario Pork in turn enters into supply and pricing
agreements with processors in Ontario, Quebec and the U.S. to supply a number of hogs each week under
block contracts.


• deliver hogs into the Ontario Pork Pool, which Ontario Pork then sells through a bid and ask system, with
producers receiving the weekly pool average price for index 100 hog carcasses and indexed to the actual
hogs shipped.


• enter into a supply and pricing agreement with a Quebec-based hog processor.


• enter into a supply and pricing agreement with an U.S.-based hog processor.


• negotiate short-term sales agreements (truckload, weekly volume for a month, etc.) with processors in
Ontario, Quebec and/or the U.S. with these shipments based on a negotiated pricing arrangement prior to
delivery.


• sell hogs to provincially-inspected abattoirs for the local cut and wrap trade.
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Breakdown of hog marketing through various channels
Direct Contract
• 77.4% of hogs are sold under direct contracts


• 58% of hog operations use contracts


• contracts are the predominant market outlet for 35% of producers


Pool Plus
• 15.3% of hogs are sold through Pool Plus


• 28% of hog operations use Pool Plus


• Pool Plus is the predominant market outlet for 25% of producers


Regular Pool
• 7.4% of hogs are sold through the regular Pool


• over 70% of hog operations use the Pool to market some or all of their hogs


• the Pool is the predominant market outlet for 40% of hog operations, all marketing less than 1,000
hogs/year


The first two columns in the following table provide information on the number of hog operations by size of
annual shipments. The remaining six columns show the number of hog operations by these size ranges and the
sales channel that accounts for the majority of their hog shipments. For example, in the size range of 101 to
1,000 hogs shipped per year, 399 hog operations (16.8% of operations) are predominantly Pool shippers.


Distribution of operations by size and predominant sales channel, 2005


The current regulatory structure of Ontario Pork provides all of the above market access options and sales
channels to Ontario hog producers. Producers are not denied access to any marketing option. The only access
issue is whether each option is always available.


Annual
Shipments


Total
Share of


Total
Direct


Contracts
Share of


Total
Pool


Share of
Total


Pool Plus
Share of


Total


1 – 100 591 24.9% 53 2.2% 494 20.8% 44 1.9%


101 – 1,000 974 41.0% 186 7.8% 399 16.8% 389 16.4%


1,001 – 2,500 403 16.9% 232 9.8% 41 1.7% 130 5.5%


2,501 – 5,000 218 9.2% 184 7.7% 8 0.3% 26 1.1%


5,001 – 10,000 118 5.0% 113 4.8% 2 0.1% 3 0.1%


10,001 – 25,000 56 2.4% 55 2.3% - 0.0% 1 0.0%


> 25,000 18 0.8% 18 0.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%


TToottaall 22,,337788 110000..00%% 884411 3355..44%% 994444 3399..77%% 559933 2244..99%%
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Comparison of marketing options
The following table compares the three market channels, including the base price (index 100) received for 2004
through to 2006. This price comparison is before accounting for the total settlement price after considering the
grid related premiums. In addition to the statistical references and comparisons, producer and processor
rationale for use was gathered through one-on-one interviews and focus groups. 


WA = weighted average


Pool Pool Plus Contracts S.T. Agreements


Useage in 2005
7.3% of volume 
70.3% of operations


15.3% of volume 
28.2% of operations


77.3% of volume 
57.7% of operations


In contract volume


Availability Always open Subject to availability Subject to availability Subject to negotiations 


Producer 
commitment


None
Deliver committed
volumes


Deliver committed
volumes


Deliver committed
volumes


Processor 
commitment


None
Purchase committed
volumes


Purchase committed
volumes


Purchase committed
volumes


Base pricing
Negotiated by Ontario
Pork with each processor
on each shipment


Formula pricing
negotiated between
Ontario Pork and
processor for each block
contract


Formula pricing
negotiated between
producers and processor


Negotiated by producer
with processor for each
shipment


Yield grid Ontario Pork yield grid Ontario Pork yield grid
Unique to each processor
and contract


Agreed to as part of the
purchase


Ontario Pork 
approval required


No Yes Yes Yes


Transparency
Volumes and prices
published each week


Volumes and prices
published each week


Volumes and prices
published each week,
Information on contract
specifications available to
all producers 


Information only 
available to producer and
Ontario Pork


Weekly average price 
for first half of 2006


$126.53 $126.52
$125.33 
(standard price contracts) 


Not available


Weekly average price 
for 2005


$147.41
$147.66 (WA)


$148.22
$147.84 (WA)


$150.06 
(standard price contracts) 
$149.87 WA 
(standard contracts)


Not available


Weekly average price 
for 2004


$158.96 


$155.56 (WA)
$162.39
$160.69 (WA)


$170.18 
(standard price contract)
$169.88 WA 
(standard contract)


Not available


Producer rationale 
for use


Provides flexibility Does
not require CQA
certification as in Pool
Plus


Access shackle space, Can
generate higher returns
through OP grading grid,
Provides security to
lenders, Contracts not
available


Access shackle space,
Benefit from relationship
with packer, Provides
security to lenders 


Can result in higher
returns due to short term
market conditions in
markets


Processor rationale 
for use


Fills shortages and allows
for capacity utilization


Ensures a predictable
weekly supply of hogs for
slaughter


Ensures a predictable
weekly supply of hogs for
slaughter


Fills shortages and allows
plant to operate at
capacity


Elements Options
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The Ipsos-Reid survey indicted the main reason for using contracts was better prices, as reported by 38% of
producers using contracts. Better prices was also the reason offered for using the Pool Plus program by 54% of
producers in the Pool Plus program. The major reason reported for using the Pool, by predominantly Pool
shippers, was that no other option was available.


The main reasons for not using contracts or the Pool Plus program are shown in the following table.


Main Reasons for NOT shipping hogs in various marketing channels


Processor reasons for contracting
Processors would prefer to have most of their supplies delivered through supply agreements for the following
reasons:


• access to supply


• predictability of supply


• obtaining a more consistent supply of hogs


• accessing hog according to certain specifications


• more predictability of raw material costs


• having an on-going relationship with their major suppliers (the producers)


Ontario Pork’s role in providing market access and marketing options
As the producers’ marketing agent, Ontario Pork provides services to pork producers across a number of areas,
including hog marketing. If it were not for this collective action – particularly when Ontario hog production well
exceeds local hog slaughtering capacity – the average price received by the average hog producer would be
lower. Services provided in the hog marketing category include:


• Providing market access and options to producers through which to sell their hogs.


• Selling hogs into various markets (sales activities) including shipping hogs out of the province to create
market equilibrium and the process of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs.


• Negotiating contract elements on behalf of producers to ensure direct contracts with processors are
competitive and obtaining the best possible price.


Reasons for not shipping Contracts Pool Plus


Don’t ship enough hogs/too small 23% 3%


Poor contracts available – poor terms, penalties, lack of flexibility 19% 3%


Satisfied with Pool Plus 14% 2%


Option not available 12% 17%


Do not know enough about it/need more information 6%


Have not done it before/did not get around to it 5% 4%


Too complicated/not worth the trouble 3% 2%


Have a previous contract (unspecified) 3% 25%


Satisfied with current contract (unspecified) 3% 12%


Low prices/not enough money 2% 16%
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• Administering contracts between producers and packers including contract approvals, handling questions
and providing grid comparisons.


• Resolving disputes between processors and producers.


• Operating the booking and delivery system including the scheduling of deliveries in consultation with processors.


• Licensing of transporters, truckers and assemblers as it relates to animal welfare and handling.


• Negotiating freight rates that apply to the cost of shipping hogs from assembly points to processors.


• Administrating the in-transit loss account that compensates producers for in-transit mortalities and condemnations.


• Intervening in crisis situations such as handling hog shipments during plant strikes, breakdowns or other
crises that occur during shipping.


• Managing Ontario Pork’s forward-pricing program that allows hog producers to forward price hogs.


• Preparing media reports on sales, prices and market trends.


The first six of these services relate to market access issues. Overall satisfaction as measured by the Ipsos-Reid
survey is shown in the following table, with satisfaction highest for small producers and producers using the Pool
Plus market channel. The survey also reported that 8 out of 10 producers stated it was appropriate for Ontario
Pork to offer these services. 


Producer Satisfaction with Specific Ontario Pork Marketing Services


Total
Small:
500-
1,000


Medium:
1,001-
3,000


Large:
3,000+


Direct
Contract


Pool
Plus


Pool


Base: All respondents 300 92* 123 72 181 105 52


Providing market access and options to producers through which
to sell hogs


68% 79% 67% 54% 61% 80% 67%


Sales Activities or the process of obtaining the best possible price
for Ontario hogs


59% 76% 55% 42% 50% 72% 56%


Contract Negotiation or working on behalf of producers to
ensure direct contracts with processors are competitive


62% 72% 61% 54% 63% 63% 62%


Administration of contracts between producers and packers
including handling questions and providing grid comparisons


67% 73% 67% 57% 67% 67% 69%


Dispute resolution between processors and producers 65% 74% 63% 54% 61% 71% 71%


Operation of the booking and delivery system including the
scheduling of deliveries in consultation with processors


73% 82% 75% 56% 64% 87% 77%


Size of Operation Market Channel
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ISSUES IDENTIFIED
Impact of collective marketing
Ontario Pork is the single sales agent for all Ontario market hogs through collective marketing.  Without
collective action, supplier bargaining power is weak as there are over 2,500 hog producers supplying hogs to a
concentrated pork processing sector. Collective action allows Ontario Pork to move excess hog supplies to
markets outside of Ontario and be the sole supplier of Ontario hogs to Ontario packers.


When there are few buyers and many sellers, market power resides with the buyers. One of Ontario Pork’s most
important roles is to offset the market power imbalance of many hog producers selling hogs to few pork
processors. Collective marketing can enhance the return across all hog producers.


Best possible price
A vital role for Ontario Pork is to create an equilibrium situation in the province by developing markets for
Ontario hogs in Quebec and the U.S., with 21.3% of market weight hogs shipped to these out-of-province
markets in 2005. As well, through negotiation of contract elements such as the base price formula, Ontario Pork
ensures the best possible price is made available to all producers who choose to ship under direct contract.
Producers stated they wanted Ontario Pork to be more aggressive with processors in terms of contract
negotiations.


An indication of Ontario Pork’s performance in obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs is prices
received by Ontario producers compared to Quebec and Manitoba. JRG looked at several comparisons and found
Ontario hog producers receive higher farm gate returns than Manitoba hog producers. And even though Quebec
is undersupplied with hogs compared to its processing capacity – and Ontario is oversupplied with hogs in
relation to processing capacity – Ontario hog producers marketing through Ontario Pork are able to receive
comparable market prices for their hog deliveries.


Some producers suggest Ontario pricing should be equivalent to U.S. hog prices. The JRG research report
outlines several reasons why average returns will likely be below U.S. equivalency with the overall conclusion
that on average, the best price will be under U.S. prices by the cost of freight and border crossing charges.


A few producers believe they receive a better net return through Pool Plus due to the grading grid associated
with Ontario Pork’s Pool Plus program and that the index is higher than with direct processor contracts. They
also believe that net returns are higher even if the base price was a per cent lower under the Pool Plus program.


Supply chain management through supply agreements
A comprehensive review of protocols and procedures around supply agreements was undertaken and a number
of direct processor contracts were reviewed. Block Marketing Agreements, Pool Plus supply agreements, and a
few purchase agreements governing direct processor contracts with producers were included. Overall, supply
agreements comply with approved protocols and procedures.


One area of existing supply agreements that needs some attention is the force majeure clauses. These should
define more precisely what constitutes force majeure, what remedies are to be taken when plant shut downs
occur due to “non acts of God” and how the risks are to be shared between producer and packer in situations
that are defined as force majeure where those events are controllable by management.


Another area Ontario Pork should consider reviewing is contract enforcement. A number of  market access
issues will be resolved if Ontario Pork enforces contracts resulting from breaches by either processors or
producers. When events can be mitigated, enforcement must occur otherwise one party loses a right to market
access and the other party can avoid its obligation.
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Penalties for contract breaches should be clearly defined and will go a long way to resolving market access
issues related to breaking contract obligations. A well-defined penalty structure will allow either party in the
agreement to decide whether the cost of the breach of contract is worth the short-term gain.


Some producers believe that certain processors do not honour their contracted obligations to accept hogs
committed in their direct contracts. Their perception is that at times contracted hogs cannot be shipped to
market and have to be shipped in a following week (possibly too heavy) or into the Pool.


Role of Ontario Pork in selling hogs during extra ordinary events
Ontario Pork finds buyers for market hogs during force majeure or other extraordinary events at no cost to
processors. Processors greatly value this service and Ontario Pork should consider charging an administration
fee, especially when the event is somewhat controllable.


Hog procurement strategy and access to incremental supplies
Access to incremental supplies has been identified as an issue for processors, regardless of their procurement strategies. 


A strategic issue for consideration by Ontario Pork is whether a certain volume of hogs should remain
uncommitted to be available for spot market sales each week of the year through the Pool. The strategy may
work against the objective of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs and may increase market access
issues for some producers.


Another possible solution to this issue may be a combination of:


1. Contract enforcement, which ensures processors receive the hogs they contracted and purchase the hogs
they committed to contract.


2. Improved information flow from producers to processors on the weekly volume of hogs that will be
delivered over the coming six to eight weeks.


3. Real time information flow between processors and Ontario Pork on upcoming processor requirements for
Pool hogs in advance of scheduling. 


Booking system and accessing hogs
Processors indicate the current booking and scheduling system for hog deliveries is less than ideal. The largest
weakness is that the hog numbers actually delivered often vary significantly from what producer notifications
indicated the prior week. This is a result in some cases of poor information flow, inaccurate information and
sometimes purposefully inaccurate information on the part of producers and/or truckers. In focus groups,
producers indicated they are also less than satisfied with the booking and scheduling of hog deliveries. The
booking system is an on-going source of frustration and discontent among producers. Some believe they would
receive more favourable treatment on weekly deliveries if they switched to a direct contract with a processor.


Ontario processor competitiveness relative to Quebec
Ontario processors are disadvantaged relative to Quebec-based processors on two accounts. First, ASRA
payments (Quebec hog stabilization program) can end up subsidizing Quebec processors through lower Quebec
hog prices when ASRA payments are expected. And secondly, Ontario processors are not always provided access
to sometimes lower priced hogs in the Quebec auction. The Quebec hog board decides whether or not hogs will
be available to Ontario-based processors.
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Market access and related issues
• Several interrelated market access issues have been identified in these studies, including the following.


• Overall market access for Ontario hog producers.


• Hog supplies exceeding market requirements during four-day weeks with some producers denied market
access based on decisions made by truckers after Ontario Pork has allocated volumes across all
producers.


• Some producers being denied access into a market channel for a time despite having a supply
agreement, due to processors entering into purchase agreements with total weekly volumes exceeding
plant capacity.


• Processors not honouring their contracted obligations and not accepting contract hogs in certain weeks
due to opportunistic purchases of lower priced hogs through the Quebec auction.


• Hog supply exceeding market requirements when a plant incurs a strike or has a plant shut down due to
in-plant operational issues, resulting in market access issues for producers under direct contract with
that processor.


• The border being closed shutting out the normal flow of 9% of hog shipments to U.S. accounts with the
result that these hogs must now be processed in Canada.


• A countervailing duty (CVD) applying on live hog shipments into the U.S., with the result that hogs
under contract to U.S. processors must pay the duty at the border. Non-committed hogs that flow to
the U.S. under the Pool and other shorter term marketing arrangements may now require a market
outlet in Canada. When this happens, should all hog producers share in paying the CVD or should it be
paid for only by the sellers of those hogs being shipped in the U.S.?


• Some hog producers are denied access certain market channels when their current contracts expire and
must temporarily use the pool as their market outlet.


• Some hog producers are not able to enter into direct contracts with certain pork processors.


Level of familiarity with marketing services
Producers are either unaware or don’t understand the marketing services provided by Ontario Pork. While close
to one-third of producers indicate they have a good understanding of the six key marketing service areas,
roughly 50% of producers indicate they only understand a little about these service areas.


Perspectives from focus groups and interviews
Overall, producer perspectives gathered from focus groups and interviews indicate there is overall satisfaction
with Ontario Pork’s service delivery but there is room for improvement.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION BY ONTARIO PORK
As noted in the JRG study, the hog marketing environment has changed over the last 50 years. Ontario Pork has
also changed the way it acts as the sales agent for all Ontario hogs. Based on the project findings, JRG
Consulting Group offers 18 suggestions – option to address the evolving market as Ontario Pork has moved
away from auction markets and pools as its major hog marketing offerings.


Provide an economic history of hog marketing
• Ontario Pork commission a third party to prepare an economic history of hog marketing in Ontario,


including changes made to hog marketing in response to economic conditions.


Improve producer, trucker and processor accountability
• Ontario Pork carry out its responsibilities to ensure system participants become more accountable. This


includes decisions made on recourse to truckers for operating outside of their authority and responses to
actions by producers and processors regarding breaches in a marketing contract. 


Facilitate innovation through contract design
• Ontario Pork facilitate industry innovation through contract design and approval of such contracts. To


further facilitate innovation, Ontario Pork enable the delivery of contracted hogs according to the
contracted delivery schedule.


No upper limit on processor contracting volumes
• Ontario Pork ensure contracts are enforced and remedies applied to ensure processors internalize the


costs of over-contracting. Each processor will decide on their optimal volume of contracted supplies in the
context of their overall procurement strategy, including use of the spot market (Pool) to access any
needed incremental supplies.


• Ontario Pork monitor contract volumes in relation to plant capacity, allowing Ontario Pork to more
readily determine contract default.


Contract enforcement
• Ontario Pork enforce contracts. This involves enforcing contracts that are breached by processors on


behalf of any producer, and in its role as signatory to a contract enforcing contract obligations on
producers who have breached a contract. 


• Steps towards enforcement include monitoring deliveries to ensure a party is not breaching contract
obligations, attempting to resolve differences between the parties and moving the matter to third party
arbitration in an expedient manner.


Moving contracted hogs into the pool at a cost to processors
• Ontario Pork continue to assist processors in marketing contracted hogs they cannot receive through


the Pool. 


• Supply agreements with processors should explicitly indicate the contracting producer will receive
the returns as specified in the supply agreement, with the processor making up the difference in the
contract price and the returns generated through the Pool. Ontario Pork can charge the processor a
small administrative fee for marketing these contracted hogs, with these revenues being assigned to
Pool revenues.
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Pool hogs as spot market hogs in relation to contracted hogs
• Ontario Pork operations give priority to direct contract and Pool Plus hogs (as part of block contracts)


over Pool hogs in scheduling processor deliveries.


• Direct contract hogs and Pool Plus hogs be given equal treatment when Ontario Pork must make
allocation decisions.


Contract clauses on force majeure, remedies, relief and penalties
• Ontario Pork review the contract clause on force majeure and consider whether more precise definitions


are required on events that can be considered extraordinary events and those that are somewhat more
controllable events.


• Ontario Pork review the contract clauses on remedies and relief regarding these events that are not
considered force majeure, and be more explicit on penalties associated with non-compliance.


Maintain current information on contract availability on the web
• Ontario Pork update information posted on the Ontario Pork web site, on a daily basis, regarding


contract availability with each processor and with Ontario Pork under the Pool Plus program.


Publish and enforce minimal contract standards
• Ontario Pork consider reviewing contract clauses and develop a minimal set of standards for each


contract clause, with these minimal standards made available to producers and processors along with
the rationale for change.


• Ontario Pork publish the minimal standards it will approve in contracts, along with associated rationale.


• Ontario Pork not approve any contract that does not meet the posted minimal standards.


Ontario Pork provides market access
• Ontario Pork communicate with producers that access to the hog market is provided to all producers, and


that not being able to enter into a supply agreement does not mean that market access has been denied.


Fix booking and scheduling – it is a market access issue
• Ontario Pork in concert with processors determine areas where improvements in booking and scheduling


can be made on contract hogs and with hogs in the Pool Plus and Pool programs. A change in procedures
is suggested that includes having transporters accountable to Ontario Pork and penalized for not
complying with Ontario Pork allocation decisions. 


• Ontario Pork ensure the design of the electronic manifest takes into consideration the accountabilities
and required information flow to Ontario Pork for appropriate redress.


Payment terms and letters of credit with contracts
• Ontario Pork require processors to provide letters of credit to cover the financial risk between the time


when hogs are delivered and when payments are received.


• Ontario Pork require the same payment terms of each processor for comparable pricing methods in
contracts and supply agreements.
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Pool is spot market that provides flexibility in the market
• Ontario Pork investigate developing two Pools based on the hogs meeting pre-specified minimal


standards and whether the benefits would exceed the costs.


• Ontario Pork consider developing a communication package for industry highlighting the benefits of the
Pool as a spot market to pork processors and hog producers.


Processor competitiveness and access to the Quebec auction
• Ontario Pork develop and implement a plan to allow Ontario processors unfettered access to


uncommitted supplies in the Quebec auction.


Short-term supply agreements with processors
• Ontario Pork consider developing protocols for these short-term supply agreements and/or spot market


sales that some hog producers enter into from time to time. 


• The protocols should indicate advance notice, approvals by Ontario Pork, whether hog producers can
compete with Ontario Pork offering hogs to the same U.S. processor on a spot market basis, and
remedies that Ontario Pork can seek if producers do not comply with the protocols. 


• The protocols could also include the minimal contract term required before these sales are not
considered spot market sales, but rather a supply agreement approved by Ontario Pork.


Dual marketing
• Ontario Pork communicate to producers interested in dual marketing that full marketing choice exists


and Ontario Pork operations do not preclude producers from marketing options or developing new
marketing options.  


• Ontario Pork indicate that the service fee is a benefit to all hog producers and Ontario Pork takes a
province-wide approach to resolving market access issues, such as border closures, which spreads the
cost of any market disruption across all hog producers. 


• Ontario Pork consider accessing data from other regions on costs associated with marketing hogs, and
consider conducting a costing exercise to determine the incremental costs for Ontario Pork to provide
services such as booking and scheduling, sales activities, contract negotiation and approvals. 


• This information will allow the Board to develop reasoned responses to entities wanting an exemption
from Ontario Pork regulatory authority.


U.S. equivalency of Ontario hog prices
• Ontario Pork develop a communication message to address producer concerns of U.S. equivalency.


Messaging to include an indication of what per cent of contract prices result in U.S equivalency when
prices are around $100/100 kg and are over $150/100 kg. The message should also convey that Ontario
Pork strives to achieve the best price possible in the context of the Ontario supply disposition balance
and in the context of processors acquiring hogs at a competitive, but not an advantageous price.


• Ontario Pork review each element of the pricing formula to ensure it reflects current market realities,
including the dressing factors used.


These suggestions may provide a possible roadmap for change in Ontario Pork operations in the area of 
hog marketing.
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1. Executive summary 
Épidémio-Qualité Inc. 


AVC Inc.-Clarkston Canada 
 
The Canadian Pork Council (CPC) has taken coordination of the development of a national 
traceability system for live pigs in Canada. As part of this process the CPC created a National 
Hog Identification and Traceability System Working Committee “for the purpose of evaluating 
options for a national traceability system”. 
 
The CPC recognised that there are significant business drivers for the traceability system to be 
developed including to facilitate zoning within Canada as a means of managing the containment 
of a foreign animal disease as allowed by the Office International des Épizooties, and reducing 
risks to food safety. Traceability will be a powerful tool for tracking animals or products forward 
and backward for such purposes. 
 
For food animals, traceability has been defined as the ability to maintain a credible custody of 
identification for animals or animal products through various steps within the food chain from the 
farm to the retailer. This at last means the animals have to be linked to site(s) and their 
movements between them recorded. Traceability is a tool for tracking animals or products 
forward and backward for various purposes. The main drivers for the traceability system the CPC 
wanted to be developed were zoning, as allowed by the Office International des Épizooties in 
case of foreign animal disease, and food safety issues. 
 
Several countries have already implemented or are at the point of implementing pig traceability 
systems. Each system is different depending on the purposes, on the conditions of hog production 
and on the history of animal identification and traceability within each country. As a 
consequence, Canada has had an opportunity to learn from foreign experience in developing the 
Canadian system for hog identification and traceability system. However, that being said, none of 
the foreign systems meet the requirements of a Canadian system based on Canadian business 
practices. Hence a pilot study was launched in November 2003 to assist the industry in 
determining what should be the guidelines of an efficient traceability system for the purpose of 
animal health zoning and addressing food safety issues. 
 
The overall objective of the pig identification and traceability pilot study was to identify the most 
effective and efficient traceability system that would meet the traceability requirements for 
animal health zoning and to address food safety crisis in real Canadian hog production 
conditions. 
 
The first part of the pilot study was aimed at providing technical and cost information about pig 
identification and animal movement recording/reporting. It consisted of a comparative 
assessment of the possible pig identification means from the farrowing stage to slaughter. It also 
explored various ways to record/report pig movement within the context of the Canadian hog 
industry and developed protocols and tools to support each. 
The second part of the pilot study focused on developing and comparing pig traceability systems 
suitable for zoning in case of foreign animal disease outbreak or food safety crisis. It integrated 
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the various information from part one (above) with respect to pig identification and animal 
movement recording/reporting and, based on this information, assessed various possible 
traceability systems satisfying the specified needs in real Canadian hog production conditions. 
 
The first part of the study involved significant work with producers and packers. Thirty-eight 
production lines (farrowing stage, nursery, growing-finishing stage, and slaughter) participated 
within the study: 18 in Québec, 9 in Manitoba and 11 in PEI, resulting in more than 100 
farrowing barns, nurseries and finishing barns. One abattoir in each province was also part of the 
study. 
More than 15,000 hogs were identified in the above mentioned barns at weaning, in nursery and 
before being sent for slaughter. According to a statistically sound design, the pigs were identified 
either by an individual number using electronic (HDX and FDX) ear tags or by a combination of 
visual identification bearing the premises number (visual ear tag, ear tattoo, pneumatic tattoo and 
body pig tattoo), and additionally all pigs were shoulder slap tattooed before going to slaughter. 
All the identification marks on every participating pig were read at the abattoir and data about 
time to put the identifier on or read them were collected as well as equipment costs. Results were 
that the visual ear tag was deemed to have the best legibility (95%) with only 5% of tag losses, 
while also being the more cost effective of the identifiers trialed. Finishing slap tattoos, as 
currently employed, showed good legibility in every province (95%) but Québec (83% legible 
pigs) who would have to improve this identification legibility to meet minimum requirements for 
traceability. The other tattoo identifications (ear tattoo, pneumatic tattoo, body pig tattoo) were 
significantly less expensive but had low legibility, observed to be approximately 50%. The 
electronic ear tags were the most expensive and the study experienced technical problems related 
to the reading of those tags. The visual ear tag was observed to be the most legible and cost 
effective mean to identify pigs under the Canadian hog production conditions. 
 
Before consideration could be given to the design of the movement tracking protocol/system a 
definition of animal premises was required. AVC/CCnd joined with the CPC Technical 
Committee to decide a common definition for premises that would work for swine but also 
keeping other livestock species in mind to their permit inclusion with appropriate modifications. 
The following definition was recommended for adoption by the Technical Committee: 
‘A swine premises is a contiguous land location, based on Provincial land titles records, 
including all structures housing pig(s) and other livestock.’ 
 
It is generally recognized that, from a Foreign Animal Disease (FAD) perspective all animals on 
any given premises have the same health status. The important thing to know in managing the 
FAD containment is where animals came from prior to arriving at a particular premises, to what 
premises they were shipped, and relevant dates. 
 
Hence a core objective was to design and test an animal movement recording system cognizant of 
the above and that reflected actual business processes accurately in support of mitigating the risk 
of a Foreign Animal Disease (FAD). 
 
It was felt that recording the movement of animals from premises to premises as defined by the 
Working Group could satisfy the industry and CFIA requirements of a simple, cost-effective, fit-
for-purpose and scalable traceability system. 
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The Group/Lot animal movement portion of the pilot studies was carried out in a partnership 
between the Atlantic Veterinary College (AVC) and Clarkston Canada (CCnd). 
 
AVC/CCnd created an animal movement recording system that captured animal movement and 
transportation using transport groups of hogs as the traceability entity. 
 
The underlying principle for the AVC/CCnd hog movement pilot study was that there was no 
explicit identification of the animals apart from the fact they were members of a group. This 
meant that neither individual physical identification nor pre-assigned group identification 
numbers were required to satisfy the protocol. The foundation for the pilot was a sophisticated 
movement tracking protocol and supporting reconciliation processes recording appropriate 
data/information that were subsequently integrated within the data management portion of the 
system. The system recorded and managed hog movement data and had innate auditing processes 
to meet the requirements of the reconciliation process. 
 
In order to achieve the above objectives, AVC-CCnd created a prototype traceability system 
appropriately named ‘PigTrace’, (an Internet based animal movement tracking and reporting 
application). Additionally, a reporting system allowing data to be keyed in via a touch tone phone 
and data call centre were also created for those producers who did not have access to the Internet 
and/or were more comfortable with telephone based technologies during the course of the pilot. 
File upload protocols were developed to test data input from other information systems in use in 
the industry (inventory systems like PigCHAMP, packing plant records etc.). 
 
All animal movements, both shipping and receiving events were recorded over a set period of 
time. Shipping events were reconciled with receiving events to demonstrate movement integrity. 
Transportation identifiers were also recorded in the movement events. 
 
Farmer participation in the study was voluntary and was designed to fit within the day-to-day 
operations of most hog operations. One hundred and seventy-one premises participated in the 
study in Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick, Québec and Manitoba entering animal 
movement information during a period spanning July until November. 
 
Over 3,000 events monitoring the movement of over 250,000 hogs were captured. Reporting 
accuracy of farm-to-farm movements (based on an independent audit) were over 90%. 
 
Analysis of the data confirmed that the G/L scenario tested in the pilot is one that should be 
seriously considered by industry and relevant government agencies (e.g. CFIA) in that it is felt to 
meet the Canadian and international requirements of FAD management using group/lots and has 
associated costs that will prove acceptable and sustainable by the industry. 
 
Following results from the first part of the study and collegial discussion inside the CPC National 
Hog Identification and Traceability Working Committee, four different and practical traceability 
scenarios were created for performance and cost comparisons. These four scenarios varied as to 
the number of animals identified (all, most of them, none), traceability data reporting (close-to-
real time, frequent, none), and database localization (central or farm-level). 
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Those traceability scenarios were assessed for their operational costs and for their performances 
with respect to a foreign animal disease and a food safety crisis. A foreign animal disease or 
microbial food safety crisis are propagating epidemics for which knowledge of animal contacts 
and animal movements between sites are core to traceability. Other food safety crises can be 
acknowledged as point-source epidemics where only the animals being contaminated require 
being traced back and forward. 
 
The traceability system assessment led to various results that will be important to consider when 
making decision regarding the future Canadian hog identification and traceability system. Animal 
identification (compared to lot identification where no pigs bear an identifying mark) does not 
improve traceability in the case of a propagating epidemic, however it can be valuable in case of 
salubrity issues where, if movements are still essential, identification can bring greater precision, 
timeliness and its corollaries (on- and off-farm traceability). 
A centralized database and close to real-time notifications of movements are necessary for an 
efficient and timely traceability system. Herd-level registers are a randomness provision, adding 
time, if not errors or inaccuracies, to the traceability process. 
Credibility is an important component when building a traceability system, especially as zoning 
capacities have to be recognized by trading partners. Having a reliable database containing all 
movement of animals is the basis for this credibility. Reliable recordings with timely access to 
them would be a first essential credibility element for trading partners. Verification and control of 
movements and of the tightness of the protection and surveillance zones would then influence the 
recognition of zoning capabilities. The contribution of animal identification can be of great 
importance to this credibility element. But the operational costs for individual swine 
identification are also high and the benefits if a crisis occurs can be viewed sometimes as limited, 
though its contribution to credibility might be priceless. 
 
Complex movements can lengthen the time to trace all sites involved in a problem, also adding 
effort and requiring significant manpower. To limit the extent of chase and cull in case of FAD or 
food safety crisis, restriction of the movements allowed between sites would be a minimum 
requirement for traceability systems where no physical identifications are employed. Limiting the 
timeframe between movements in and out of a premises and the ability to ban markets and other 
commingling of animals in case of a FAD outbreak would also help limiting the scope of a crisis. 
Pig identification in complex situations is to restrict movements of un-marked pigs to ease 
tracing, to delimitate the problematic zone(s) more effectively, to better secure these surveillance 
zones and to effectively acknowledge the origin of pigs when a significant commingling occurs. 
 
Identifying animals has a cost. The operational costs were estimated at between 39,360 M$ and 
67,020 M$ for a system where all animals are identified (called Option 1: visual tag and shoulder 
slap), 39,408 M$ to 43,320 M$ for a system where pigs are allowed to be un-marked under some 
conditions (called Option 2: shoulder slap with or without visual tag), and between 1,360 M$ to 
2,620 M$ for a system where the only pigs moving across provinces have to be identified (called 
Option 3: visual tag). It is important to point that on the individual scale, whatever the system 
chosen, the producers who identify their animals will have to support its costs. On a Canadian 
scale the choice between one system or another will have the effect of determining the number of 
producers having to identify their pigs. 
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In case of a crisis, the most important factor to reduce losses is to determine and contain the 
problem as quickly as possible. Bearing or not bearing identification only has an impact if it can 
improve the standstill release of a zone within the country or the country as a whole. 
 
A centralized database with close to real-time movement notifications is therefore the cornerstone 
of a traceability system. The credibility of a traceability system, which is essential for its 
viability, starts with this reliable and efficient database containing premises localization and 
movement notifications. Animal identification can add value to the system, through the 
possibilities for verification and control, and can even compensate for non optimal 
documentation. 
The impact of animal identification is better understood in case of a point-source epidemic, 
improving traceability precision and timeliness as well as on- and off-farm traceability. 
Movement restrictions of non identified pigs and recordings of the means of transportation, as 
well as cleansing notifications and non-mixing of animals from various premises for 
transportation can improve traceability and crisis control significantly. 
 
Following the different results from the two parts of the pilot study, the CPC National Hog 
Identification and Traceability Working Committee proposed a series of steps and 
recommendations at its January 2005 meeting. 
 
The first three steps are (1) to build a National Livestock Premises registry, (2) to standardized 
tattoos for hogs going to slaughter, and (3) to aggregate information from the packing plants into 
a central database. Then a National Hog Identification and Movement Reporting system can be 
put in place, with the following recommendations: 


- a National Database system to track the movements of all hogs in Canada; all hog 
movement being recorded and reported using individual identification or group 
identification as appropriate to specific movement scenarios, 


- Provincial pork organizations to act as or to designate agents for the verification of 
data provided by producers, 


- information for traceability purposes to come directly from the premises where the 
event occurs or from the farm’s administrative offices, 


- animals going to slaughter need to have corresponding shipping and receiving event, 
- CPC to request from CFIA the gathering of export animal movement data which could 


be added to the animal movement Database System with cooperation from the 
exporting agencies, 


- efforts to be focused and directed at capturing farm premises-to-another farm premises 
animal movements requiring reporting to the Data System from the producer level, 
including auctions and assembly yards, 


- industry and CFIA to develop strategies to ensure compliance for producers to 
participate in a farm animal movement program effectively, 


- appropriate verification measures for animal movements to be investigated, 
- there are cases where animals need to be individually (not necessarily unique, but 


always linked to premises) identified for optimal traceability of pig movements 
(breeding stock, when destination is not known, assembly yards, other), 


- semen and embryos to be handled as an animal movement, 
- further tools can be developed to ease the burden of reporting animal movements to 


producers. 
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2. Introduction and context 
Épidémio-Qualité Inc. 


 
With increasing live animal movement, higher livestock concentrations and potential risks from 
bio-terrorism, the Canadian swine industry must improve its preparedness in facing a foreign 
animal disease (FAD) outbreak and a food safety crisis. It should also respond to increasing 
demand from consumers about the origin of their food. 
 
The means chosen by the swine value-chain to respond to these needs is the development of a 
national traceability system, which will allow to localize and provide information on all Canadian 
swine premises, and to trace forward and trace back all live animal movements on an as close as 
possible real-time basis. 
 
The Canadian Pork Council (CPC) decided to coordinate the development of a national 
traceability system for live pigs in Canada (2003): 
“The CPC will play a coordinating role within the pork industry in the development of a national 
strategy and action plan towards ensuring eradication, and a capability for zoning, of foreign 
animal diseases affecting swine. [...] The CPC will also continue to collaborate where possible 
with its counterparts in other livestock sectors as well as provincial governments, and there will 
be a particular focus on animal identification and location requirements”. 
 
The national traceability system to be developed will serve the following goals: 


! To help minimize the impacts of a foreign animal disease outbreak or a food safety crisis 
by: 
-Identifying correctly the source of the disease or contamination, and to establish correctly 
the control area; 


 -Reducing the response time; 
-Helping to zone Canada in addressing the guidelines of the Office International des 
Épizooties (OIE), and meeting our trading partners’ expectations; 
-Ensuring that the national traceability system is compatible with systems developed by 
other Canadian livestock sectors and packers. 


! To reinforce our domestic and export market access by: 
-Responding to the growing desire of consumers to know the origin of their food; 


 -Eradicating domestic animal diseases; 
-Responding to the development of traceability systems developed by pork-exporting 
countries; 


 -Supporting our Canadian Quality Assurance Program®; 
! To improve the competitiveness of our industry by improving the genetics of our swine 


herd. 
 
Since that decision was made, the CPC National Hog Identification and Traceability System 
Working Committee was created “for the purpose of evaluating options for a national 
traceability system” (2003). 
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Several countries have already implemented or at the point to implement pig traceability system. 
Each system is different depending on the purposes, on the conditions of hog production and on 
the history of animal identification and traceability in each country. As a consequence, such 
foreign systems could inspire the Canadian hog identification and traceability system but none 
can be applied straightforward. Hence a pilot study was launched in November 2003 to allow the 
industry to determine what should be the guidelines of an efficient traceability system for the 
purpose of animal health zoning and addressing food safety issues. 
 
Traceability is defined in the CPC Traceability strategy and business plan for the Canadian swine 
sector (2004) as “the ability to trace the history, application or location of an item or activity by 
means of recorded identification”. 
A traceability system cannot be restricted to the identification means the animals are bearing or 
not, but encompasses also many other aspects: regulations, data collection, storage and 
ownership, etc. 
This report focus only on the diverse ways to identify animals and the consequences this has on 
traceability performances, in order to make recommendations for a future national swine 
traceability system. 
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3. Overview of the pilot study 
Épidémio-Qualité Inc. 


 


3.1. Outlines 
 
The general objective of this pig identification and traceability pilot study is to ascertain and test 
the most effective and most efficient traceability system (identification-identifier-traceability) in 
order to meet the traceability conditions required for animal health zoning and addressing food 
safety crisis in real Canadian hog production conditions. 
 
The study included two parts: 


1. the comparative assessment of the possible pig identifications and pig movement 
reporting/recording means within the Canadian pig production, and 


2. the development and comparative assessment of pig traceability systems suitable for 
zoning in case of foreign animal disease outbreak or food safety crisis. 


 
There are three ways of identifying pigs. The first is the application of an identifier to the animal, 
the identifier bearing a unique number specifically dedicated to the pig, like the Canadian’s 
Social Insurance Number. This could be achieved through the radio-frequency identification 
(electronic ear tag). The second way is the application of an identifier to the animal, the identifier 
having a number specifically dedicated to a group of pigs. This number could be related to the 
owner, the localization of the pigs (e.g. site of birth or site the group was created) or whatever 
that could be relevant. In that case, the number on the animal is not unique, but all pigs from the 
same group have the same number. According to these two first ways of identifying pigs, each 
animal has an identifier on its body. The third way of identifying pigs is lot identification. It 
considers that usually pigs move several at the same time and seldom one by one. It even further 
considers the fact that pig production is organized by batch, like the chicken flocks. Movement 
lot identification attributes a number to the group of pigs moved together but this number is not 
physically held on the pig body by an identifier. 
 
In a previous work (Ravel & Arsenault, 2002), a comprehensive list of all available or applicable 
identifiers (or identification means) for hogs was established. A comparative assessment was then 
performed on each mean (excluding methods which were definitively unsuited to the desired 
traceability). The assessment was performed systematically, based on several criteria pertinent to 
traceability objective, and on factual information collected from a maximum of independent 
sources. Five identification means were deemed interesting for the identification of individual 
pigs for the purpose of traceability in the context of zoning: numbered ear tagging, tattooing the 
outside surface of the ear, tattooing the shoulder with a compressed-air pistol, shoulder slap 
tattooing, and electronic ear tagging with various radio-frequency technologies. None of these 
methods was concluded, a priori, ideal from all point of views, each having its own specific 
advantages and drawbacks, which in turn would have various impacts on the performance of the 
traceability system based on the identification method used. 
 
The first part of the pilot study was designed to generate information about the animal 
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identification for pigs with or without identifier within the context of the Canadian hog industry. 
The information sought was about the technical and economic performances of various pig 
identifiers and about the technological means for reporting and recording pig movement. It 
involved a lot of work with the field, since it aimed at testing identifiers or pig movement 
reporting in the real conditions of hog production. 
 
A traceability system is more than putting an identifier with a given number on a pig. It also 
involves the recording and reporting of all animal movements between any buildings where the 
pigs are kept. These buildings include at least the farm premises, slaughterhouses, assembly 
yards, research or testing stations, artificial insemination centres, auction barns, shows, fair. 
Various methods to record and report data on animal movements could be used. Each method has 
its own advantages and drawbacks, which in turn have an impact on the traceability performances 
and costs. 
 
The second part of the pilot study was to integrate all the information generated by the first part 
about the pig identification to work out and comparatively assess various traceability systems 
satisfying the needs for animal health zoning and addressing food safety crisis in real Canadian 
hog production conditions. 
 


3.2. People and organizations involved 
 
The successful achievement of this national pilot study required the enrolment of many 
stakeholders and many people with various complementary expertises: 
* CPC National Identification and Traceability System Working Committee member 
° CPC National Identification and Traceability System Technical sub-committee member 
 
° Eric Aubin, Canadian Pork Council (until July 2004) Administrative Delivery Agent (until 


July 2004)
*° François Bédard, Canadian Pork Council (from July 
2004) 


Administrative Delivery Agent (from 
July 2004)


Anita DeCoste, Canadian Pork Council Communications
Denis Haine, Epidémio-Qualité Inc. Data Analysis Coordinator
André Ravel, Epidémio-Qualité Inc. Senior Epidemiologist
Isabelle Charron, Groupe AGÉCO Economist
Daniel-Mercier Gouin, Groupe AGÉCO Senior Economist
Wayne Hooper, AVC Inc. Analysis of Lot Traceability
Iain Robertson, Clarkston Canada Analysis of Lot Traceability
*° Ervin Lowe, Sask Pork Analysis of Lot Traceability
Dan Hurnik, Atlantic Swine Research Partnership Technician Supervisor
Drona Rasali, Manitoba Pork Council Technician Supervisor
Jean-Paul Daigle, Centre de Développement du Porc 
du Québec Inc. 


Technician Supervisor


Mike Dexter, Manitoba Pork Council Industry Support
* Terry Whiting, Manitoba Agriculture and Food Provincial Government Representative
*° Lyne Ravary, Fédération des producteurs de porcs 
du Québec 


Industry Support
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*° Ken Ovington, Ontario Pork Industry Support
Daniel Hudon, Encan électronique Industry Support
Solange Lachance, Encan électronique Industry Support
Tim Seeber, Garden Province Meat Support from abattoir
Diane Brodeur, Olymel Support from abattoir
Robert MacKay, Maple Leaf Foods – Brandon Support from abattoir
Gord Maxwell, Maple Leaf Foods – Brandon Support from abattoir
* Don Davidson, Maple Leaf Foods Support from abattoir
Albert Klassen, Manitoba Pork Council Technician
Holly Spicer, Manitoba Pork Council Technician
Jennifer Dronzek, Manitoba Pork Council Technician
Marion Johnston, Manitoba Pork Council Technician
Larry Anderson, Manitoba Pork Council Technician
Roanna Canada, Manitoba Pork Council Technician
Daniel Dion, Centre de Développement du Porc du 
Québec Inc. 


Technician


Israël Michaud, Centre de Développement du Porc du 
Québec Inc. 


Technician


Eric Ouellette, Centre de Développement du Porc du 
Québec Inc. 


Technician


Nathalie Plourde, Centre de Développement du Porc 
du Québec Inc. 


Technician


Sébastien Charest, Centre de Développement du Porc 
du Québec Inc. 


Technician


John Jamieson, Atlantic Swine Research Partnership Technician
Gabino Peñalver, Atlantic Swine Research Partnership Technician
* Patti Negrave, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada Liaison with industry
André Dagenais, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada Liaison with industry
*° Richard Robinson, Canadian Food Inspection 
Agency 


Liaison with industry


* Dennis McKerracher, Alberta Pork Chair of CPC National Identification 
and Traceability Working Committee


* Clare Schlegel, Canadian Pork Council 
* Edouard Asnong, Canadian Pork Council 
* Pramod K. Mathur, Canadian Centre for Swine 
Improvement Inc. 
* Abraham Hamming, PEI Pork 
*° John Kellar, Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
° Paul Hodgman, Alberta Pork 


 
The CPC coordinated and financially administered the pilot study. It was responsible to sign 
agreements with the parties providing services and to respect the contribution agreement with 
AAFC. According to this agreement, the CPC forwarded to AAFC a cash flow forecast and an 
administrative progress report each quarter.   
 
Epidémio-Qualité Inc. was in charge of the assessment of the identification mean technical 
performances and whereas AGECO was responsible for the economical analysis related to the 
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identification cost. Epidémio-Qualité Inc. was also responsible for the comparative assessment of 
the various traceability systems compared, Ageco taking care of the economical aspects. 
 
AVC Inc.-Clarkston Canada was responsible for the evaluation of the lot/movement 
identification field study and analysis. 
 
The CPC National Hog Identification and Traceability System Working Committee was the 
governing body of this pilot study. 
 


3.3. Pilot study management 
 
In order to ensure that the pilot study was conducted according to the work plan, budget and 
timetable, the CPC held bi-weekly teleconferences. Epidémio-Qualité Inc., AVC Inc., Clarkston 
Canada, the three technician supervisors, the three abattoirs, the Canadian Cattle Identification 
Agency, Agri-Traçabilité Québec, the Canadian Food Inspection Agency and Agriculture and 
Agri-Food Canada were invited to participate to these discussions. Minutes of these meetings 
were distributed to the participants. 
 
Progress reports were written by Epidémio-Qualité Inc. with the participation of AVC-Clarkston, 
every 3 months after the start of the work in the filed: March, June, September and December 
2004. 
 
The CPC hosted regular meetings for its National Hog Identification and Traceability System 
Working Committee: June, September, December 2004 and January 2005. Épidémio-Qualité, 
AVC and Clarkston were guests for those meetings. Updates and results related to the pilot study 
were presented and discussed during those meetings. A technical sub-committee met before 
almost every committee meeting to prepare the Working Committee meeting. 
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4. Identification of live pigs 
 


4.1. Individual identification with identifier 
Épidémio-Qualité Inc. 


4.1.1 Objectives 
 
Various identification means for live pigs are available. Each has its own technical and cost 
features but there are uncertainties in the value of some of these technical and economical 
features. 
A traceability system based on any of these identification means will have its own features 
depending on the identification mean used, what is identified and how pigs’ movements between 
premises are recorded. This has impact on cost to run the system and benefits should a problem 
of FAD or food safety occur. 
 
Therefore the specific objectives of the pig identification and traceability pilot study for 
individual identification with identifier are: 
 
T1a) To Quantify and characterize the following technical performance elements for the 
identifiers tested during the life of the animal and in the abattoir: 
- identifier losses and reasons; 
- inability to read the identifier and reasons; 
- identifier reading errors and reasons. 
 
T1b) To compare the identification means based on their technical performances. 
 
T2) More generally, to compile and compare the problems or constraints related to the use of 
each identification mean. 
 
E1) To Ascertain the impact identification means has on human resources at the farm level. 
 
E2) To determine the cost of the equipment and, where required, of any modifications to the farm 
infrastructure. 
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4.1.2 Materials and methods 
 
The study aimed at identifying pigs within cohorts according to various identification scenarios 
implying the various identification means that were selected from a previous work. Data on 
identification legibility at slaughter and on costs related to the use of such identification were 
collected during the follow-up of these pigs from birth to slaughter for comparison between 
identification means and scenarios. To be representative of the Canadian hog production and to 
be statistically sound, the study was designed to include in a balanced way several production 
lines (one production line is the combination of farrowing stage, the nursery stage, and the 
growing-finishing stage) of various sizes (small, medium, large), the stages being spread over a 
various number of sites (one, two or three). The number of production lines and the number of 
pigs involved were estimated for adequate statistical power. These are the main features of the 
design specifically developed for the study and details are given below. 
 


a) Unit 
For the technical performance the unit is the identified hog. 
Within each production line, 250 pigs were identified to test one identification scenario. This 
number was lowered to 125 for small production lines (less than 200 sows) since the study would 
not have been completed in the time frame allowed. Each production line had to test four 
different scenarios. 
For the economic performance, the unit is the identification mean or scenario. 
 


b) Type of study 
The evaluation of the technical and economic performances is a cohort study: the longitudinal 
follow-up of each hog from the farrowing site to the abattoir. Therefore, hogs were monitored at 
the farrowing, nursery, and finishing sites and at the abattoir. 
 
Pigs were identified in farrowing, nursery and finishing barns according to the scenario to be 
tested. The identification was systematically read in the nursery, in the finishing barn and at the 
abattoir. All the animals for the electronic scenarios and a sample of 25 animals for the visual 
scenarios were read at the different stages occurring at the farms by the producer. Technicians 
were reading all the animals at the abattoir. The reading for visual identification relates to a 
relative legibility, e.g. no action to clean the identifier was undertaken. 
Data were collected about tag loss, tattoo and tag legibility. Time and manpower required to 
identify the pigs and to read the identifiers were recorded. Any comments and reports of 
problems and their solutions were encouraged to have a common memory about what to do and 
what not to do. 
 
During the pilot study, all movements of the identified pigs between sites were recorded and 
stored in a database. This database was used only in the context of the pilot project. 
 
To consider the effect of the production sites, the study was conducted in 40 different production 
lines (farrowing – nursery – finishing). One production line is one or more production sites 
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through which the hogs travel from birth to slaughter, the number of those sites varying 
according to the production line configuration. 
 


c) Participating farms 
The required production lines were chosen after a two-way stratification. 
 
The sites were first stratified according to the type of production (3 categories): sole-site birth-to-
finish (FNF configuration), one or more farrowing- nursery operations at one site supplying one 
or more finishing sites (FN+F configuration), one or more farrowing operations supplying one or 
more nursery-finishing sites (F+NF configuration), several farrowing operations supplying one or 
more nurseries supplying one or more finishers (F+N+F configuration). 
 
A second stratification was based on the number of animals in the inventory at the farrowing site 
(3 categories). The thresholds for defining the site size were such that they divided all the sites in 
Québec into roughly three thirds according to the information available. Thresholds have not thus 
been established to divide the total number of animals into three equal parts. The thresholds 
correspond to 125 sows to be considered as a small operation, between 125 and 300 for a medium 
one and above 300 sows for a large operation. 
 
The selection was made following these requirements in terms of size and type of production, and 
with a specific ratio between these 2 given requirements. The ratio asked is shown in Table 4-1. 
A minimum of 35 farms across the 3 provinces was necessary for the statistical significance of 
the study. 
 


  Small Medium Large  
Farrow to Finish (FNF) 3 5 2 10 
(Farrowing-Nursery)+Finishing (FN+F) 4 4 4 12 
Farrowing+Nursery+Finishing (F+N+F) 3 5 5 13 
  10 14 11 35 


Table 4-1: Requirements for the selection of farms: ratio between size of farms and type of production 


 
Technicians made three visits for each of the production phases (farrowing, nursery and 
finishing) in each group of production sites and for each of the four traceability systems tested. 
The technicians, who were trained before the start of the study by the main suppliers, trained the 
producers at each phase. They were allowed the time to learn and be able to use the traceability 
systems without any supervision at all, and to collect the data that would be analyzed. 
The first visit was to train the producer in the methods of applying and reading the identifier, 
recording the traceability data and recording the study data (e.g.: application time, reading time). 
The producer had one or two weeks to practise. 
The purpose of the second visit was to ensure that the producers had learned enough to start the 
identification and monitoring of the animals in the study. 
The third visit occurred at the end of the animals’ monitoring in the production phase (farrowing, 
growing, finishing) to collect the data sheets and the producers’ comments. Since four systems 
were tested in each group of production sites, this third visit may coincide with the first visit for 
the trial of another scenario. 
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d) Participating abattoirs 
All selected hogs for the pilot were slaughtered in the same abattoir for each participating 
province. Their respective line speed was 1,200 hogs/h in MB, 600 in QC and 250 in PEI. 
The monitoring of the animals at the abattoir was located between the scalding and the burning of 
the animals. 
The various identifications were read in the slaughterhouse by the field technicians and their 
legibility recorded. The identifications were just read, meaning no action was taken to clean them 
and make them more legible, or to force the reading. As such, line speed impact on legibility was 
minimal. 
 


e) Scenarios and types of identifiers 
In a previous work, a comprehensive list of the available or applicable identification methods for 
hogs was established (Ravel & Arsenault, 2002). A comparative assessment was performed on 
each method (excluding methods which were definitively unsuited to the desired traceability). 
The assessment was performed systematically, based on several criteria pertinent to traceability 
objective, and on factual information collected from a maximum of independent sources. Five 
identification methods were deemed interesting for the identification of individual pigs for the 
purpose of traceability in the context of zoning: numbered ear tagging, tattooing the outside 
surface of the ear, tattooing the shoulder with a compressed-air pistol, shoulder slap tattooing, 
and electronic ear tagging with various radio-frequency technologies. 
 
Following the conclusion of this report, seven identification scenarios were tested for their 
technical and cost features during this pilot study (Table 4-2): 
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Identifier Identification 


Scenario Farrowing Site Grower Finisher 


Application, reading, recording 


1 electronic ear 
tag 


(HDX 
technology) 


N/A shoulder 
slap 


2 anti-collision 
RFID tags 


N/A shoulder 
slap 


Single unique and 
individual 


3 electronic ear 
tag 


(FDX 
technology) 


N/A shoulder 
slap 


•  Application and activation at the 
farrowing site 
•  Reading and recording of every 
pigs at each move between 
different sites 
•  Reading and recording at the 
abattoir 


4 visual tag visual tag shoulder 
slap 


5 visual tag pneumatic 
shoulder tattoo


shoulder 
slap 


6 manual ear 
tattoo 


visual tag shoulder 
slap 


Single individual 
but not unique 


7 manual ear 
tattoo 


shoulder slap shoulder 
slap 


•  Identification at farrowing site 
•  Recording transfer between 
farrowing site and nursery (if they 
are two different sites) 
•  Identification at nursery site 
•  Reading of 25 animals for 
legibility 
•  Recording transfer between 
nursery and finisher site (if they 
are two different sites) 
•  Identification at finishing sites 
•  Reading of 25 animals for 
legibility 
•  Individual reading and recording 
of all identifiers at the abattoir 


Table 4-2: Identification means tested 


 
The electronic identification relates to a single unique and individual identification, each animal 
having a unique id of its own, different from other pigs on the same site and across the country. 
The visual identification relates to a single individual but not unique identification, each animal 
having an individual id made of 2 letters followed by 3 numbers characterising the site where the 
pig was located. But all study pigs at the same location were bearing the same id. 
 
A request for purchase was launched and different suppliers answered to it. They were all chosen 
to be part of the study. The different equipment used in the pilot study and their suppliers are 
listed in Table 4-3. 
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Equipment Description Supplier Scenario 
Light weight HDX tag HDX ear tag Allflex 1 
ET-100 Anti-collision ear tag Qualtech Networks 2 
Pig electronic FDX tag FDX ear tag Allflex 3 
ISO FDX – Swine Type 
#TX11002 


FDX ear tag Digital Angel 3 


FDX ear tag FDX ear tag Reydet Plastique 3 
DigiTag FDX ear tag SFK Technology 3 
TR-100 portable electronic reader for anti-


collision tags 
Qualtech Networks 2 


ER-1000 fixed electronic reader for anti-
collision tags 


Qualtech Networks 2 


Stick reader Portable electronic reader for 
HDX and FDX tags 


Allflex 1, 3 


Pocket reader – cattle 
S/W X HS9000BS 


Portable electronic reader for 
HDX and FDX tags 


Digital Angel 1, 3 


IsoReader Portable electronic reader for 
HDX and FDX tags 


Reydet Plastique 1, 3 


Agrident APR 300 ISO 
Handheld reader 


Portable electronic reader for 
HDX and FDX tags 


EIDAP 1, 3 


Porcina tag numbered ear tag Allflex 4, 5, 6 
Reyflex Model FR/MSM numbered ear tag Ketchum 4, 5, 6 
Litter tag series #79x70 numbered ear tag Digital Angel 4, 5, 6 
Universal total tagger 
applicator 


tag applicator for electronic and 
usual ear tags 


Allflex 1, 3, 4, 5, 6


ETT-50 tag applicator for Qualtech anti-
collision ear tags 


Qualtech Networks 2 


Applicator #909 tag applicator for electronic and 
usual ear tags 


Digital Angel 1, 3, 4, 5, 6


Reyflex tagger tag applicator for electronic and 
usual ear tags 


Ketchum 1, 3, 4, 5, 6


Ketchum 50D/6/6 ear 
tattooer 


ear tattooing apparel to be used 
up to 1 day old 


Ketchum 6, 7 


Ketchum Baby Pig Body 
Tattooer – KP1325 


manual shoulder slap tattooer 
used at nursery before leaving for 
finishing barn 


Ketchum 7 


Zeitler TG-5 tattooing 
device 


electronic tattooer used when 
entering nursery 


ARAM Agriculture 
Technologies 


5 


Chevi pistol pneumatic tattooing pistol used 
when entering nursery 


Allflex 5 


Kobimark pneumatic tattooing pistol used 
when entering nursery 


Landata-Cobiporc 5 


Ketchum 5 character 
level-lock slap tattoer – 


shoulder slap tattooer used before 
leaving for abattoir 


Ketchum 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7 
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KP2288 
iPaq h1930 pocket pc to collect information Hewlett-Packard 4, 5, 6, 7 


Table 4-3: Equipment, suppliers and scenarios 


 


f) Statistical design 
The pilot study was statistically designed to test differences between identification means or 
scenarios in terms of their technical and economical performances. Every targeted scenario was 
tested in 20 different production lines. To minimize variation due to differences between 
production lines, each production line tested four different scenarios in a consecutive manner. 
The design is balanced and random in the sense that scenarios were attributed randomly to 
production lines and their order within each production line was also randomly distributed. 
 
To take into consideration the size of the production lines and their type (i.e. one site vs. multi 
site), the production lines were stratified by size and type. Hence, every combination of size and 
type of production lines had the opportunity to be part of the pilot study, which gives a better 
illustration in terms of the condition under which pig identification and traceability will have to 
work in the future. 
 


g) Economic analysis 
Agéco 


The economic analysis for the different identifiers tested during the pilot study only concerns the 
economic impacts at the farm level. In consequence, it does not take into account the costs related 
to the management of a national identification system, implying for example building a database. 
The costs generated at the abattoirs are also excluded from this study. 
 


(1) Variables 
- Costs associated with the placement of the identifier 


- Costs of the identification means 
- Costs of the equipments required for the placement of the identification means 
- Time and manpower required (hourly salary) 


- Costs associated with the reading of the identification means 
- Costs for the equipments required to read the identification means 
- Time and manpower (hourly salary) 


- Any costs associated with infrastructure modifications 
 


(2) Time required for identification 
The time allocated for placing and reading the identification means was transposed as a cost on 
an hourly salary basis. Data from Statistics Canada on the average hourly salary of an agriculture 
worker were used (Table 4-4). No national data were available on the salary of an agriculture 
worker specialised in the swine sector. 
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  $/h 
Canada 12.06 $ 
Québec 11.40 $ 
Manitoba 12.35 $ 
PEI 10.48 $ 


Table 4-4: Mean hourly salary for agriculture workers, 2003. Source: Statistics Canada, table 282-0072, mean 
hourly salary, SCIAN inquiry, agriculture sector, 2003 


 


(3) Equipments 
In general, identification at the farm requires few expenses as immovable, except the electronic 
scenarios, which require buying a reader. Pneumatic tattooing also requires a specific pistol. All 
other equipments used for one or another visual scenarios were considered as minor devices, i.e. 
their cost (90$ or less) were accounted as a charge their first year of operation (Table 4-5). 
 


Small items Min Max 
Ear tag applicator 22.50$ 32.50$ 
Manual ear tattooing apparel 90.00$  
Apparel for manual shoulder slap tattoo at nursery 83.80$  
Apparel for manual shoulder slap tattoo at finishing 73.25$  


Table 4-5: List of minor items necessary for visual identification scenarios, minimum and maximum prices as 
of November 2004. Sources: equipment suppliers for the pilot study 


 


(a) Estimation of minimum and maximum costs 
The different suppliers implied in the pilot study were all contacted to validate the list of 
equipments provided and their price, not in the frame of a pilot project but rather for 
implementing an identification system on a large scale. For comparable equipments, the 
variations in suggested prices by the different providers reveal itself as large (Table 4-5 and Table 
4-6). As a consequence, ranges of prices were used to estimate the costs related to the 
implementation of an identification system at the farm. Besides the variation in prices according 
to the provider chosen, the minimal and maximal limits for the price range can also be affected 
by: 
-the possibility of volume discount, 
-the quality chosen by the producer, 
-for small items bought outside of the country (USA or Europe), the price is estimated assuming a 
regular distribution by retailers (i.e. not a large buy by a national agency). 
It should also be noted that the technology related to the electronic scenarios is evolving rapidly 
and its use is increasing. A massive use would allow eventually for a significant drop in price for 
readers and tags. This decrease cannot be estimated for the moment. 
 







NATIONAL SWINE IDENTIFICATION & TRACEABILITY PILOT STUDY: FINAL REPORT 


 28


(b) Lifetime and replacement of equipments1 
Equipments like tattoo applicators do not have to be replaced every year and are usually used for 
a period of at least 10 years. Only the needles need replacement more frequently to assure the 
characters legibility. 
The readers for the electronic scenarios have a lifetime estimated at between 3 to 10 years 
according to the appropriate use made of them. Nevertheless the replacement rate for such 
equipments is like any other electronic equipment: technology is developing rapidly and some 
producers might prefer to change for more performing equipment every 2 years, and others will 
keep their equipment for 15 years.  
The pistol used for pneumatic tattooing needs a lot of care by the users. Its lifetime is related to 
the care provided (i.e. cleansing). According to suppliers, the lifetime for this equipment is about 
5 years. 


•  A 10 years lifetime was chosen for minor items (applicators, etc.) 
•  A 5 years lifetime was chosen for electronic equipments and for pneumatic 


tattooing apparels. The resale value is considered as non-existent (Table 4-6) 
•  For the fixed assets, the annual costs charge with the identification system 


correspond to the depreciation 
 


Equipments Purchase cost Nbr years 
depreciation 


Salvage 
value 


Annual 
depreciation 


Min 


Annual 
depreciation 


Max 
 min max     


Air pistol shoulder tattooing 
apparel  


1,000$ 2,633$ 5 0$ 200$ 527$ 


On-farm portable reader for 
HDX and FDX tags  


895$ 2,085$ 5 0$ 179$ 417$ 


Table 4-6: List of fixed assets for some scenarios, minimal and maximal purchasing costs and annual 
depreciation, November 2004. Sources: suggested prices by the different suppliers and calculations made by 


Groupe AGÉCO 


 


(c) Other expenses 
Other minor expenses were not considered like the purchase of extra ink or characters and the 
replacement of batteries for electronic equipments. 
 


(d) Computer 
For electronic scenarios, the producers need a computer on the farm. For this study the purchase 
of a computer was not included. It would be wrong to allocate its use to the only purpose of 
keeping a register for identification and traceability. According to data from the 2001 Agriculture 
census from Statistics Canada, close to 66 % of agriculture producers uses informatics for register 
keeping or production management. The highest use rate is in Québec with 93% of farms. 


                                                 
1 In every cases, the estimates were based on the observations and comments made by the suppliers 
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4.1.3 Results 
 


a) Follow up 
Forty production lines were selected for the study; 18 in Québec, 10 in Manitoba and 12 in PEI. 
One farm in Manitoba accounting for 4 scenarios and one in PEI (3 scenarios) withdrew from the 
pilot study before its start and were not replaced. 
The ratio obtained is shown in Table 4-7. It should be noted that 3 farms in Manitoba were 
Hutterite colonies.  
Their distribution across the 3 provinces is shown in Table 4-8.  
 


 Small Medium Large  
FNF 3 9 4 16
FN+F 1 2 5 8 
F+NF  2  2 
F+N+F  3 9 12
 4 16 18 38


Table 4-7: Number of participating farms 


 
QUEBEC Small Medium Large Total
FNF 2 4  6 
FN+F   3 3 
F+NF  2  2 
F+N+F  3 4 7 


Sub-Total 2 9 7 18 
MANITOBA     
FNF  1 2 3 
FN+F   1 1 
F+N+F   5 5 


Sub-Total 0 1 8 9 
PEI     
FNF 1 4 2 7 
FN+F 1 2 1 4 


Sub-Total 2 6 3 11 
Table 4-8: Number of farms participating to the study in the 3 provinces 


 
The distribution between size and types for the 3 provinces are shown in the following figures 
(Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2). 
 
 
 
 
 







NATIONAL SWINE IDENTIFICATION & TRACEABILITY PILOT STUDY: FINAL REPORT 


 30


 
 
 


0


1


2


3


4


5


6


7


QUEBEC MANITOBA PEI


FNF
FN+F or F+NF
F+N+F


 
Figure 4-1: Distribution of types between provinces 
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Figure 4-2: Distribution of farm (production line) size between provinces 
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These 38 production lines resulted in 94 different farrowing barns, nurseries and finishing barns 
(Table 4-9). 
 


 Nbr of 
farms 


Nbr of 
farrowing 


barns 


Nbr of farrowing/ 
nursery barns 


Nbr of 
nurseries 


Nbr of 
nursery / 
finishing 


barns 


Nbr of 
finishing 


barns 


Nbr of 
birth-


to-
finish 
barns 


Manitoba 9 6 1 6  8 3 
Québec 18 10 3 11 2 23 6 
PEI 11  4   4 7 


Table 4-9: Number of different sites participating to the study 


 


b) Technical performances 
A total number of 35,000 piglets breakdown into the 7 scenarios to be tested were supposed to be 
identified and followed up to the abattoir. 
 
Due to time constraint, the number of piglets to be identified was reduced to 125 per scenario for 
the smaller farms with less than 200 sows. 
Also scenario #2 had to be withdrawn from the pilot study (see details below), resulting in the 
loss of 4,500 pigs. 
But most of all, PEI producers had a hard time to follow the study protocol. If only one scenario 
(#3) was not accomplished in one farm, 16 of 32 scenarios would not be completed in the farm 
with the farrowing identifier and not the nursery or vice versa. Only one farm did follow the 
entire study protocol. 
 
A total of 22,000 pigs part of a fully completed scenario were identified during the study. 
 


(1) Withdrawal of scenario #2 from the pilot study 
Only one supplier provided the anti-collision technology (13.56 MHz), used in scenario #2. 
The equipments delivered were not the ones ordered but was used anyway because of time 
constraint, in agreement between the supplier, the CPC, Epidémio-Qualité and the field 
coordinators. 
 
A series of problems putting great concerns on the validity of the data to be analyzed for this 
scenario arose since the delivering of the equipments. 
 
The tags delivered to MB, PEI and partly to QC were meant for cattle, not for piglets. They were 
too large and heavy, causing head tilt and in some cases piglets being stuck in the fences. Also 
they could be easily removed from the ear by hand and in some cases a fifth of the piglets lost 
their tags the day after tagging. When the tags were lost, the male portion remained in place with 
the sharp needle end pointing towards the eye of the piglet, putting serious health hazards to the 
piglets, and some piglets had already been hurt by the tags. 
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The portable and fixed readers showed important variations in their performances, and not in 
anyway close to what was claimed by the supplier. They were very difficult to make them 
working (Palm interface vs. Windows on the computers) and when they were working, we were 
loosing in some place the 250 pigs that cannot be read by the readers. 
 
These various problems (reading, poor tag retention, health hazard) lead to the fact that no 
conclusion could be drawn on the technology. Hence the CPC National Hog Identification and 
Traceability Technical sub-committee decided to withdraw this technology from the pilot study. 
Scenario #2 was not replaced due to the lack of time to find another supplier. 
 


(2) Hogs at the abattoir 
A total of 15,364 hogs were received at the 3 different abattoirs. The number of hogs received by 
scenario is shown on Table 4-10. 
 


Nursery  
 Visual tag Pneumatic tattoo Body pig tattoo


 
 


Electronic tag - - - 5,253 (#1 + #3) 
7,250 


Visual tag 2,397 (#4) 
2,875 


2,645 (#5) 
3,125 


0 5,042 


Ear tattoo 2,122 (#6) 
3,500 


0 2,035 (#7) 
3,375 


4,157 


Table 4-10: Hogs received at the 3 identified study abattoir, by scenario (italic: number that should have been 
received if no mortality or loss of pigs) 


 
It should be noted that some of the pigs in Manitoba (mainly those from the colonies) were sent 
to a different abattoir and could not be read for their identifier there. This accounted for 2,000 
pigs (750 from scenario #1, 500 from scenario #3, 500 from scenario #4 and 250 from scenario 
#6). 
Other pigs that were lost for imponderable reason included a shipment for a local abattoir in 
Québec accounting for a few pigs, a small amount of pigs sold to the US and a complete scenario 
#5 (250 pigs) lost in Québec due to an epidemic in the barn that subsequently had to be cleaned 
out. 
 
The number of hogs, by scenario, received at the abattoir in the different provinces is on Table 
4-11. Unknown scenario is meant for pigs that lost one of their 2 identifiers or the one that did 
not get one of the 2 identifiers (farrowing, nursery) and could not be attributed to a specific 
scenario. 
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Scenario MB QC PEI Total 
Electronic 936 (62%) 3,082 (85%) 1,235 (58%) 5,253 (73%) 
#4 293 (59%) 1,615 (92%) 489 (78%) 2,397 (83%) 
#5 198 (40%) 1,946 (82%) 501 (200%) 2,645 (85%) 
#6 356 (71%) 1,651 (66%) 115 (23%) 2,122 (61%) 
#7 280 (37%) 1,615 (62%) 140 (140%) 2,035 (60%) 
Unknown 0 7 905 912 
Total 2,063 9,916 3,385 15,364 


Table 4-11: Number of hogs received at the abattoir, by scenario (% to be received) 


  


(3) Legibility at the abattoir 
The relative legibility recorded at the abattoir for the different visual identifications put in the 
farrowing barns and nurseries are shown in Table 4-12. Illustrations can be found in appendix 
 8.1. 
 


 Farrowing identifier Nursery identifier 
 Visual tag Ear tattoo Visual tag Pneumatic tattoo Body pig tattoo
Legible 92% 55% 92% 34% 34% 
Non legible 2% 42% 3% 65% 38% 
Lost 6% 4% 5% 1% 28% 
Total 5,640 4,477 4,496 2,614 1,980 


Table 4-12: Legibility of nursery and farrowing visual identification at the abattoir 


 
When a visual tag was not legible it was mainly because any character could not be read (2% of 
the farrowing and nursery tags were not legible for any of the 5 characters). Regarding the 
remaining non legible tags, there were not legible because of only one character in most 
instances, and mainly the last one (on the right, 0.3% of all tags). 
In most instances the visual tags were not legible because of dirtiness. Cleansing of the tags 
would dichotomize the results for visual tags in 2: legible ones and lost ones. 
 
Eighteen percent of the ear tattoos were not legible for any characters (12% had only one 
character that could not be read). The non legible characters were mainly the first 2 but any 
position can be affected. 
 
Thirty-two percent of the pneumatic tattoos were not legible at all (8% not legible for only one 
character, no specific location for the illegible characters). 
 
Forty-six percent of the body pig tattoos were not legible at all (7% not legible for only one 
character, no specific location for the illegible one). 
 
The finishing slap tattoos used during the pilot study were made of 3, 4 or 5 characters. Ninety-
seven percent of the 3 characters slaps were legible, 67% with 4 characters and 89% with 5 
characters. A summary is given on Table 4-13. 
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 Finishing shoulder slap tattoo 


3 characters 2% 
4 characters 5% 


 
 


5 characters 80% 


 
 


3 characters 0.0% 
4 characters 2% 


 
 


5 characters 10% 


 
 


Lost  0.0% 0.0% 
Total  15,364  


Table 4-13: Legibility of finishing slap tattoo at the abattoir (1) 


 
More than a third of the 4 characters slap tattoo originated from Québec and PEI. As these 
provinces only use 5 characters slap one can say that these 4 characters tattoos in Québec and PEI 
are in fact 5 characters tattoos of which one character was not legible and were wrongly 
considered as 4 characters tattoos. All these 4 characters tattoos in Québec and PEI were also not 
legible (at least one of the 4 characters could not be read). 
If we revised the legibility according to this new element we have the following results (Table 
4-14 and Table 4-15): 
 


 Legibility
3 characters 97% 
4 characters 96% 
5 characters 87% 


Table 4-14: Legibility at the abattoir for the different shoulder slap tattoos 


 
 Manitoba Québec PEI Total 
3 characters slap, legible 16% 0 0 2% 
4 characters slap, legible 36% 0 0 5% 
5 characters slap, legible 42%


 
 


83%


 
 


94% 


 
 


80% 


 
 


3 characters slap, not legible 1% 0 0 0.0% 
4 characters slap, not legible 2% 0 0 0.0% 
5 characters slap, not legible 1% 17% 6% 12% 
No tattoo found 3% 


 
 


0% 


 
 


0.0%


 
 


0.0% 


 
 


Total 2,063 9,916 3,385 15,364 


Table 4-15: Legibility of finishing slap tattoo at the abattoir (2) 


 
The legibility of the “visual” scenarios (#4 to 7) is described hereafter. To determine a pig is 
legible for a particular scenario, every identifier it is bearing must be legible: the one put at the 
farrowing barn (visual tag or ear tattoo), the one put at the nursery (visual tag, pneumatic tattoo, 
body pig tattoo) and the one put at finishing (shoulder slap tattoo). 
The scenario legibility is given in Table 4-16. 
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 % of pig legible as a scenario 
Scenario #4 (tag-tag-slap) 74% 
Scenario #5 (tag-pneumatic tattoo-slap) 24% 
Scenario #6 (ear tattoo-tag-slap) 41% 
Scenario #7 (ear tattoo-body pig tattoo-slap) 20% 


Table 4-16: Scenario legibility at the abattoir 


 
After checking and correction for multicollinearity, the scenario non legibility was modelled 
using logistic multiple-regression. Confounding, interaction and departure from a linear trend 
were assessed using the likelihood-ratio test (LRT). Backward stepwise variable selection was 
used. 
This model included the variables scenario #5, #6 and #7 (versus scenario #4), province (Québec 
being the baseline), farm size and production type (one site being the baseline). The results are 
shown in Table 4-17. 
 


Variable Odds ratio 95% CI (OR) S.E. P 
Scenarioa     
     #4 1.0 - - - 
     #5 15.0 12.0, 18.8 1.7 <0.001 
     #6 5.7 4.6, 6.9 0.6 <0.001 
     #7 33.3 25.1, 44.4 4.9 <0.001 
Province     
     Québec 1.0 - - - 
     Manitoba 6.2 4.8, 8.0 0.8 <0.001 
     PEI 0.8 0.6, 1.0 0.1 0.030 
Farm size     
     Small 1.0 - - - 
     Medium 2.1 1.5, 2.9 0.4 <0.001 
     Large 2.3 1.6, 3.3 0.4 <0.001 
Type of productionb     
     From one site to 2 and 3 sites 0.7 0.6, 0.8 0.1 <0.001 


 a 4,079 pigs 
 b This variable was modelled as a continuous data, according to LRT 


Table 4-17: Logistic-regression model for variables associated with pig unidentifiable (CI = confidence 
interval, S.E. = standard error) 


 
Scenarios #5, #6 and #7 are 15, 5.7 and 33.3 times less legible than scenario #4 respectively, 
taking into account the province of origin, farm size and type of production. 
 
Table  4-17 also shows the legibility was worse in Manitoba compared to Québec and PEI, worse 
in medium and large production lines compared to the small production lines (less than 200 
sows), and increased with the number of sites involved in the production line (identification 
means borne by pigs from farrow-to-finish site showed the worse legibility). 
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(4) Electronic scenarios 
Great differences were seen between the numbers of tags read at different production stages and 
the number read at the different abattoirs. 
 
Producers were supposed to tag 8,500 pigs for scenario #1 and #3. We were acknowledged that 
8,398 pigs were identified (i.e. tags were read when put in place, which “activates” the tag into 
our database). Five deaths during transport and 244 deaths during production were reported. The 
abattoirs transmitted 5,298 pigs to the database (2,004 in MB; 2,603 in QC and 691 in PEI), for 
910 transmitted as having left the finishing barns. The different numbers received in the database 
are shown in Table 4-18. 
 


 Nbr of 
pigs to be 
identified 


Reported 
to 


database 
as 


identified 


Death To be 
received 


at 
abattoir 


 
 
 


by province 


Reported 
to 


database 
as out to 
abattoir 


Read at 
abattoir 


 
 
 


by province


FDX 
Reydet 


1,875 1,737 47 1,299a MB :
QC :
PEI :


0
1,221


125


295 889 
(68%) 


1 
776 
112 


FDX 
Digital 
Angel 


1,375 1,045 25 1,350 MB :
QC :
PEI :


500
375
500


129 1,497 
(111%) 


868 
331 
298 


FDX 
Allflex 


750 1,077 60 690 MB :
QC :
PEI :


0
500
250


102 455 
(66%) 


0 
444 
11 


HDX 
Allflex 


4,500 4,539 109 3,641a MB :
QC :
PEI :


1,500
1,000
1,250


384 2,457 
(66%) 


1,135 
1,052 
270 


Total 8,500 8,398 241 6,980 MB:
QC:
PEI:


2,000
3,096
2,125


910 5,298 
(76%) 


2,004 
2,603 
691 


a accounting for pigs which went to a non-participating abattoir 


Table 4-18: Electronic tags notifications 


 
It should be noted that the id read and sent the same day could not be from the same tag (no 
allowance for a duplicate number to be sent to database the same day for the same activity). Also 
the database did not accepted duplicated id for the same activity on different days. It resulted that 
the database contained 12,516 unique activities. As tags are read when put in place and each time 
pigs were moving to another site of production, between 2 (birth-to-finish producer) and 6 (3 
sites production) readings (or “activities”) had to be recorded, meaning that, starting with 8,500 
tags, a total of 41,000 activities should have been notified, including readings at abattoir (but not 
accounting for mortalities). 
 
These pigs belonging to an electronic scenario were not only read for their tag but also for their 
finishing slap tattoo. Data on finishing slap tattoo legibility came from 5,253 “electronic” pigs, 
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meaning that 75% out of the 6,980 “electronic” pigs waited for at the abattoir were effectively 
received there. From these 5,253 pigs, a total of 5,298 tags were notified to the database. 
Table 4-19 is showing the distribution of “electronic” pigs read for their finishing slap tattoo by 
province. 
 


Manitoba Québec PEI 
936 3,082 1,235


Table 4-19: Number of pigs read for their finishing slap tattoo and part of an electronic scenario 


 
Nearly all the “electronic” pigs that should be recovered in QC really were (3,082 out of 3,096) 
but only 85% of them could be read at the abattoir (2,603 out of 3,082). 
Half the pigs in PEI were recovered (58%, 1,235 out of 2,125) and half of them could be read 
(56%, 691 out of 1,235). 
Manitoba apparently did not read for their finishing slap tattoos about half of the “electronic” 
pigs (936 out of 2,000) but nearly all the pigs that should be recovered in MB really were (2,004 
instead of 2,000). High line speed had some impact for the technicians to be able to manage 
electronic reading, which was not always an easy and quick task, and to read the tattoo at the 
same time, even if 3 technicians were permanently doing the job. But here again, technicians 
notified us they were not able to read some tags (in a dozen instances) and the number recovered 
equals the number awaited, meaning some numbers were created during reading and/or 
transmission. 
 
The readers were of great concern during the study. The producers faced problems with the 
reliability of the different readers in terms of sturdiness but most of all in terms of ability to read 
effectively the tags and in their capacity to keep the information and send it appropriately. The 
reader’s inner-software was showing variation in performance, sometimes being not able to keep 
the information in memory and sometimes creating new ids (up to 10,000 in some instances). 
Some tags also appeared as “ghosts” in the database, i.e. there were read at some point in their 
life (for example at their activation), disappeared when pigs were moving, and re-appeared at 
other points later in life (abattoir).  Every production chain, from birth to finish, used the same 
type of readers. Variation in reading between different reader suppliers could not be accounted 
for these. 
 
More than the excess of tags sent as read compared to the actual number of tags distributed, the 
loss of a large number of pigs and the disappearance of such great numbers of tags during their 
lifetime is of concern. 
The loss of pigs during the study can be explained by the fact that only a few numbers of pigs 
were part of the study in barns that counted sometimes several hundreds or more pigs. Retrieving, 
counting and reading these pigs was not always easy; especially if various barn employees, 
sometimes not aware of the pilot study running in their barns, had to manage these study pigs. 
 
Despite the fact that some readers were able to create new numbers, variations in the 
identification format according to the reader can explain the different numbers retrieved. Even if 
every reader were standardized according to our instructions for reading and transmitting data, 
the various ways the readers and their software are working allow very easily for a small 
variation in format, causing non-reconciliation between numbers. As well, error transmissions in 
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case of any small bug (internal – software – or external – shocks, tough working environment) 
could happen too easily. 
Pig barn environment can also be a challenge for electronic readers. Dust, shocks, presence of 
metallic structures can all disturb the reading of the tags. This can be illustrated with the readings 
done at the abattoir in QC and PEI where only 85 and 56% of the tags could be read when the 
pigs were hanging between the scalding tank and the burner. In comparison, pigs in MB were 
read after the burner (e.g. a different environment than in other abattoirs) and the majority of pigs 
could be read. 
 
Standardization of readers (one type), of software (together with reliability improvement) and of 
transmission format would all together improve greatly electronic technology performances in 
swine production settings. 
 


(5) Health problems 
Very few problems were seen at the abattoir (0.5%, abscesses, inflammation etc.), in concordance 
with what was reported by the producers during the life of the animals. 
 


(6) Comments by producers 
Three hundred and ninety-five questionnaires were collected in Québec, 114 in Manitoba and 26 
in PEI. 
 
- Electronic tags: general comments by producers on the electronic technologies (HDX and FDX) 
are that the functionality of the system is good, and favoured by medium to large producers 
(except colonies). But on the other hand, they found several drawbacks to that technology: 
difficulty for the reader to discriminate between animals, reading distance too short, reader 
reliability questionable, very difficult to catch the animals and read them, and most of all, they 
found that the costs associated to these technologies were unacceptable as well as their threat on 
animal welfare (Table 4-20). 
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Comments  % of 


respondent 
Functionality Good 67% 
 Poor 33% 
Ability of the reader to differentiate 
between animals 


Poor 93% 


 Good 7% 
Transfer of data Difficult 50% 
 Easy 50% 
Reading distance Too short 33% 
Reader reliability Poor 45% 
Difficulties encountered To catch the animals 52% 
 Equipment difficult to use 19% 
 Ear infections and fights between 


animals 
14% 


 Need for a computer 10% 
Cost associated Unreasonable 93% 
 No more than usual 7% 
Electronic technology favoured HDX 44% 
 FDX 11% 
Animal welfare Compromised 83% 
 Not compromised 17% 


Table 4-20: Producers comments on electronic technologies (18% were women and 16% were colonies) 


- Visual tags: farrowing barns found this technique very functional, mainly because it takes less 
time to realise then other methods, even if you have to be at least 2 people to do the job. 
Functionality at nursery is less remarkable even if realised quickly, mainly because it perturbs the 
management at entry and ear bites are viewed as a problem (but this should also be the case for 
electronic tags) (Table 4-21). 
 


Comments  % of respondent
Functionality at farrowing Good 65% 
                      at nursery Good 33% 
                      at finishing Good 92% 
Timeliness at farrowing Too long 7% 
                  at nursery Too long 25% 
 Fast 75% 
Difficulties encountered at farrowing barn To be alone to do the job 86% 
 To catch the piglets 14% 
                                        at nursery To catch the pigs 50% 
 Ear bites 50% 
Animal welfare Compromised at farrowing 25% 


Table 4-21: Producers comments on visual tags (11% were women for farrowing barns, 9% at nurseries) 
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- Ear tattoo: functionality is viewed as good but tattooing was recognized as a dirty process by a 
large majority of producers across the 3 provinces (2 cases of a sow refusing its piglets were 
recorded during the pilot study) (Table 4-22). 
 


Comments  % of respondent 
Functionality Good 53% 
 Poor 47% 
Difficulties Dirty process 83% 
 Take too much time 8% 


Table 4-22: Producers comments on ear tattooing (14% were women) 


 
- Body pig tattoo: functionality is poor for this technique. Stress, space to slap the pigs in 
nurseries, animal welfare when slapping a small pig with such a hammer and poor legibility are 
drawbacks for it (Table 4-23). 
 


Comments  % of respondent 
Functionality Poor 33% 
Disadvantages Supplementary stress 64% 
 Need space to be done 36% 
Animal welfare Compromised 78% 


Table 4-23: Producers comments on body pig tattooing (22% were women) 


 
- Pneumatic tattooing: functionality is very poor for pneumatic tattooing. Dirtiness and the 
inability to read the tattoos are main disadvantages (Table 4-24). 
 


Comments  % of respondent 
Functionality Poor 50% 
Advantages Can be realised alone 2% 
 Quick 4% 
Disadvantages Tattoo not legible instantly 28% 
 Dirty process 41% 
 Too long 13% 
 Stressful for animals 7% 
 Need to be 2 people 4% 


Table 4-24: Producers comments on pneumatic tattooing (27% were women) 


 
It can be noted that when producers expressed themselves on the best method to identify their 
pigs, 58% are in favour of the visual tags, 25% for ear tattoos and 17% for electronic tags. 
 
Use of electronic device (pocket PC): the use of the pocket PC during the study was found 
helpful by people having habit and day-to-day use of such devices (like computers), but other 
people found it too cumbersome and needless for their work. 
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c) Economic performances 
Agéco 


Table 4-25 and Table 4-26 show the results from the cost estimation of the different identification 
means. It should be noted that this economic analysis takes its entire signification when put in 
parallel with the technical performances of the identification means. Also these costs only regard 
the performance of the identification means alone; excluding the possible advantages and 
disadvantages in a traceability context. 
Data from the pilot study are also showing great variations, especially for the time allocated for 
identification. Consequently the analysis does not allow providing a precise value but rather 
propose a range of value, which is for the least really of great interest. 
 


(1) Results 
Table 4-25 shows a simulation for the identification costs at the farm level for the production of a 
1,000 hogs. The 6 scenarios are shown and detailed by variable costs ($/1,000 piglets or $/1,000 
hogs according to production stage) and fixed costs ($/1,000 pigs). The minimum and maximum 
costs are also reported, as well as the costs related to work time. Work time relates to the 
placement of the identification means or its reading. Finally costs are distinguished according to 
production stage (farrowing barn, nursery, finishing barn). 
 
Table 4-26 shows the sum of costs for each scenario and for the production of a 1,000 hogs. 
Underlined numbers correspond to the scenario giving the minimal costs according to the type of 
production and the type of costs (manpower, variable costs, and fixed costs). This allows for the 
acknowledgement of advantages and disadvantages for certain identifiers in terms of manpower 
and equipment costs. 
 
The electronic scenarios (#1 and #3) are the most expensive. Scenarios #4 and #5 with visual ear 
tags have an intermediate cost. The last 2 scenarios (#6 and #7) are the least expensive. 
 
Despite the variability of results from the pilot study, the range of value for the costs of the 
different scenarios is marked enough – from one for scenarios #6 and #7, to 3 for scenarios #4 
and #5 – to be able to conclude for an effective difference of costs between these 2 groups of 
scenarios. It is the same for scenarios #1 and #3, which are clearly the most expensive. 
 


 Scenario #1 Scenario #3 Scenario #4 Scenario #5 Scenario #6 Scenario #7 
Sow unit HDX ear tag 


Tag applicator 
On-farm 
reader 


FDX ear tag 
Tag applicator


On-farm 
reader 


Visual ear tag 
Tag applicator 


Ink 
Manual ear tattooing apparel 


Equipments 
Variable costs 


($/1,000 piglets) 
Fixed costs 


($/1,000 piglets) 


 
3,500$ 


 
202$ - 450$ 


 
2,280$ - 
2,680$ 


202$ - 450$ 


 
350$ - 1,071$ 


 
23$ - 33$ 


 
20$ 


 
90$ 


Labour 
Time application 


Sec/piglet/person 
Persons 


 
 


40.7 
2.2 


 
 


32.6 
2.2 


 
 


32.1 
1.9 


 
 


29.2 
1.2 
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Application costs 
($/1,000 piglets) 


Time reading 
Sec/piglet/person 


Persons 
Reading costs 


($/1,000 piglets) 


294$ 
 
 
 


30.3 
1.7 


173$ 


243$ 
 
 
 


29.8 
1.8 


176$ 


203$ 
 
 
 


x 
x 
x 


114$ 
 
 
 


x 
x 
x 


Total 
($/1,000 piglets) 


Min 
Max 


 
 


4,169$ 
4,417$ 


 
 


2,901$ 
3,549$ 


 
 


576$ 
1,307$ 


 
 


224$ 
224$ 


Nursery unit On-farm 
reader 


On-farm 
reader 


Visual ear tag
Tag 
applicator 


Ink 
Air pistol 
shoulder 
tattooing 
apparel 


Visual ear tag 
Tag 
applicator 


Ink 
Body pig slap 
tattoo 


Equipments 
Variable costs 
($/1,000 piglets) 
Fixed costs 
($/1,000 piglets) 


 
x 
 


179$ - 417$ 


 
x 
 


179$ - 417$ 


 
350$ - 1,071$


23$ - 33$ 


 
30$ - 90$ 


 
200$ - 527$ 


 
350$ - 1,071$ 


23$ - 33$ 


 
20$ 


 
84$ 


Labour 
Time application 


Sec/piglet/person 
Persons 


Application costs 
($/1,000 piglets) 


Time reading 
Sec/piglet/person 


Persons 
Reading costs 


($/1,000 piglets) 


 
 
x 
x 
x 
 
 
 


30.3 
1.7 


173$ 


 
 
x 
x 
x 
 
 
 


29.8 
1.8 


176$ 


 
 


32.1 
1.9 


203$ 
 
 
 
x 
x 
x 


 
 


46.6 
2.2 


337$ 
 
 
 
x 
x 
x 


 
 


32.1 
1.9 


203$ 
 
 
 
x 
x 
x 


 
 


47.9 
1.5 


241$ 
 
 
 
x 
x 
x 


Total 
($/1,000 piglets) 


Min 
Max 


 
 


352$ 
590$ 


 
 


355$ 
593$ 


 
 


576$ 
1,307$ 


 
 


627$ 
894$ 


 
 


576$ 
1,307$ 


 
 


345$ 
345$ 


Finisher Ink 
Shoulder slap 


tattoo 
On-farm 
reader 


Ink 
Shoulder slap 


tattoo 
On-farm 
reader 


Ink 
Shoulder slap tattoo 


Equipments 
Variable costs 


($/1,000 piglets) 
Fixed costs 


($/1,000 piglets) 


 
20$ 


 
252$ - 490$ 


 
20$ 


 
179$ - 417$ 


 
20$ 


 
73$ 


Labour 
Time application 


Sec/piglet/person 
Persons 


Application costs 
($/1,000 piglets) 


Time reading 
Sec/piglet/person 


Persons 


 
 


52.5 
1.4 


250$ 
 
 
 


30.3 


 
 


52.5 
1.4 


250$ 
 
 
 


29.8 


 
 


52.5 
1.4 


250$ 
 
 
 


x 
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Reading costs 
($/1,000 piglets) 


1.7 
173$ 


1.8 
176$ 


x 
x 


Total 
($/1,000 piglets) 


Min 
Max 


 
 


695$ 
933$ 


 
 


698$ 
936$ 


 
 


343$ 
343$ 


Table 4-25: Estimated costs per identifier ($/1,000 piglets or hogs), multi-site 


 
 Scenario #1 


(HDX tag-
slap tattoo) 


Scenario #3 
(FDX tag-
slap tattoo)


Scenario #4 
(visual tag-
visual tag-
slap tattoo) 


Scenario #5 
(visual tag-
pneumatic 
tattoo-slap 


tattoo) 


Scenario #6 
(ear tattoo-
visual tag-
slap tattoo) 


Scenario #7 
(ear tattoo-
body pig 


tattoo-slap 
tattoo) 


Sec/hog 317 305 196 236 169 180 
Labour 
cost 


1,062$ 1,021$ 657$ 790$ 567$ 604$ 


Variable 
costs 


Min 
Max 


 
3,520$ 
3,520$ 


 
2,300$ 
2,700$ 


 
720$ 


2,160$ 


 
460$ 


1,120$ 


 
390$ 


1,110$ 


 
60$ 
60$ 


Fixed 
costs 


Min 
Max 


 
633$ 


1,357$ 


 
633$ 


1,357$ 


 
118$ 
138$ 


 
296$ 
632$ 


 
186$ 
196$ 


 
247$ 
247$ 


TOTAL 
Min 
Max 


 
5,215$ 
5,939$ 


 
3,953$ 
5,077$ 


 
1,495$ 
2,935$ 


 
1,546$ 
2,542$ 


 
1,142$ 
1,872$ 


 
911$ 
911$ 


Table 4-26: Total estimated cost per scenario ($/1,000 hogs), multi-site 


 
For information, the costs for the different tags suggested by the suppliers of the study are (Table 
 4-27): 
 


 Min Max 
ID-001 Numbered plastic ear tag 0.35$ 1.07$
ID-003 Electronic ear tag HDX 3.50$  
ID-003 Electronic ear tag FDX 2.28$ 2.68$


Table 4-27: Suggested price for visual and electronic tags 
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(2) Statistical analysis of variables « time of work » and “manpower” for 
identification 


 


(a) Database 
- Estimation of the time needed to place the identification means 
Three hundred and fifty-six observations were collected for the activity «placement of the 
identification means». From this number 17 observations were withdrawn because not 
completely documented (i.e. no information on time or number of pigs). Information coming 
from PEI was also not usable (21 observations) and 8 observations regarded scenario #2 which 
was withdrawn from the study. 
Over the remaining 310 observations, 198 observations were related to the time for identification 
strictly, and the remaining 112 also gave information for the time of identification done with 
other activities (castration, cutting teeth, etc.). For producers doing the identification activity at 
the same time than doing other activities, they were asked to give the time for doing these other 
activities alone, apart from the identification. Reconciliation between these 2 times, with and 
without identification activity, had to be realized in order to extrapolate the time allowed for the 
identification only. Following this reconciliation, 54 observations were rejected (48 %) over a 
total of 112, generally because the times reported could no allowed for a reconciliation between 
these 2 times. 
Finally, 83 % of the observations (256 over 310) regarding the time to place the identification 
means were analyzed. 
 
These 256 observations analyzed came from 56 different farms, of which three quarters were 
located in Québec and the other quarter in Manitoba. There were mainly farrowing units (30 %), 
finishing (23 %) and birth-to-finish (21 %) and the majority (64 %) were large operations (Table 
4-28 and Table 4-29). 
 


  Nbr of farms % 
Nursery-finishing 2 4% 
Nursery 3 5% 
Farrowing-nursery 9 16%
Birth-to-finish 12 21%
Finishing 13 23%
Farrowing 17 30%
TOTAL 56  


Table 4-28: Placement of identification means: farms analysed according to type of production 
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  Nbr of farms % 
Large 36 64%
Medium 18 32%
Small 2 4% 
TOTAL 56  


Table 4-29: Placement of identification means: herds analysed according to farm size 


 
Table 4-30 shows, for each type of identification means, the mean time to place the identifier 
(time/pig/person). The ear tattoo is the identification mean which required the least time. In 
comparison the finishing shoulder slap required more than 50 seconds per pig and per person. It 
should be noted that the different data about time were extremely variable, even between data 
given by the same producer for the same activity with the same identification mean. 
 


Identifiers Nbr observations Nbr hogs 
identified 


Mean Minimum Maximum Variation 
Coefficientb 


Ear tattoo 55 3440 29,2 6 75 49 
FDX tag 24 3095 32,6 8,4 60 41 
Visual tag 68 8270 32,7 4,76 120 59 
HDX tag 25 2714 40,7 4,55 90 58 
Pneumatic tattoo 19 2841 46,6 13,51 135 64 
Body tattoo 18 2020 47,9 12,31 128,57 70 
Shoulder slap 47 2829 53,6 7,32 450 135 


Table 4-30: Time allowed (sec/hog/person)a for identifier placement 


a Include observations regarding time for identifier placement when realized at the same time than other 
activities (cutting teeth, castration, etc.) 


b According rules followed by Statistics Canada, especially in their agriculture Statistics database (SESA), the 
variation coefficients higher than 35% indicate that the estimation is poor and data less reliable. Coefficients 


smaller than 25% indicate a reasonable confidence in the estimates 
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Identifiers Nbr observations Nbr hogs 


identified 
Mean Minimum Maximum Variation 


Coefficient 


Ear tattoo 55 3440 1,16 1,0 3,0 36 
Shoulder slap 47 2829 1,40 1,0 3,0 53 
Body tattoo 18 2020 1,50 1,0 3,0 41 
Visual tag 68 8270 1,88 1,0 4,0 37 
HDX tag 25 2714 2,16 1,0 4,0 44 
pneumatic tattoo 19 2841 2,16 1,0 4,0 28 
FDX tag 24 3095 2,23 1,0 4,0 27 


Table 4-31: Manpowera for placement of identification means 


a Include observations regarding time for identifier placement when realized at the same time than other 
activities 


 
- From Table 4-31, on average, the 2 electronic technologies (HDX and FDX) and the pneumatic 
tattoo seems to require more employees than other identifications (mean of 2.16 person and 2.23 
person, the others are all under 2). 


 
- If we take into account the total manpower implied, we can see the identification means 
classification change a bit (see first and last columns of Table 4-32). Indeed, ear tattooing is still 
the quickest one, but pneumatic tattooing becomes the one that needs the more time (around 100 
seconds per pig). 
 


Identifiers Time/hog /person (sec/hog/person) Nbr person required Total time/hog 


Ear tattoo 29.2 1.16 33.9 
Visual tag 32.7 1.88 61.4 
Body tattoo 47.9 1.5 71.9 
FDX tag 32.6 2.23 72.7 
Shoulder slap 53.6 1.40 75.1 
HDX tag 40.7 2.16 87.8 
Pneumatic tattoo 46.6 2.16 100.6 


Table 4-32: Placement of identifier: time required by hog taking into account the manpower involved 


 
- It seems to have an advantage by doing the identification while doing other activities (cutting 
teeth, castration, etc.) (Table 4-33). This is true whatever the identification technology used, but 
more markedly when placing a visual ear tag or an HDX electronic ear tag. However, the small 
number of observations warns us to be careful in our conclusion. The finishing shoulder slap 
tattoo should also be looked at. The number of people present to realize the shoulder slap is two 
times larger when other activities are realized at the same time. When the total manpower implied 
is taken into account, the total time per pig for identification is higher (75 seconds/pig vs. 
67 seconds/pig) than when the placement is done besides other manipulations. 
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Identifiers Application alone N Mean-time spent 
(s/hog/person) 


Mean-person 
required 


Mean-Total 
Time/hog 


FDX tag no 3 35.1 2.00 70.3 
  yes 21 32.2 2.24 72.2 
HDX tag no 4 25.3 2.50 63.2 
  yes 21 43.6 2.10 91.6 
Body tattoo yes 18 48.0 1.50 71.9 


Ear tattoo no 30 25.3 1.07 27.1 
  yes 25 33.9 1.28 43.4 
Pneumatic tattoo yes 19 46.6 2.16 100.6 


Shoulder slap no 10 30.0 2.50 75.0 
  yes 37 60.0 1.11 66.6 
Visual tag non 11 18.1 1.91 34.6 
  yes 57 35.5 1.88 66.7 


Table 4-33: Comparison between placement of identifier done alone or at the same time than other 
procedures 


 
- Table 4-34 allows us to see that the body pig tattoo and the pneumatic tattoo were not realized 
at the same time than other procedures. 
 
- Ear tattoo (96 %), shoulder slap (96 %), visual ear tags (91 %) and electronic identifiers (92% 
for HDX and 75% for FDX,) were easily placed or very easily placed in a high proportion. 
 


  Very easy Easy Difficult Very difficult 
Ear tattoo 35% 62% 4% 0% 
Shoulder slap 20% 76% 4% 0% 
HDX tag 36% 56% 8% 0% 
Visual tag 12% 79% 1% 7% 
FDX tag 4% 71% 13% 13% 
Pneumatic tattoo 0% 42% 53% 5% 
Body tattoo 0% 17% 67% 17% 


Table 4-34: Easiness to place the identifier 


 
- The analysis for the time to place the identification means according to farm size or type of 
production (one site, multi-sites) does not show any significant differences. 
 
Some identification practices are already in use in some farms. This can influence results from 
the study. Comparing results by province (Table 4-35), mean time for identification is lower in 
Manitoba (9.9 seconds/pig/person for ear tattooing and 22.8 seconds for body pig tattooing) than 
in Québec (29.9 and 51, respectively). Results have to be weighted as only a few observations 
were available from Manitoba. Nonetheless we can think that when an operation becomes regular 
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and repeated, the quicker it is realized. The time recorded in this study over-estimated the work 
time that would really be allocated for identification, whatever the technology. 
 


Identifiers Province N Mean time spent 
(sec/hog/person) 


Mean person 
required 


Mean total time/hog


FDX tag MB 5 23.5 2.80 65.7 
  QC 19 35.0 2.06 72.1 
HDX tag MB 6 17.9 3.33 59.5 
  QC 19 47.9 1.79 85.7 
Body tattoo MB 2 22.8 2.00 45.6 
  QC 16 51.1 1.44 73.6 
Ear tattoo MB 2 9.9 2.50 24.8 
  QC 53 29.9 1.11 33.2 
Pneumatic tattoo MB 2 58.0 3.00 174.1 
  QC 17 45.2 2.06 93.2 
Shoulder slap MB 1 43.2 1.00 43.2 
  QC 46 53.9 1.41 75.9 
Visual tag MB 10 15.9 2.60 41.3 
  QC 58 35.6 1.76 62.6 


Table 4-35: Placement of identifier: time and manpower required by type of identifier and province 


 
- Table 4-35 shows that time difference between provinces is valid whatever identification 
means. Mean time is higher in Québec than in Manitoba, except for pneumatic tattooing (though 
caution should be put on the results from MB as few observations were collected). 
 
- On the other hand more people were required to do the same tasks in MB than in QC, except for 
pneumatic tattooing. 
 
- But when total work time is computed per pig, taking into account total manpower employed, 
the gap between MB and QC is still present (see last column). 
 
 
- Estimation of time required for reading identification 
Two hundred and fifty-four observations were collected regarding time required for reading the 
identification means. From these 39 observations were withdrawn for incompleteness (no 
information on the number of pigs read) and 6 others because regarding scenario #2. Finally 3 
observations were aberrant data. Two hundred and six observations regarding reading time were 
kept for analysis. 


 
These 206 observations analysed came from 61 different farms, of which 70 % were from QC 
and 30 % from MB. They were mainly finishing barns (43%), nurseries (23%) and farrowing unit 
(18%). Three quarters of them were large production unit (Table 4-36 and Table 4-37). 
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 Nbr of farms % 


Nursery-finishing 2 4% 
Farrowing-nursery 3 5% 
Birth-to-finish 9 16%
Farrowing 10 18%
Nursery 13 23%
Finishing 24 43%
Total 61  


Table 4-36: Reading of identifier, according to type of production 


 
  Nbr of farms % 
Large 42 75%
Medium 17 30%
Small 2 4% 
Total 61  


Table 4-37: Reading of identifier, according to farm size 


 
- Like those for placement time, data for reading time showed great variations (Table 4-38).  
Based on mean time, the 2 electronic tags are the quickest identification means for reading 
(around 30 seconds per pig) ; pneumatic tattoos and body pig tattoos require the most time (more 
than 100 seconds per pig). Same remark applies for variation coefficient as above. 
 


Identifiers Nbr of 
observations 


Nbr of hog 
identified 


Mean Minimum Maximum Variation 
Coefficient 


FDX tag 42 4969 29.8 4.8 171.4 113 
HDX tag 74 7247 30.3 1.1 180.0 106 
Visual tag 49 1978 50.2 0.5 336.0 118 
Ear tattoo 26 650 60.1 12.0 216.0 75 
Pneumatic tattoo 10 250 107.5 24.0 336.0 102 
Body tattoo 5 125 122.4 36.0 216.0 71 


Table 4-38: Time (sec/hog/person) for reading 


 
- Besides the variation in results, very few observations were available for some identification 
means (body pig tattoo and pneumatic tattoo). But this result is supported by information 
collected on the difficulties to read the identifiers (Table 4-39). Comments are unanimous about 
body pig tattoo and pneumatic tattoo: their reading is difficult for 80% of cases. 
 
- On the other hand more than 75% of electronic and visual tags readings were found easy or very 
easy. 
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  Very easy easy Difficult Very difficult 
Visual tag 46% 40% 8% 6% 
HDX tag 26% 56% 15% 3% 
FDX tag 27% 49% 22% 2% 
Ear tattoo 4% 54% 35% 8% 
Pneumatic tattoo 10% 0% 10% 80% 
Body tattoo 0% 0% 20% 80% 


Table 4-39: Easiness to read the different identifiers 


 
Data about manpower required for reading indicated that, even if easy to read, electronic tags 
needed more people to read them (Table 4-40). When taking into account total manpower 
implied, identifier classification is about the same (see first and last column of Table 4-41), 
except electronic identifiers which perform best. 
 
Identifiers Nbr of observations Mean Minimum Maximum Variation Coefficient 
Visual tag 46 1.28 1 3 39 
Ear tattoo 26 1.31 1 3 47 
Pneumatic tattoo 9 1.44 1 3 50 
HDX tag 69 1.70 1 4 50 
FDX tag 41 1.76 1 4 42 
Body tattoo 5 1.80 1 2 25 


Table 4-40: Manpower for reading 


 
Identifiers Time (sec)/hog /person Nbr person required Total time/hog


HDX tag 30.3 1.70 51.5 
FDX tag 29.8 1.76 52.5 
Visual tag 50.2 1.28 64.3 
Ear tattoo 60,1 1.31 78.7 
Pneumatic tattoo 107.5 1.44 154.8 
Body tattoo 122.4 1.80 220.3 


Table 4-41: Reading: time required taking into account the manpower 


 
- Analysis of reading time following size and type of production does not give significant 
differences. 
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4.1.4 Discussion and conclusion 
 
The different means of identification evaluated during this study clearly had different results. 
 
Electronic technologies had herd management advantages noted by the different participants. But 
the electronic scenarios demonstrated a poor functionality in the production settings encountered. 
The readers had a poor reliability in terms of sturdiness, collection, storage and transfer of data. 
The implementation of such technologies would require adjustments in reader technical 
capabilities to meet the difficulties encountered in pig barns. Also, larger producers would require 
automatic readings to avoid multiple handling of animals. 
Moreover, the cost to implement an electronic technology is viewed as too expensive by many 
pig producers. 
 
The visual ear tags showed clearly the best traceability functionalities against the other visual and 
electronic identifications. Their legibility was 92%, whenever they were put on (sow unit or 
nursery), which in fact can be considered as a 95% legibility as the non-legible one were only 
dirty tags needing some cleansing to be read. 
With visual tag identification, it should be considered that 5% of the pigs would lose their 
identification during their life. 
The easiness of use is also an advantage, even if ear tagging should be improved for women 
(applicators sometimes hard to use). Also, the functionality of not having to read them makes 
things easier for the producers. 
The cost for visual tags is also much lower than electronic technologies, even if not as low as 
tattooing. But the different tattooing techniques tested here did not show the performances 
required for traceability objectives. 
 
Visual tags can be viewed as the identification mean of choice, together with the finishing slap 
tattoo. This tattoo process should however be enhanced in Québec to catch up the performances 
noted in MB and PEI. 
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4.2. Movement of pigs in groups/lots 
AVC Inc. 


Clarkston Canada 
 
The Pilot Study Protocol stated that there was significant opinion in Canada that traceability and 
hog movement in some production systems could be achieved by tracking groups of hogs rather 
than individual animals. Production systems, as well as other countries, are using group 
identification to track inventory and movements with demonstrable success.   
 
A comparison could be made with the poultry industry where birds are typically raised without 
permanent identification, yet as a unit, the flock is recorded and tracked using group records. This 
concept is significantly different to the cattle and ruminant model where individual animals have 
at least one permanent means of identification. Production within the pork industry is mid-way 
between these two agricultural commodities, however in many cases, and, increasingly, with 
time, the pork industry is moving closer to the poultry model for production. 
 
The underlying principle for the hog movement group/lot scenario was that there was no explicit 
identification of the animals. This meant that neither individual physical identification nor pre-
assigned group identification numbers were used. The foundation for the project was a 
sophisticated movement tracking protocol and supporting reconciliation processes to provide 
appropriate information integrated within a data management system that recorded and managed 
hog movement data. 
 
Before consideration could be given to the design of the movement-tracking program a definition 
of animal premises was required. The first exercise this project engaged in together with the CPC 
technical committee was to develop a common definition of premises.   The technical committee 
adopted the following definition: 
 


‘A swine premises is a contiguous land location, based on Provincial land 
titles records, including all structures housing pig(s) and other livestock.’ 


 
Note: subsequent to the CPC accepting the above draft definition, the Premises Identification and 
Geo-referencing Working Group of the Canadian Livestock Identification Agency extended the 
definition. This was done to tie more directly into regulation and ensure appropriateness across 
all relevant species. This action did not have a direct impact the Group/Lot scenario. The 
resulting definition is as follows: 
 
“A premises is a land location based on land titles, deeds or geo-referenced coordinates where 
species included under the Health of Animals Regulations are housed, kept, assembled or 
disposed of. Where premises are contiguous, i.e. not separated by another land title or deeds, 
they may be registered as a single premises.” 
 
It is generally recognized that, from an infectious Foreign Animal Disease (FAD) perspective, all 
animals on any given premises have the same health status. One of the most important pieces of 
information to have is where animals came from prior to arriving at particular premises and to 
what premises they were shipped. The individuality of the animals received/shipped and where 
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they are housed on a premises becomes secondary and of little consequence to the movement 
reconciliation process. In this context, commingling or mixing animals in a barn or pen from 
more than one source premises is not an issue as long as the movement of those animals to and 
from the premises is recorded accurately. 
 
This group lot scenario tested an option where pig movements were registered and cross 
referenced within a database to provide the trace back and trace forward tools necessary to 
mitigate risks associated with a FAD outbreak or human health concern. At the outset of a FAD, 
time is the most important factor; accurate, complete and detailed animal movement information 
needs to be available quickly. 
 


4.2.1 Lot movement and reconciliation 
 
The basis for providing accurate records of hog movement was a double entry event record that 
captured the premises from where pigs originated, which was then matched to the premises to 
where the pigs were moved. Any discrepancies in animal numbers, transport lot to which they 
belong, or dates, were deemed exceptions. When and if an exception is noted, a process begins to 
reconcile the animal movements and find the cause and significance of the exception. 
 


4.2.2 Objectives 
 
A core objective was to design and test an animal movement recording system that reflected 
actual business processes accurately to support control of a FAD and mitigate associated risks. 
FAD management is the primary reason for the tracking of live animals. Risks to food safety and 
other similar issues, although important, were not fundamental drivers in designing the logic and 
protocol of this scenario. 
 
Recording the movement of animals from premises to premises as discussed and defined by the 
Working Group was known to satisfy many of the industry and CFIA requirements of a simple, 
inexpensive and effective traceability system and this was taken into account in developing the 
scenario. 
 


4.2.3 Methodology 
 
The concept for the tracking of live animal movements is stated in Appendix A: “Pilot Studies 
Protocol”. The protocol was validated through meetings and consultations focused on gathering 
user requirements from stakeholders and organizations whose expertise spanned the scope of the 
pilot. The design logic and field definitions are summarized in Appendix B: Data Collection 
Procedures Manual.   
 
The project team consisted of: 


•  Wayne Hooper, CEO, AVC Inc. 
•  Dr. Iain Robertson, VP, Clarkston Canada 
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•  Clarkston Canada Technical Team 
•  Dr. Daniel Hurnik, AVC, and CEO Atlantic Swine Research Partnership (ASRP) 
•  Ervin Lowe, Consultant to the Project 
•  Jeff Carmody, AVC, System Analyst. 


 
Additional expertise and input was received from: 


•  Dr. Jette Christensen, DVM, PhD, Epidemiologist and Scientific Advisor, Animal Disease 
Surveillance Canadian Animal Health Network (CAHNet) support group, CFIA,  


•  Other relevant organizations involved in similar initiatives and with relevant practical 
expertise. 


 
In order to achieve the above objectives PigTrace, an Internet based animal movement tracking 
and reporting system was created. A touch-tone phone reporting system and data call centre were 
also created for those who did not have access to the Internet and/or were more comfortable with 
telephone based technologies. File upload protocols were developed to test semi-automated data 
input from other information systems in use in the industry (inventory systems like PigCHAMP, 
packing plant records, etc.). 
 


a) The PigTrace system 
A criterion for developing the system used in the pilot study was that it be scalable so that if 
deemed suitable for Canadian hog traceability on a national scale, work carried out in the pilot 
could be leveraged to that end. Care was taken to architect PigTrace along the lines of the 
Canadian Cattle Identification Agency (CCIA) CTS so it could reside on suitably enhanced CTS 
infrastructure as it evolves for use in the national setting (National Livestock ID System). This 
was done with the knowledge and support of the CCIA and to align with the investment made in 
the CCIA initiative by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. Technical specifications on the 
hardware and software of the PigTrace system are available in Appendix C: The PigTrace 
System. Figures in the Group/Lot Pilot portion of this document that represent application screen 
shots are taken from PigTrace. 
 
The domain name PigTrace.ca was registered and became the Web address of the application 
used for the collection of movement information. The focal point around which data and 
movement information was collected was the premises. All premises that were used for the pilot 
study were required to be registered, as they would be within a national system. Data fields can 
be reviewed in Appendix B: Data Collection Procedures Manual. The hierarchy for the 
registration was as follows: 
 


1. Account and user 
For the purposes of collecting this data through the User Interface, an Account was set 
up by/for each User. Producers registered with a Provincial producer organization or 
marketing board could qualify as a User. Logic to qualify users of the system in the 
pilot study was not deemed to be required as participating producers had been pre-
selected and hence were given a unique user name and password manually. 
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2. Premises 
Depending on the nature of the business an account could have one or many premises 
registered on the system. Movements were registered based on the premises registry.   


3. Herd 
Having more than one herd registered to a premises within the system was permitted. 
This information was not used to record animal movement but would be valuable in 
determining owner or management practices during trace back. 
 


Once producers were registered they were asked to record all of the movements of live pigs to, or 
from their farms during the fixed period of the study (spanning approximately 10 weeks), 
including movements between or among farm premises owned or operated by the same 
individual or group. 
 


 Create Shipped Event  
 
 
Please enter Shipping Information:  
Shipped From: * -- Select --


 
Shipped To: * -- Select --


OR  


Shipped Date: * (DDMMMYYYY)  
Quantity Shipped: * 


 
Trailer Plate and Prov.: * -- select --


 
Transport Company:  


 


User Assigned Group IDs: 
(Separate each Group IDs by a space) 


 


Tattoo #s: 
(Separate each Tattoo # by a space)  


 
Create


  
   


Figure 4-3: Creating a shipping event 


 
A shipping event was created whenever hogs were shipped to another premises2 including 
packing plants or export. A corresponding receiving event was created when hogs arrived at their 
destination. The PigTrace system then attempted to reconcile the two events using the following 
logic: 


                                                 
2 As defined by the CPC Working Group on Traceability 
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•  Date hogs received within 3 days of date hogs shipped 
•  Quantity shipped equalled quantity received 
•  Both transport license number and Province matched corresponding data at end points in 


the shipping process 
 
Events were considered reconciled when the above criteria were met and reconciliation was a 
necessary component in demonstrating lot integrity.   
 
The pilot studies provided insight into the accuracy of the data and information entered into the 
system. Unreconciled records still carried significant value, as they indicated a movement had 
occurred that was not confirmed either by the trucking data (license plates) or receiving event. An 
unreconciled event showed that animals either went or were received somewhere but that one of 
the end points was missing. In a trace back or forward situation movement in a FAD emergency, 
unreconciled events may need to be confirmed by farm records, however they would still indicate 
animal movements and thus guide the trace back workers in searching for all pockets of disease. 
In an ideal world, all movements would be reconciled and the record of animal movements would 
be available to FAD outbreak investigators. Under real world conditions unreconciled data events 
will occur unpredictably, but still prove useful. 
 
Once events were entered into the system a variety of searches and reports were made available 
to users via the Event Search Screen.  
 
 Event Search 


 
 
<< Hide- Event Search Criteria  
Premises ID Shipped From: 60212


 
Premises ID Shipped 
To/Received At:  


Event Date Range: 01aug200
TO 


31aug200
(DDMMMYYYY)  


Submission Date: TO (DDMMMYYYY)  
Trailer Licence Plate # and Prov.: -- select --


 
Event Type: -- all --


 
Status: -- all --


 
Events Submitted By: -- all --


 
Include Errors: 


 


  Search Clear
  


   


Figure 4-4: Event search 


 
The objective of this search was to look for hogs shipped from premises 60212 during the month 
of August. The following report lists the results of the search: 
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>>Show - Event Search Criteria  
 


Search Results 
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  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60214     700        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60214     700        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     12-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60214     700        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     12-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60214     587        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     19-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60213     696        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     19-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60213     700        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     26-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60213     710        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     26-Aug-2004     Shipped     Reconciled    60212    60214     575        none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60214     700 / 700      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60214     700 / 700      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     12-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60214     700 / 700      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     12-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60214     587 / 587      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     19-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60213     696 / 696      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     19-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60213     700 / 700      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     26-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60213     710 / 710      none  Web 


  09-Sep-2004     26-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212    60214     575 / 575      none  Web 


Figure 4-5: Premises search results 


 
Using Event Search the user could review all the records permitted by their level of authorized 
access to data. The Administrator level permits access to not only premises events but also 
transportation events as well. The following report identifies the premises that a designated truck 
visited over a specified period of time: 
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>> Show- Event Search Criteria   


Search Results 


 
 
Click on the links (group, tattoo, Web, File) to view more detailed information.
Click Help for more information on reconciling events.  
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  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Shipped      Reconciled    60212      60214      700      XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Shipped      Reconciled    60212      60214      700      XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212      60214      700 / 700    XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  09-Sep-2004     05-Aug-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212      60214      700 / 700    XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  27-Sep-2004     02-Sep-2004     Shipped      Reconciled    60212      60214      700      XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  27-Sep-2004     02-Sep-2004     Received     Reconciled    60212      60214      700 / 700    XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  29-Sep-2004     13-Sep-2004     Shipped      Reconciled    60217      60219      361      XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  29-Sep-2004     13-Sep-2004     Received     Reconciled    60217      60219      361 / 361    XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  29-Sep-2004     13-Sep-2004     Shipped      Reconciled    60218      60219      271      XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  29-Sep-2004     13-Sep-2004     Received     Reconciled    60218      60219      271 / 271    XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  29-Sep-2004     13-Sep-2004     Shipped      Reconciled    60216      60219      687      XX9708 - MB      none    Web
  29-Sep-2004     13-Sep-2004     Received     Reconciled    60216      60219      687 / 687    XX9708 - MB      none    Web 


  


 


 


Figure 4-6: Transport search results 


 
This search returns the hogs shipped and the premises visited by the truck with license plate 
number XX9708. 
 


b) Data file uploads 
Protocols were written for the entry of information into the system via standalone electronically 
transmitted data files. This was done to facilitate the batch entry of information from existing 
herd inventory management systems like PigCHAMP and information systems that are in place at 
packing plants. 
 
PigCHAMP is currently the most widely used pig management software in Canada and the study 
tested a particular farm in New Brunswick using data file upload protocols written for the 
PigCHAMP program. Farms.com, which markets the PigCHAMP software, cooperated with the 
pilot study to test and to demonstrate automatic file upload processes. 
 
File upload protocols are shown in Appendix B. 
 


c) Touch Tone Phone System 
The phone based data collection and voice response system was designed to allow easy 
automated call processing for producers that don’t have direct access to PigTrace and the 
Internet. The system handled both French and English languages. Once a producer became 







NATIONAL SWINE IDENTIFICATION & TRACEABILITY PILOT STUDY: FINAL REPORT 


 59


familiar with the data entry process it took 20 – 65 seconds to record an event. The information 
was stored in a local database and sent via a file upload to PigTrace daily. 
 


d) Call Centre 
A toll free call centre was set up for technical support and to receive movement information by 
fax. Fax forms can be viewed in Appendix B: Data Collection Procedures Manual. 
 


e) Selection of participants 
The Group/lot scenario was one of seven scenarios tested in the larger pilot study. As previously 
stated there were a number of scenarios testing individual animal identification conducted by 
Épidémio-Qualité. The farms for this scenario were chosen by the Field Assessment Coordinators 
who were hired by the CPC to help conduct the studies. 
 
The farms were selected by Field Assessment Coordinators in an attempt to represent the industry 
as a whole. For example, on PEI the selection included larger farms of 1,200 sows as well as 
smaller one or two person operations with relatively smaller numbers of sows. Farrow to finish 
farms as well as multi-site farms were included as were operators with breeding herds that sold 
breeding stock. Efforts were made to enrol a sufficient number of farms across the industry as to 
have a good representation of the national industry. There were no incentives given to users to 
complete required tasks in the group lot scenario in an effort to replicate conditions most likely to 
be encountered if the system were implemented on a national scale. The following table 
illustrates the participant levels: 
 
 Total number of 


accounts 
Total number of 


premises 
Total number of 


herds 
Packing 
plants 


All 88 171 172 4 
PEI 14 28 32 1 
Québec 59 81 83 1 
Manitoba 15 62 57 2 


Table 4-42: Participating premises (note: the farm count is closely approximated by number of accounts) 


 
Packing plants are included in the above numbers. It is important to note that packing plants do 
not have any herds registered. 
 
All accounts registered within the system were given a unique User Name and Password for use 
by the data owner and were required for access to the PigTrace system. 
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4.2.4 Results and observations 
 


a) Data collection 
The data collection period started in July with the first events being submitted to the system on 
July 21, 2004. Farmers were cooperative with this scenario and producers expressed enthusiasm 
in testing this approach. An analysis of the events that were recorded and compliance rates will 
be further explained in the verification section of this report. 
 
There were 3,196 events recorded in the PigTrace System. As it was not possible to ensure that 
all premises within an event stream were participants in the study, such events were identified 
with the code 99999 (i.e. non-participating premises that either shipped or received animals). For 
all events to those premises, although they could not be reconciled, they still provided valuable 
information. These events were omitted from the reconciliation analysis. 
 


b) Reconciliation analysis 
 


STATUS MB PE QC Total MB% PE% QC% Total% 
Not Reconciled 162 197 638 997 20.90% 39.88% 65.64% 44.49% 


Reconciled 613 297 334 1244 79.10% 60.12% 34.36% 55.51% 
Total 775 494 972 2241     


Table 4-43: Total reconciliation 


 
Total pig movement events between participating premises numbered 2,241. The total reconciled 
events for these premises totalled 1244 or 55.51%. 
 
Overall, the reconciliation to the packing plant shipments was very poor due to the receiving of 
electronic file uploads from the plants. The current electronic files from packing plants do not 
carry license plate information. Farm to packer movements account for the majority of non-
reconciliations. This situation did not impact the study negatively and small future adjustments 
that would accommodate verification of all movements to slaughter would eliminate this source 
of non-reconciliation. It was beyond the scope of the pilot study to change the way or the types of 
information that the packing plants record when buying hogs.  
 
It is the farm-to-farm movements that are of most concern to the study. The following table 
illustrates the farm-to-farm movement by province: 
 


STATUS MB PE/NB QC Total MB% PE/NB% QC% Total% 
Not Reconciled 38 63 253 354 5.91% 47.37% 43.10% 25.97%


Reconciled 605 70 334 1009 94.09% 52.63% 56.90% 74.03%
Total 643 133 587 1363     


Table 4-44: Farm-to-farm reconciliation 
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74% of farm-to-farm movements were reconciled in our pilot study. The reasons for unreconciled 
events are as follows: 
 


No matching event 138 39% 
Pig Numbers don’t match 64 18% 
Plates don’t match 64 18% 
Non-reporting premises 28 8% 
Typographical errors 23 6% 
Multiple events 22 6% 
Dates outside of range 14 4% 
Other 5 1% 
Total 3581 100% 
Multiple non-reconciliation reasons 4 -1% 


1This number is higher than the total non-reconciled events because some events had more than one reason for non-
reconciliation e.g. number of pigs and date. 


Table 4-45: Reasons for unreconciled events 


 


c) Definition and analysis 
No matching event. Either the shipping or the receiving premises failed to enter the 
corresponding event. One example is the PigChamp test farm data only had one event per animal 
movement. Software changes that were made didn’t permit adjustments to be made to the 
inventory management software to create both shipping and receiving events. This would account 
for 31 non-reconciliations in the PEI/NB data subset. Problems such as these could be corrected 
easily. Other cases where there was no matching data from either the shipper or receiver, a follow 
up by an automated email, or a call centre call would need to be made. 
 
Numbers did not match. The rules for reconciliation allowed no variance. This was identified as 
a shortcoming with the reconciliation logic. For example, if two individuals count a load of pigs 
it is highly probable that they will each come up with a different number. To correct for this 
problem reconciliation rules may be created to allow for minor variances. (See table below.) This 
is likely due to counting errors and could be accommodated by an adjustment of the 
reconciliation rules. In cases where there are more than minor variances in pig numbers shipped, 
there would have to be a follow up query to determine the reason for the variance. 
 
Difference Between Shipped and Received 
Criteria 


Cumulative 
Number of 
Exceptions 


Cumulative Percentage (of total 
disagreements) 


=1 pig 10 11.6 
<=4 pigs 14 16.2 
<=10 pigs 18 21.0 
>10 pigs 46  
Total Number of Exceptions 64  


Table 4-46: Relative percentages of non-reconciliations due to pig number discrepancies 


 
Vehicle License Plates do not match. Recording of the license plate numbers had no data entry 
rules. On occasion a number would be entered with a hyphen to separate two sets of letters or 
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numbers and the same number could be entered in with a space instead of a hyphen. The purpose 
of the study was not to establish the best methodology to collect transportation vehicle 
information but to test the validity of capturing that information in the case of a FAD trace back 
simulation. Again, this can be improved upon by standardizing license plate data entry forms, 
which it is thought does not present a major technical challenge. 
 
Non-participating premises. Twenty eight cases of animal movements occurred from farms that 
were registered as a premises on the study because they supplied pigs to a study farm; however 
because of ownership differences and software (PigCHAMP) differences these farms were unable 
to provide upload data to PigTrace. Thus, while these farms were registered premises, they were 
not able to supply data. These premises should be considered as non-participating premises, thus 
they could not be reconciled within the pilot. 
 
Typographical errors. Where a simple transposition of a digit occurred on data entry, either a 
licence plate or premises do not match by one digit. 
 
Multiple events. These are occurrences where a shipment of pigs was recorded as multiple 
events and the receipt was recorded as one event. Improved reconciliation rules could be set to 
account for these instances 
 
Dates don’t match. Date of receipt within three days of date shipped not met. Usually 
attributable to data entry errors. Some of errors would need following up (for example via a call 
centre) for resolution, but the majority of date non-reconciliations were out only by 1 or 2 days. 
 
While there were cases of events not reconciling, which were anticipated, it is felt that many non-
reconciliation problems can be corrected by the solutions noted above. Additions to the design 
logic would eliminate many of the non-reconciled cases. 
 


d) Timeliness of animal movement reporting 
 


 File Web Entry Telephone Fax 
Manitoba 29.27a 9.11 b,d 1.66 c,f  
Québec 29.95 a 48.37 e   
New Brunswick 28.26 a    
Prince Edward Island 7.92 d 4.63 b,f 8.80 d 2.90f 


Table 4-47: Timeliness of reporting 


 
Values with differing superscripts are statistically different from each other p<.05, (values in bold 
it is thought would be in a range to be acceptable for traceability purposes). 
 
There appeared to significant differences in data entry methods and the concurrent ability to get 
information into PigTrace quickly. For PigTrace or comparable systems to be useful the 
information should be current or, ideally, real-time.   
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Information that came directly from the farms from which the pigs had moved had the shortest 
lag between movement and availability to entry into PigTrace. Fax, telephone and web entry on 
Prince Edward Island and Manitoba had the majority of data available within a week. Telephone 
and fax events that came directly from the barn had the fastest return time (see previous table). 
 
Events that were entered through a secondary office where data were compiled before being 
made available to PigTrace had a significantly longer lag before the information was available in 
the database. This data took too long to be effective for traceability purposes. 
 
Data that was uploaded from a central database were also unacceptably delayed prior to entry into 
PigTrace. In New Brunswick, data came through PigCHAMP software, but the updates were not 
available until the end of the collection period. The upload lag would have been significantly 
lower had the software been ready sooner. In Manitoba and Quebec, data that came from the 
packers came in batches rather than continuously and this also delayed having information in a 
timely manner. File uploads are software specific and the uploading process can be made more 
frequent. File uploads have the potential to be made useful for traceability purposes and could 
improve accuracy if they are already reconciled prior to uploading. 
 
Based on this analysis, it is recommended that traceability data come directly from farms from 
which the pigs have moved, unless file uploads from other systems can be improved with 
corresponding timeliness for the reporting of movement data. 
 


e) Lot movement integrity verification 
As was stated in the Data Collection Procedures Manual in order to verify that the records in 
PigTrace accurately recorded events as they did occur, third party auditors were engaged to verify 
the movements relative to a representative sample of the participating premises. The firms chosen 
have a wide variety of relevant auditing experience. Meyers Norris Penny LLP conducted the 
audit for Manitoba and Québec and worked with the firm Lipman, Leebosh April within Québec. 
Beaton Fitzpatrick Murray was hired for the Maritimes. 
 
The audit was a suitable means of independently (from the project team) demonstrating the 
degree to which data recorded in PigTrace were an accurate representation of the data as reported 
and that the data reported met the criteria set out in the protocol for animal movements. 
Specifically, the degree to which there were differences in movement events entered into 
PigTrace and the corresponding movement events that were recorded in the farm’s business 
records. 
 


(1) Manitoba summary 
Out of the sample of 52,747 pigs that actually moved to and from the sampled premises, given 
the variance of the actual movement to that recorded in PigTrace, it can be expected that the level 
of accuracy of the PigTrace record is plus or minus 4,794 pigs. Given that almost all of the 
variance was in terms of pigs that moved and did not get entered into PigTrace, it can be further 
interpreted that the variance to be expected is that the participants are not entering approximately 
9% of the pigs into PigTrace. 
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Since it seems that the major source of error in Manitoba is from organizations that did not enter 
shipments at all, it is of value to know the accuracy of the records giving evidence of a reasonable 
attempt to enter the individual shipments into PigTrace. Therefore, additionally, only those events 
where there is evidence of a reasonable attempt to enter the specific record into PigTrace during 
the entire pilot period from July 21 to November 12th, 2004 have been analyzed.   
 
Out of 132 events that were captured in PigTrace, 9% had some level of error attributable to data 
entry. 
 
Out of the sample of 47,019 pigs that actually moved to and from the sampled premises, given 
the variance of the actual movement to that recorded in PigTrace, it can be expected that the level 
of accuracy of the PigTrace record will be plus or minus 1,214 pigs. That is to say that once the 
error of those events that were simply not entered at all was removed, a rate of accuracy of plus 
or minus 2.5% of the pigs captured in PigTrace can be expected as compared to the actual pigs 
that moved on the sample premises. 
 


(2) Québec summary 
There was no data entry done directly from the farms. All data were received at the CDPQ office 
from producer co-ops either by fax or by e-mail. The data were then entered into the system on 
behalf of the farms using the farms username and password. The CDPQ felt that there was not 
sufficient time to train the farmers, and the administrative staff from each of the co-ops felt that it 
would be much more practical to do the data entry for the farms given the environment in which 
they operate. It was CDPQ’s opinion that the project would be unsuccessful if they had to have 
each farm collect and enter the data. Therefore the User’s Manuals and the phone system were 
not used. 
 
This situation made comparisons to the other provinces difficult and analyses, such as time to 
enter data, were skewed by the collection of the data by the CDPQ before they entered into the 
PigTrace system. 
 
The complete Manitoba and Quebec movement verification report is attached as Appendix D. 
 


(3) Prince Edward Island summary 
The complete PEI movement verification report is attached as Appendix E, but a summary of 
their findings is a follows: 
 
 Events in farm records Events not in farm records 
Not in PigTrace 112 3 115 
In PigTrace 1   
Total 113   
 
Sensitivity 
Specificity 


 
99.12% 
97.39% 


  


Table 4-48: Prince Edward Island summary 
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f) Producer feedback 
A survey was taken of all of the participants in Manitoba and PEI on the PigTrace system. The 
following results were obtained from a total of 11 respondents.  
 


Participants Feedback


1 2 3 4 5


Manual usefullness


ease of data entry


appropriateness to operation


suitability of web entry


importance to industry


score 1 = poor, 5= excellent
 


Figure 4-7: Participant's feedback 


 
Producers in general indicated that traceability is critical to the industry and they found the 
processes built around PigTrace to be appropriate, feasible, and economically palatable/viable. 
 
The time required to enter an animal movement was between 30 seconds to 12 minutes per 
transaction. With an average of 6.1 minutes per movement entry on Prince Edward Island and 2.6 
minutes in Manitoba. 
 


g) Economic performances 
Building on the CPC economic analysis presented to the Working Group on Traceability on 
December 14, 2004 the on farm costs have been added to the Group/lot scenario in that format. 
 
As there are no direct equipment or material costs to identifying the hogs the time it would take 
in reporting animal movements into the PigTrace system have been added using the following 
criteria: 


•  The size of transport lots for receiving events. 
•  The size of transport lots for shipping events. 
•  The length of time for logging on to the system and the input of information. 
•  The labour costs per hour. 
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Multi-site example - finishing unit: estimated cost per identifier ($/1000 piglets) 
        
Assumptions for scenario #8      
        
  Grower receiving size 220 Labour Cost $8.00   
  Slaughter shipping size 200     
  Time per data entry (sec) 120     
        
   Scenario 


1 
Scenario 3 Scenario 


4 & 5 
Scenario 
6 & 7 


Scenario 
8 


   HDX FDX Visual tag Ear tattoo Group ID
Equipment             
  Var. Costs          ? 
  Fix Costs          ? 
              
Labour            
  Time application         x 
   sec/piglet/person         x 
   persons           
   Application Cost           
              
  Time reading            
   sec/piglet/person         x 
   persons         x 
   Reading costs           
             
Reporting           
  Time reporting           
   sec/piglet/person         0.57
   persons         1
   Reporting costs ($/1000 piglets)         $1.27
              
TOTAL ($/1000 piglets)            
   MIN           
    MAX           


Table 4-49: On farm labour costs - Large 


 
In this example it would cost $1.27/1000 hogs to enter information into the PigTrace system.   
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Multi-site example - finishing unit: estimated cost per identifier ($/1000 piglets) 
        
Assumptions for scenario #8      
        
  Grower receiving size 20 Labour Cost $12.00   
  Slaughter shipping size 20     
  Time per data entry (sec) 600     
        
   Scenario 


1 
Scenario 3 Scenario 


4 & 5 
Scenario 
6 & 7 


Scenario 
8 


   HDX FDX Visual tag Ear tattoo Group ID
Equipment             
  Var. Costs          ? 
  Fix Costs          ? 
              
Labour            
  Time application         x 
   sec/piglet/person         x 
   persons           
   Application Cost           
              
  Time reading            
   sec/piglet/person         x 
   persons         x 
   Reading costs           
             
Reporting           
  Time reporting           
   sec/piglet/person         30.00
   persons         1
   Reporting costs ($/1000 piglets)         $100.00
              
TOTAL ($/1000 piglets)            
   MIN           
    MAX           


Table 4-50: On farm labour costs - Small 


 
The smaller the hog movement size, the longer it takes for the data entry and the value of the 
labour will change the on farm costs using the preceding variables to $100.00/1,000.   
 
These are on farm labour costs based on time to enter movement information only. 
These costs do not include end user equipment or costs for phone systems or Internet connections 
necessary to connect directly to the system. Equipment required to participate in a program 
structured similar to the pilot typically are already a part of most hog operations. However, in 
cases where this were not true and it were necessary for an end user to purchase equipment to 
participate in the hog traceability program they would need at least some of the following: 
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•  Computer  
•  Software 
•  Access to the Internet  
•  Phone  
•  Fax  


 
The costs to operate the pilot study and knowledge gained of the hog industry provided valuable 
information to approximate costs to the industry based on the phased in approach detailed in the 
recommendations section of the pilot studies report. 
 
Assumptions on animal movements are in the following table. Some of this information is based 
on the pilot study and some on published information on the Canadian hog herd. 
 


Animal movement assumptions for 2004    
       
Slaughter movement size  172   
Farrow to nursery size  500   
Nursery to finisher size  220    
Gilt movement size  15    
       
    Movements Events  
Canadian slaughter  23,000,000 133,721 133,721  
Slaughter export   3,000,000 17,442 17,442  
       
Weanling export   5,000,000 22,727 22,727  
       
Gilts   640,000 42,667 85,333  
Cull sows   640,000 42,667 85,333  
Boar/semen movement       
       
Dead movement        
       
Percentage of multiple site production 60%    
Farrow to nursery movements 15,600,000 31,200 62,400  
Nursery to finisher movements 15,600,000 70,909 141,818  
Animals to auction          
       
 Total animal movements 361,332   
 Total PigTrace events   548,775  
       
Phone system       
Utilization 0.05      
Cull sows  4,267     
Gilts  4,267     
Farrow to nursery  3,120     
Nursery to finisher  7,091     
       
Total phone/call centre movements 18,744    
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Table 4-51: Animal movement assumptions 


 
Estimated costs of key components of the traceability system specific to the National Hog 
Traceability Database are summarized in the following table. Cost estimates have been 
extrapolated from pilot project costs and/or are based on similar project work in progress or 
completed by various project team member organisations. Premises Registry, National Tattoo 
Registry, Provincial Organizational Support and Administration are beyond the scope of the pilot 
study; however, associated related tasks and potential areas of cost were identified and estimated 
at a high level for completeness and to aid further discussion. The Slaughter Database is an 
initiative that has already started and costs are expected to be within those estimated by this 
analysis. PigTrace with enhancements are estimated costs based on observations made during the 
pilot study and enhancements that the project group has identified. 
 
Costs require validation based on refined requirements of the stakeholders. 
 


Phase Status Costs 
Annual 
Operational 


Estimated Time 
from Inception to 
completion 


PigTrace with 
enhancements  300,000.00 200,000.00 


 
5 months 


Hog Traceability 
System   


 


Premises registry Already started by the CCIA   


National Tattoo 
Registry 


Needs to tie in with 
slaughter databases  


 


Slaughter 
databases 


Exist in Eastern Canada.  
Proposed Western 
Canadian with approved 
funding 175,000.00 200,000.00 


 
 


4 months 
Provincial 
organizational 
support   
Administration    


Table 4-52: National initiatives (Note: this table is meant to be read in conjunction with the Appendix 
detailing the exemplary project plan) 


 
One of the deliverables expected of the pilot project was a recommendation as to a way the hog 
industry could implement a hog traceability system in Canada that would leverage the work of 
the pilot and previous investment on the part of industry and government. This would become 
increasingly relevant based on the degree to which the pilot demonstrated to the satisfaction of 
the CPC and other stakeholders that the protocol tested both worked and could be practically and 
cost effectively applied nationally. 
 
Appendix F: Exemplary Project Plan shows at a high level both business and technical relevant 
tasks that were completed in moving the pilot from conception through to completion. Many of 
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the tasks would need to be repeated and certainly enhanced when applied in a national setting; 
however to a lesser extent than if the pilot not been undertaken by the CPC. 
 
One of the legacies of the pilot is that the time required to implement a national system would be 
significantly reduced building on the work done within the pilot(s) with an associated reduction 
in cost that will be more evident when the national program is undertaken.   
 
The task lists for each of the sub-projects are not meant to be complete, may include tasks that are 
not required in full, and are subject to changes as additional discussions are held between 
stakeholder organizations and more detailed requirements are fleshed out. 
 
Tasks identified in Group/Lot Pilot Project were completed directly as part of the pilot or in some 
cases indirectly. Indirectly means that the responsibility for completing these tasks rested outside 
of the Group/Lot Pilot Project team although the results of the task had some bearing on the pilot.  
 
Tasks identified in PigTrace Enhancement - A National System for Group/Lot relate to scaling up 
the PigTrace system to handle the additional load, functionality, and regional dependency 
requirements of a national system. Most of the additional tasks relative to those of the pilot result 
from expanded business requirements expected from more direct and detailed involvement of 
stakeholders. The technical work is very similar in nature to that of the pilot, however it will 
involve additional integration work, functionality based on lessons learned during the pilot, and 
allowances for significantly more capacity and geographic reach. 
 
Tasks identified in the Section titled National Hog Traceability Milestones in Appendix F relate 
to enhancing PigTrace to include more direct traceability functionality than was developed and 
tested during the pilot. They include more targeted reporting and data access cap abilities, and 
tight logical integration with other initiatives upon which there are dependencies for data. These 
include: 


•  the Premises Registry initiative in progress with the CCIA, 


•  the Tattoo Registry in the early stages of assessment with the CCIA and Provincial Pork 
organizations 


•  a Slaughter Database for the Western Provinces about to begin development within the 
auspices of the CCIA’s traceability system 


•  Logical integration of the Western Slaughter database with other similar databases in 
other parts of the country 
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4.2.5 Discussion and conclusion 
 


a) Trace back and trace forward analyses 
The Canadian Food Inspection Agency provided a table of outbreak scenarios to help evaluate 
systems that could provide the traceability needs of the industry. A key question is whether a pig 
movement database such as PigTrace can provide the traceability tools for these scenarios? Each 
of the outbreak scenarios was analysed using the PigTrace database and additional traceability 
tools. The original outbreak scenarios were as follows: 
 
 Scenario 1  Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 
Occurrence of 
an outbreak of 


FAD Indigenous 
disease 


Emerging 
disease 


Food borne 
disease in 
humans 


Poisoning issue 


Point of 
detection 


-Exported live 
animals or 
animal products 
-Slaughter 
-Sow unit 
-Grow-finisher 
units 
 


-Exported live 
animals or 
animal 
products 
-Slaughter 
-Sow unit 
-Grow-finisher 
units 
 


-Exported 
live animals 
or animal 
products 
-Slaughter 
-Sow unit 
-Grow-
finisher 
units 


-Exported 
animal 
products 
-Post slaughter 
 


-Exported live 
animals or animal 
products 
-Slaughter 


Most probable 
chase 
(contacts and 
time) 


Trace all 
contact last 3-4 
weeks 


Trace from first 
possible 
introduction to 
expression of 
disease 
through life 
span of 
afflicted animal 


Previous 1 
to 2 sites 
(evolves to 
scenario 1 
or 2) 


Trace to 
slaughter plant 
and then to the 
finishing barns 
that 
contributed to 
the product in 
question 


Having confirmed 
slaughter plant 
trace to finishing 
barns, growers and 
farrowing barns as 
nature of 
poison/residue 
dictates 


Most probable 
contacts of 
interest 


-Animals 
-Transport 
vehicles 
-People/fomites 
-Area 


Animals Animals -Animals 
-Transport 
vehicles 


-Animals 
-Area 


Most probable 
transmission 
(horizontal, 
vertical, 
common 
source) 


-Horizontal 
-Common 
source 
 


-Horizontal 
-Common 
source 


-Horizontal 
-Common 
source 
 


-Horizontal 
-Common 
source 
 


Common source 
 


Most probable 
chase (single 
animal or 
group) 


Group Group Group Group Group 


Most likely unit 
of interest for 
the chase 


Herd (or group) Herd (or group) Herd (or 
group) 


Herd (or 
group) 


Herd (or group) 


Table 4-53: Outbreak scenarios 
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The following examples are simulated outbreak investigations using the PigTrace pilot data and 
are generated by analytical software that uses the PigTrace database. The outbreaks are fictitious 
and only for demonstration purposes. The pig movements are real, but user identities are 
concealed. None of these outbreak simulations are real or implied to be associated with any 
of the premises in the examples; they are for illustrative purposes only. 
 


(1) Scenario 1: foreign animal disease outbreak 
Assume an FAD outbreak was diagnosed on a barn 60329 on August 1, 2005. Baby pigs started 
dying in large numbers showing signs of central nervous disease and a Pseudo-rabies diagnosis 
was made. A question of immediate concern to answer was where has the disease spread to? This 
requires knowing where pigs from premise 60329 have been moved to within a specified time 
interval. This question can be answered through a forward tracing of pig movements starting at 
least 3 weeks prior to the initial diagnosis. 
 
Forward Tracing of movement pigs 
PigTrace was designed to offer very powerful traceforward options. Below is a sample output of 
a trace forward analysis of premise 60329 from the pilot data set. It returned all the downstream 
contact premises where the pigs went over a set time interval.   
 
Farm 60329 shipped pigs to premises 60313, 60314, and 60315, and each of those shipped to 
other farms as per the report below. This information would guide CFIA personnel to focus on 
investigating nine (9) farms in the case of a disease outbreak; as opposed to having to investigate 
all farms in the region- in this case - Manitoba. 
 
(N.B. In all subsequent Figures where the term “Premise” is used, “Premises” should be substituted.) 


 


 
Figure 4-8: FAD premises trace forward summary 
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A more complete examination of the records can yield specific contact information, as below, 
making date of shipment, status source, destination, number of animals, and license plate readily 
available. Clearly information such as this is powerful, and access to it would require clear 
disclosure policies, but the traceback indicates that the pigs did not move outside of Manitoba, 
allowing for a zoning process to begin to be defined. 
 


 
Figure 4-9: FAD premises trace forward detail 
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At the same time, a trace-backward analysis (below) from premises 60329 would indicate that no 
animals came into the herd in the time in question.  
 


 
Figure 4-10: FAD trace back 


 
In a case of infectious disease, vehicles remain sources of infection for subsequent loads of pigs. 
It is crucial to be able to track vehicle movements and PigTrace can provide such a vehicle trace 
for this simulated pseudo-rabies outbreak. 
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Figure 4-11: FAD transportation tracking 


 


(2) Scenario 2: outbreak of indigenous disease 
Assume a group of high health finishers had an outbreak of severe coughing and fever on one 
finishing site premises (88301), from which a diagnosis of swine influenza had been made on 30th 
of September 2004. 
 
None of the finishers had been shipped to market yet, but where the disease could have come 
from needs to be investigated. A traceback to identify all the premises that supplied pigs into 
premises 88301 would yield the following:   
All the pigs came from premises 88101 (nursery) and that barn received pigs from barns 
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88102, 88103, 88104, 88105 and 99999 (farrowing units).   
 


 
Figure 4-12: Indigenous disease trace back 


 
All barns would be equally suspect and would need to be investigated for the presence of the 
disease because it is an infectious respiratory disease. That is, if detected in the nursery (premises 
88101), there is no way of knowing which sow units 88102 to 99999 are the most likely source of 
the infection.  
 
If the nursery (premises 88101) were not infected, then a source other than infected pigs could be 
investigated for the outbreak in finisher 88301. Knowing the animal movement is critical to 
understanding which barns to investigate and in what order. 
 


(3) Scenario 3: emerging disease 
If the influenza strain in scenario number 2 turned out to be a novel H7 avian strain not seen 
before in pigs and it was found in premises 88101. It would be critical to determine where else 
have pigs from nursery 88101 have gone. A trace forward analysis would indicate that besides 
finisher site 88301, two other finisher premises having a high risk of infection would need to be 
looked at (88302 and 88305).  
 
Again having an up to date database of pig movements facilitates suspect farms being identified 
quickly and effectively. The key farms could immediately be examined as opposed to 
investigating the whole region with hundreds of farms. This traceback allows CFIA to allocate 
resources more effectively and develop zoning and control plans more quickly.  
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Figure 4-13: Emerging disease trace forward 


 
From the pilot studies it is recognized that not 100% of movements may be in the database, but 
during the physical investigation of each premises an examination of farm records would identify 
any missed events. A database such as PigTrace even if not 100% complete would still give, very 
quickly, the starting points for an effective outbreak investigation. 
 


(4) Scenario 4: food borne disease in humans 
If serologic testing at a slaughterhouse indicated a group of finishing pigs carried a high 
prevalence of a salmonella infection; the tattoo of the pigs would identify the farm of origin to be 
premises 60127. The source of the salmonella contamination can be from contaminated premises 
or infected pigs and a traceback from the finishing premises could identify all suspect premises.  
The traceback yields the following: 
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Figure 4-14: Food borne disease trace back 


 
A traceback of premises 60127 shows that it received pigs from premises 60124 and 60125. If 
both test positive, then an examination of the other herds is warranted. The traceback analysis 
suggests that barns on premises 99999, 60121, 60122, 60123, and 60124 should be examined. 
Furthermore premises 99999, supplied pigs to all the other premises and thus 99999 could be a 
single infection source to all the units in the traceback.   
 
The next step if premises 9999 is the infection source, would be a trace forward from premises 
99999 to see what other farms may have been infected. 
 


(5) Scenario 5: poisoning issue 
If pork at retail were found to be contaminated with dioxins for example, and the product 
traceback revealed a single packer who was able to identify the kill date as October 28th. The 
tattoo numbers of the farms that supplied pigs for those days’ kills on from Oct 26 to 28 would be 
available from the packer records. Then a traceback is possible from the packer to all premises 
that contributed to that pork cut.  The traceback would look like the following report. 
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Figure 4-15: Poisoning trace back 


 
There would be many premises that would be suspect, but because pork beyond the primal cuts 
has lost its farm identification, all premises would have to be investigated.   
 
Since it is known that dioxins can stay in the body for a long time, it cannot be determined if the 
contamination occurred on the last premises or at earlier premises. A traceback analysis as above 
can indicate which premises need to be examined and that will aid the outbreak investigation 
significantly. Knowing the amount of contamination and the volumes of pigs shipped, it may be 
possible to further refine the search and prioritize the premises by volume for the outbreak 
investigation. 
 
In this example, the id of the pig was lost, but an effective way to trace back to the farm of origin 
from cut room or beyond is through the use of DNA, and such traceback systems are available 
commercially. DNA technology allows matching between pork at retail, processed product, or 
even fully cooked non-labelled product and a farm where the pork came from. When DNA has 
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correctly identified one premises where the pig was present, conventional traceability systems 
such as PigTrace are required to identify all other contact premises for that pig. Maple Leaf 
Foods have pioneered a system in Canada to trace back the premises of birth. Identigen Genetic 
Testing Services have a system already successfully piloted in Canada3, and technologies such as 
these have the ability to significantly increase the power of all traceability systems. 
 


4.2.6 Group Lot pilot study summary and recommendations 
 
The group lot scenario did capture significant movement data, and a third party audit verified the 
system correctly captured in excess of 90% of farm-to-farm pig movements under optimal 
conditions. Note, the programme was voluntary and achieving this percentage spoke highly of 
producer’s commitment to it. 
 
Data that were not captured clustered on certain farms; meaning farms that participated, 
participated well but those farms that did not participate had significant data loss.  
 
There were two main reasons for their non-participation: 


1. Farms were not adequately trained 
2. Farmers did not have time for the required activities 


 
Three specific recommendations can be taken from these findings: 


1. The on-farm traceability component needs to be as efficient as possible. There is no 
surplus labour or money in the current pork production system. New work is done out of 
hours or on family time. A traceability system must be as efficient as possible if it is 
expected to be implemented well. 


2. Training should be more detailed and comprehensive. The English manual was effective; 
but more time needs to be given to training of farm personnel directly. 


3. The farm to packer records reconciled very well once license plate and multiple events 
were accounted for. If a national slaughter database, which includes the tattoo and 
premises of origin, is implemented farm to slaughter records are then essentially captured 
and reconciled with shipping manifests. This requires the co-operation of the packing 
industry. If a slaughter database can be created, which also captures the trailer licence 
plate, it may be redundant for producers to enter marketing shipments into a movement 
database. This option would cut the requirement by farms to register only farm-to-farm 
movements, which will reduce the requisite farm data entry significantly, and increase the 
likelihood of a successful implementation. 


4. In some cases where the premises records were recorded into multiple databases before 
entry into PigTrace, the length of time between movement and PigTrace entry was too 
long to be adequate for a trace back or trace forward scenarios. It would help to provide 
adequate training for users and set up a user feedback learning system to take advantage 
of farm generated ideas that may make the process more efficient. At the same time, if 
existing database submissions can be made more timely, there may be an accuracy 
advantage as some reconciliations can be made at the farm database. 


                                                 
3 MacDonald K.A., Hurnik D., A DNA technology trial to demonstrate the identity preservation and traceability of 
pigs from farm to retail. Proceedings American Assoc. Swine Vet. 2004, Des Moines, IA. 
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a) General traceability assumptions and recommendations  
Recommendations derived from work completed within the Group/Lot scenario have 
dependencies on activities already identified and initiated by the CPC. It is important to 
acknowledge that fact to put this report in context. The Group/Lot scenario has made three 
general assumptions in doing so relative to the scenario’s objectives and these assumptions are 
stated following: 
 


(1) Assumptions 
1. Given our dependence on foreign markets Canada needs a credible traceability 


system for the swine industry. 
After the second case of BSE was discovered in Canada in December of 2004 the USDA 
when asked if this new case of BSE would scuttle the recently announced import rule of 
allowing the import of live animals over 30 months of age responded “the decision to 
relax the import ban was made on the basis of the systems Canada has in place to detect 
new cases and protect consumers and the American herd”. The emphasis here is on 
systems and the recognition by trading partners that those systems are of significant value 
in meeting our requirements. 
 
Clearly the largest role to be played for traceability in the hog industry is to have our 
efforts of dealing effectively with FAD, recognized and trusted. Communication, 
education and promotion may play an as important a role in the establishment of an 
effective means of traceability as the systems themselves. 


 
2. The Canadian Food Inspection Agency must take the lead role in deciding what 


constitutes a credible system, as they are the responsible body for Foreign Animal 
Disease control and Food Safety vigilance. 
Dr. John Kellar has stated in “The Infrastructural Vision”4 that in the future “it takes the 
form of a seamless national database which cuts across species and jurisdictional 
boundaries to encompass the approximately 200,000 sites on which livestock and poultry 
species are produced, marketed and processed.” The Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
(CFIA), although a partner in this and the relevant initiatives, has let industry decide on 
the level of traceability that is practical and affordable and visibly supported these efforts 
by providing guidance and expertise. This partnership needs to remain strong and, the 
CFIA’s requirements must be met, as they are the “front line” of disease control and 
mitigation. 


 
3. The Canadian Pork Council, as representative of Canadian pig producers, must take 


the lead role in determining what will make a traceability system practical and 
sustainable.  
It is anticipated that producers will ultimately bear the financial and operational costs of 
any traceability system. Systems need to be designed to facilitate a high level of 


                                                 
4 CAHNet Bulletin, Winter 2004, Edition 9 
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compliance and effectiveness while supporting regulation and enforcement at an 
affordable cost to the industry. 
 


(2) Recommendations 
Based on the validity of the above assumptions, a phased approach to implementing a full 
traceability system for pigs in Canada is recommended to mitigate short-term risks while 
ultimately fulfilling the longer-term strategy. 
 
The pilot studies have provided a substantial amount of information forming the basis on which 
recommendations may be made. It is not possible or practical to take an “all at once” approach to 
traceability in the hog industry because the development of required infrastructure and 
consultations cannot happen overnight. But some activities can begin quickly. For a ramp up of a 
traceability system, it is recommended that a ‘phased in’ approach to achieving our ultimate goals 
be taken. It is understood that Steps One through Three are initiatives already approved by the 
CPC; however, it is important to recognise that these three steps are required to be carried out 
prior to study recommendation Step Four being implemented successfully. This is owing to 
implicit dependencies Step Four has on the deliverables from the other initiatives. Therefore the 
following Steps are recommended: 
 
STEP 1. National Livestock Premises Registry 
The anchor point for all of the animal movement for the pilot study was the premises ID number. 
A unique premises ID number did not exist at the time of the study therefore a premises 
registration was implemented for the participating farms. This system worked very well and leads 
to the following recommendation: 
 
The hog industry should cooperate with, contribute to, and build on, a national livestock premises 
registry. This will be the foundation for any traceability systems that is adopted. The 
recommendations from the Canadian Livestock Identification Agency (CLIA) Working Group on 
Premises Registry will provide direction and recommendations for all livestock sectors for the 
registration of their premises (e.g. farms). 
 
The Canadian Cattle Identification Agency (CCIA) has initiated a premises registry program for 
the cattle industry and the expectations are for this system to be enhanced to include premises 
requirements for all species. This will require a commitment on the part of the CPC in the case of 
the hog industry to work with the other stakeholders. The project plan shown in Appendix A 
illustrates the state of the current plan for a premises registry.  
 
The operating costs of the premises registry will leverage knowledge gained during the pilot. 
Initially once established and premises registered there needs only be changes/updates made 
when there are ownership/contact or structural changes relating to the premises. Other operational 
activities and any associated costs will be derived from industry (and implicitly) CFIA 
requirements for meeting their mandate. 
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STEP 2. National Tattoo Numbering Scheme for hogs going to slaughter 
The majority of hog movement in Canada relates to animals going to slaughter. There are very 
few hogs involved in these movements that don’t bear a shoulder slap five-character tattoo that is 
used for identification of the owner and for financial settlement. This tattoo-numbering scheme 
already exists and can provide information on last premises of residence and ownership. 
 
With the Canadian Food Inspection Agency having a presence in the majority of Canadian 
slaughter plants, as in the UK foot and mouth outbreak, federal inspectors will likely be the first 
to detect a foreign disease incursion. Traceability backwards from slaughter plants will likely be 
the first step to take in a foreign animal disease investigation.  
 
It is recommended that a national tattoo numbering registry be created that would assign unique 
numbers to premises or blocks of numbers to producer organizations for assignment to premises; 
so that all hogs marketed in Canada would bear a number registered to (associated with) the 
premises from which they were shipped. 
 
The recent recommendation by the CPC executive to create a tattoo registry of unique numbers 
across Canada and to allocate blocks of numbers to the provinces in order to facilitate traceability 
from last premises to slaughter would add credibility to a group/lot based traceability system. 
 
The expected cost would be minimal as the farms already have the equipment and tattooing is 
part of their existing workflow and operational cost.  
 
STEP 3. Regional Slaughter and Marketing Board databases 
Information received from the packing plants and marketing boards reconciled very well with 
farm records. Based on the pilot study findings, it is recommended aggregating information from 
the packing plants into a central database to provide simple and effective trace back to last 
premises using the information contained in the shoulder slap tattoo. Marketing Boards in 
Ontario, Québec and Prince Edward Island collect this information directly from the plants. There 
is an initiative in Western Canada (where marketing boards no longer exist or the need is not 
being met) to gather this information electronically from the plants to be kept in a manner that 
can be quickly accessed if needed for traceability. Information kept in these databases could 
quickly and effectively be used to trace back to last premises of residence and ownership. 
 
Our pilots show that approximately 40% of animal movements are directly from farm to 
slaughter, and by the creation of a national tattoo registry to identify premises of origin, close to 
half of the animal movement reporting could come from slaughter databases and marketing 
boards. 
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STEP 4. National Hog Identification and Movement Reporting System. 
The Group Lot Pilot Study audit found that for events that followed the prescribed protocol, 
accuracy was above 90%5. If this meets the criteria set out by the industry and CFIA it is 
recommended that: 


1. Using an enhanced PigTrace system or an equivalent system to track the movement of all 
hogs in Canada. The basis for a National ID system would be that all hog movement be 
recorded and reported using individual identification or group identification as 
appropriate to specific movement scenarios. Protocols for the requirement of individual or 
group ID’s and the reporting of these data will need to be determined. (See 
recommendation 11). Some of the work is already being carried out by the CLIA. 


2. It is recommended that the PigTrace program, or an equivalent system, will meet the 
needs of both producers and CFIA in capturing animal movement because: 


a. the PigTrace system would meet the traceability needs of CFIA, based on the 
traceability potential that the program provides. Please see traceability analyses in 
report. 


It is highly recommended that an animal movement database leveraging the PigTrace 
system with relevant enhancements based on what was derived from the pilot be created. 


3. It is recommended that information for traceability purposes come directly from the 
premises where the event occurs or from the farm’s administrative offices. This can be 
done either through direct access via the Internet (the optimal and most cost effective 
method), via fax or telephone in exceptional cases, or by facilitating an interface directly 
with inventory management or similar software. Please see the Section titled Timeliness 
of Animal Movement Reporting. 


4. It is recommended that animals going to slaughter need not require a corresponding 
shipping and receiving event as long as the abattoirs participate in the proposed slaughter 
data repositories. Animals going to slaughter are part of a financial transaction and that 
information based on change of ownership is considered to provide the necessary 
validation of hog movement. Marketing Boards and provincial slaughter data repositories 
could provide all of the information needed for animal movements to slaughter  


5. It is possible that movement of animals for export could also be captured by the regional 
slaughter databases with cooperation from the exporting agencies and the CFIA; hence it 
is recommended that the CPC investigate an efficient means of gathering export 
information.  


6. It is recommended the major focus of efforts be directed at capturing farm-to-farm animal 
movements requiring reporting to the PigTrace system from the producer level. 


7. The number of animal movements captured using the direct Internet based PigTrace 
entries will take further refinement. The need for timeliness will have to be balanced with 
the accuracy of incoming data. 


8. It is recommended that the Provincial pork organizations act as agents for the PigTrace 
system. They would be responsible for entering farm to farm movement event data 
submitted by phone or faxed and provide follow up on unreconciled events in that they 
have the most comprehensive knowledge of the producers and direct lines of 


                                                 
5 “Given that almost all of the variance was in terms of pigs that moved and did not get entered into PigTrace, we can 
further interpret the variance to say that we can expect approximately 9% of the pigs are not getting entered into 
PigTrace by the participants.” Lot Movement Integrity Verifications, Meyers Norris penny LLP 
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communication in place. There may also be some synergy to gain from operating the 
respective call centres in concert with Provincial quality assurance programs. 


9. The pilot study indicated that when producers participate in sharing of movement data, 
they participate well; however, some producers did not participate in a voluntary pilot. It 
is recommended that studies be carried out to determine what would motivate producers 
to participate in a farm animal movement program effectively and by virtue of the 
following: 


a. For an effective traceback program to identify all pockets of disease as close to 
100% participation as possible is requisite. Generally this level of participation 
requires some regulatory changes, as has occurred with the implementation of the 
CCIA program for cattle.  Both the CPC and CFIA have acknowledged this 
option. The regulatory changes may be relatively simple such as the amending the 
Animal Transportation Act to require recording of origin and destination of all 
animals transported, or more extensive regulatory changes may be needed.   


b. A voluntary program such as CQA has been highly effective in bringing the 
majority of producers into a quality assurance program. Currently more than 80% 
of hogs slaughtered in Canada are fully recognized in the CQA program. 
Traceability could follow a similar path for implementation. 


c. If value to the industry for a traceability system can be demonstrated beyond the 
needs of FAD preparedness that increased value would motivate both participation 
and accuracy. Other countries such as Ireland have leveraged their traceability 
process into a pseudo-rabies eradication program; and Denmark tied traceability to 
a salmonella control program, which has both incentives and penalties for 
producers. 


10. The traceability system based on either group or lot identification needs to be both current 
and accurate to be useful. It is recommended that a relevant percentage of farms be 
audited regularly to generate a compliance database for the program for both accuracy 
assessments and for continuous improvement activities. Layering such an audit onto the 
existing Quality Assurance Validation could be very cost effective and enhance the 
overall quality of the traceability system. Currently CQA validators examine medication 
records for accuracy; they could monitor animal movement records and examine the 
compliance with PigTrace records. The CQA program is presently administered by the 
Provincial pork producers associations and thus the traceability audit recommendations 
would fit Recommendation 8 above. 


11. It is recognized that there will be cases where animals need to be individually identified 
for optimal traceability of pig movements. It is recommended the following cases require 
the use of individual animal identifiers: 


a. Breeding stock. Breeding stock generally moves in smaller groups or as single 
animals and there is a greater likelihood some animal movement would be missed. 
As well, breeding stock almost universally, has one or more permanent identifiers, 
thus a requirement for ear tags would be easily acceptable. A national numbering 
scheme is recommended such as the one currently in place at the Canadian Centre 
for Swine Improvement for purebred stock. 


b. Animals moving through an auction would require an ear tag. Auctions where 
there is commingling of pigs without a predefined destination premises requires a 
detailed knowledge of each pig. Data related to this requirement could be 
addressed within a pig movement program such as PigTrace but was not. Thus it is 
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recommended that an ear tag be placed on all pigs that go through a commingling 
site such as an auction barn or commingling yard. A commingling site would be 
defined as ‘any premises where pigs from multiple premises are housed and the 
source and/or destination of the pigs are not known.’   


c. Assembly yards where market pigs are commingled just prior to slaughter should 
also require a permanent identifier to establish the premises where the pig resided 
prior to the assembly yard. It is recommended a slap tattoo applied on the premises 
where the pig was finished is suitable for this purpose. Breeding stock would 
already be identified as per recommendation 11.a. above. 


For producers who choose to not participate in a pig movement registry such as PigTrace, 
there should be a requirement to identify animals from their farms with a permanent 
identifier unique to the farm.   


12. The production and distribution of pig semen is a major risk factor for the transmission of 
pig diseases. The CFIA monitors and certifies all semen production facilities, and studs 
are required to keep logs of sales and semen movement. It is recommended that semen be 
handled as an animal movement and it would add the ability to track semen movement 
and potential disease spread more effectively. 


13. Further tools could be created to ease the burden of reporting animal movements to 
producers. Animal movements within production systems that are well defined and 
consistent could apply for exemption from the reporting process by meeting as yet defined 
criteria. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







NATIONAL SWINE IDENTIFICATION & TRACEABILITY PILOT STUDY: FINAL REPORT 


 87


5. Traceability performances 
Épidémio-Qualité Inc. 


 


5.1. Introduction 
 
Traceability was defined by the Codex Alimentarius as “the ability to trace the history, 
application or location of an entity by means of recorded identification” (Codex Alimentarius 
Commission, 2001). It was further added the definition of traceability/product tracing: “the 
ability to follow the movement of a food through specified stage(s) of production, processing and 
distribution” in 2004 (Codex Alimentarius, 2004). 
This definition was adopted by the CPC in its 2004 business and strategy plan (Canadian Pork 
Council, 2004). 
For food animals, traceability can also be defined as “the ability to maintain a credible custody of 
identification for animals or animal products through various steps within the food chain from the 
farm to the retailer” (McKean, 2001). 
 
A traceability system has to guarantee a continuous flow of appropriate information at all stages, 
i.e. to document all relevant elements needed to define an animal life history (Caporale et al., 
2001). 
This at last means the animals have to be linked to site(s) and their movements between them 
recorded (McKean, 2001). 
Hence a traceability system for the food chain would be “a system of record keeping and 
documentation by operators that enables tracking of the movements of a product or ingredient 
through the food chain” (European Community, 2001). 
 
As a matter of fact a traceability system cannot be restricted to the identification means the 
animals are bearing or not, but encompasses also many other aspects that are of prime importance 
for the functionality and efficiency of the system, especially if it aims at specific objectives like 
animal health zoning and food safety crisis management. 
 
It will have its own features depending on the identification means used (or not), what is 
identified and how pigs’ movements between premises are recorded. This has impact on cost to 
run the system and benefits should a problem of foreign animal disease outbreak or food safety 
crisis occurs. Several countries have implemented pig traceability systems according to their 
needs, their production system and their own history for identification. As a consequence, every 
traceability system is unique. 
 
An important constituent of a traceability system is the credibility one can award to it. This 
should not be left behind and always be kept in mind when evaluating a traceability system. 
Although the OIE has provided general guidelines related to animal traceability for zoning, each 
country has to convince its customer about the efficiency of its traceability system and its 
capacity to zone. In case the customer does not trust the traceability system based, all exportation 
to that country are suspended up to the time Canada is considered free of the FAD that has just 
occurred. 
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5.2. Objectives 
 
Since Canada currently has limited pig identification and traceability system in place, various 
traceability systems could be worth to be evaluated and compared based on 


1) the pig production structure in Canada, 
2) the performance and cost results for the individual animal identification and group/lot 


identification as presented in section 4 of this report, and 
3) the definition for a site and movements having to be reported. 


[Definition for a swine premises approved by the CPC: “A swine premises is a contiguous land 
location, based on provincial land titles records, including all structures housing pig(s) with or 
without other livestock”.] 
[Stipulation on movements proposed but not endorsed by the CPC: “All pig movements from one 
premises to another must be reported except if pigs are moved less than 2 to 5 km and do not 
change ownership”.] 
 
The general objective for the determination of a national swine traceability is first to propose 
various traceability systems according to the three points above, and secondly to compare them, 
taking into account the needs and appreciations of the CPC Technical Committee and Canadian 
Food Inspection Agency (CFIA). 
 
The specific objectives for the traceability performance of each system to be tested are: 
T2) Evaluation of the following traceability performance elements: 
-data capture; 
-data transfer and integration; 
-tracing for zoning (efficacy, precision, timeliness). 
 
E3) A comparative economic analysis of the costs to run the traceability systems. 
 
Therefore each traceability system were assessed and compared for the following features: 
! Effectiveness (do we trace back all possibly infected animals?); 
! Precision (how many pigs/sites do we consider in the infected zone compared to the true 


infected animals/barns?); 
! Timeliness (how fast can we trace back the infected animals and sites?); 
! Cost for running the traceability system; 
! Cost vs. benefits in case of a crisis for each system. 
 
This will allow the industry to compare the different possible identifications and their efficacy for 
traceability for zoning before making the decision on the most efficient, credible and cost 
effective traceability system for the Canadian hog industry. All the results will be discussed 
collectively by various stakeholders including representatives from animal disease 
epidemiologists and pig producers. 
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5.3. Material and methods 
 
The basic idea was: 


1. To determine what are the constituents and functions of a traceability system, 
2. To determine traceability systems worthwhile to assess according to the results obtained 


from the identification study, 
3. To simulate foreign animal disease outbreak and food safety crisis in settings (farms and 


pig movements) compatible with the Canadian pig production, and 
4. To apply the previously chosen traceability systems on the simulated outbreak or crisis to 


compare their effectiveness, precision and cost-benefit. 
 
The input and outcome of a traceability system were determined through gathering of relevant 
and useful information in a literature review, internet search, contacts and discussions with 
national and international experts, along with constant internal considerations. This allowed 
shaping a traceability system in accordance with the performance and the constituents needed. 
The constituents and function of a traceability system depend on its purpose and son on the type 
of problems it has to answer. The objective of the CPC was to develop a tool for foreign animal 
disease and food safety crisis response. 
Different situations and problems for various outbreaks in the Canadian swine population were 
developed by the CFIA and made the support for the different trace scenarios to be built. 
These situations brought up by the CFIA can be divided into two main problems to face: an 
infectious foreign animal disease outbreak (animal health problem) and a food safety crisis 
(hygiene or salubrity problem). 
 
The various movements of animals were modelled according to advice from producer 
associations and with the help of the pig movement database created during the study. The swine 
production structure was also investigated. 
 
With these elements in hand, a collegial reflection about different traceability systems took place 
inside the CPC Technical Working Committee at their December 14th 2004 meeting in Ottawa. 
This led to the proposal of four traceability systems to be comparatively assessed: 
 Option 1: All individual but not unique id, central database and timely notification of 
 movements, 
 Option 2: Mainly individual not unique id, central database and weekly notification of 
 movements, 
 Option 3: Mainly lot id, producer-level database and no movement reporting, 
 Option 4: All lot id, producer-level database and no movement reporting. 
These four systems are presented in details in appendix 8.2. 
 
These four systems were tested against the two problems mentioned earlier: an OIE list A pig 
disease and a food safety issue. 
These two problems were examined with various points of initial diagnostic or recognition of the 
problem (e.g. farrowing, nursery, growing barn, and one site, two sites or three sites productions). 
Traceability, according to the different traceability systems chosen and the conceivable 
movements of pigs in the Canadian swine production settings, was assessed in terms of 
effectiveness (do we trace back all possibly infected animals), precision (how many pigs/sites do 
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we consider in the infected zone compared to the true infected animals/barns), and timeliness 
(how fast can we trace back the infected animals and sites). 
 
Since some information were or could not be known with accuracy, several assumptions had to 
be made when running these simulations. These were: 
-the first diagnostic of FAD may take up to 42 days after the very first pig was infected by the 
etiologic agent (Christensen, 2004), and 
-within those 42 days more than one herd would be involved (Christensen, 2004), 
-according to this, tracing for a FAD or food safety issue should cover at least the preceding 42 
days (or 6 weeks); 
-the mean time between detection of an infected premises, identification of the premises of origin 
and tracing forward and backward of animals from this premises, including verifications, takes 36 
hours if database is central (database up-to-date with reliable data) (DEFRA, 2002), 
-the mean time between detection of an infected premises, identification of premises of origin and 
tracing forward and backward of animals from this premises, including verifications, takes 36 
hours if database is maintained at the premises level (database up-to-date and data reliable); 
-airborne spread of FAD and local dissemination are not taken into account, only contacts 
between animals and housing in an infected or contaminated site; 
-only the protection zone restricted to the premises in the simulations are considered as no 
reliable knowledge is available on premises density in Canada. As well surveillance zone around 
the infected zone is not considered; 
-time spent by piglets in farrowing barn is 21 days (3 weeks), at nursery is 49 days (7 weeks) and 
at finishing barn is 98 days (14 weeks). 
 
Possible movements and production settings were derived (Figure 5-1) with an estimate of 
population into each setting, drawn from the premises capacities of the participant producers and 
the movements recorded during the study on the identification (section 4). All these premises 
work on a continuous flow. 
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Figure 5-1: Movements and production settings 


 
Finally the cost to maintain the different systems (operating costs) were evaluated and the cost 
versus the benefits one system can bring in case of a crisis was tentatively estimated more to 
compare the various traceability systems under study than to yield the real figures since there are 
a lot of unknowns. 
 
By going through this comparative process related to traceability system, several crucial aspects 
with regards to the future Canadian pig identification and traceability became clear. As a 
consequence, the results presented below highlight these crucial aspects before presenting the 
synthesis comparing the four traceability systems under study. It should be noted that the work 
here was more to compare the traceability systems than to try to figure out what would really 
happen in case of a FAD outbreak or food safety crisis. In particular, the costs and cost benefit 
showed below are estimation specific to the simulation. 
 







NATIONAL SWINE IDENTIFICATION & TRACEABILITY PILOT STUDY: FINAL REPORT 


 92


5.4. Results 
 


5.4.1 Dealing with two different epidemiological problems 
 
The objective given by the CPC was to develop a traceability system able to face two different 
problems: a foreign animal disease outbreak, and a food safety crisis. 
 
A foreign animal disease (FAD) outbreak is represented by the emergence somewhere in the 
country of a disease never encountered before. This disease is infectious, i.e. it is an illness due to 
a specific infectious agent that arises through transmission of that agent or its products from an 
infected person, animal, or reservoir to a susceptible host, either directly or indirectly through an 
intermediate animal host, vector, or the inanimate environment (Last, 2001). 
This is also known as a propagating epidemic: the initial (i.e., primary) cases excrete the agent 
and infect susceptible individuals (i.e., secondary cases). The primary case is called the index 
case (Thrusfield, 1995). Unfortunately, this index case seldom is the first case to be recognized. 
According to the work done by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency, it may take up to 42 days 
between the first diagnosis of a secondary case and the time the index case was clinical or at least 
excreting the etiologic agent (Christensen, 2004). 
 
In case of FAD, the traceability system must in first instance trace back from the premises where 
the first diagnosed case occurred to the initial premises where the index case possibly occurred 
depending on the incubation period, on the pig movements between sites, while taking into 
account an at least 42 days lag time between the index case and the first diagnosed case. The 
result is the list of all premises that may have housed infected pigs coming from the premises 
where the index case possibly occurred; these premises are called the possibly infected premises. 
Since the disease is transmissible from pigs to pigs by contact, all pigs that went into any of these 
possibly infected premises must be considered infected. In the second instance, the traceability 
system must trace forward and localize all the pigs that went in and out these infected premises 
over the period of time the FAD has occurred in the country. 
 
A food safety crisis, or salubrity problem, could be an unusual microbial, chemical or physical 
hazard that occurs during the hog life and put the human health at risk through the foodborne 
route. Such problem is a common source epidemic: outbreak due to the exposure of a group of 
animals to a noxious influence that is common to the individuals in the group (Last, 2001). If the 
exposure is brief, a common source epidemic is a point-source epidemic, like typically a food-
poisoning outbreak (Thrusfield, 1995). When dealing with a microbial hazard, the traceability 
system needs to identify the possibly infected premises and all the pigs that went through them. 
Tracking theses contacts is similar to what has to be done in case of a FAD. On the other hand, in 
case of chemical or physical hazard, the traceability system must identify the possible source of 
pig exposure (e.g. one farm, one feed mill, one medicine or vaccine) and from there trace all the 
pigs that where exposed. Since such contamination is not transmissible by contact from one pig 
to the others, there is no need to trace the pigs that where in contact with the contaminated pigs 
outside the exposure point (e.g. the farm, the contaminated feed delivered by the feed mill, the 
batch of medicine or vaccine distributed to the producers). 
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Therefore, what has to be traced back and forward varies depending on the kind of problem: 
- FAD outbreak and microbial food safety crisis target any pigs possibly in contact with possibly 
infected pigs over the duration of the outbreak, and 
- chemical and physical food safety crisis is more restricted to the pigs that have been exposed to 
the contamination over the duration of the exposure. Contacts between pigs are not important. 
 
The simulation detailed below clearly illustrates this important difference with regards to 
traceability. If we look at these two problems managed with the first traceability system (Option 
1, central database, up-to-date notification), we have (Case 1: Figure 5-2 and Case 2: Figure 5-3): 
 


 
Figure 5-2: Case 1, FAD detected at the finishing barn (Fi31), using Option 1 traceability system 
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Figure 5-3: Case 2, chemical food safety issue, case found in Fi31, using Option 1 traceability system 


 
In Case 1 the first case is discovered at Finishing barn Fi31 on week 0 (w0). The index case 
occurred six weeks before (w-6), according to Christensen (2004). Movements to and from Fi31 
for the last six weeks have to be traced, as well as the movements to and from the premises pre- 
and post-Fi31. All animal having had potential contacts with the any infected ones (primary or 
secondary cases) have to be traced back and forward. 
If we have a point source epidemic (Case 2), the site where the contamination occurred has to be 
traced back, and then all the animals that were contaminated there, at the time of the 
contamination. The contamination of the animal discovered in Fi31 on w0 occurred on week w-6. 
All animals present on w-6 have to be traced. If six weeks before discovery, the case was in 
farrowing barn Fa31, all animals present on w-6 in Fa31 have to be traced, no more. 
 
Thus, in Case 1, Fi21-31-32-41, N21-31-32-33-34, Fa21-31 would be stamping-out, meaning all 
animals would be destroyed (OIE, 2004). 
As all movements are reported and recorded timely in Option 1 traceability system, the necessary 
premises to be traced would be defined in the next 36 hours after discovery of the case. 
International and national movements of pigs would be at standstill for this time. All these 
movements would be allowed after that, except for the infected zone. 
During this standstill, frozen carcasses at the abattoir countrywide would be allowed for national 
trade only. 
 
In Case 2 Fi31-32-41, N31-32-33-34, Fa31 would be under scrutiny: they would be all under 
stamping-out decision, except Fi41. Fi41 would be under surveillance, as piglets contaminated on 
w-6 in Fa31 might not have reached finishing stage of production. As movements are recorded 
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timely, Fi41 can show absence of pigs originating from Fa31 and can be released. 
As all movements are reported and recorded timely, the necessary premises to be traced would be 
defined in the next 36 hours after discovery of the case. International and national movements of 
pigs would be at standstill for this time. All these movements would be allowed after that, except 
for the infected zone. 
During this standstill, any trade of frozen carcasses at the abattoir countrywide would not be 
allowed. 
 
 
NOTE 1: 
The probabilities of occurrence for a FAD outbreak, a microbial, a chemical, or a physical food 
safety in Canada are not the same. 
Based on historical data and because of the preventive measures implemented at the border by the 
federal government, the probability for a foreign animal disease to occur in Canada could be 
considered lower than that of an animal food poisoning. The last outbreaks of any one of the 15 
List A OIE diseases recorded were (OIE Handistatus, 2005): 
- Foot-and-mouth disease, 1952, multi-species, 
- Vesicular stomatitis, 1949, multi-species, 
- Contagious bovine pleuropneumoniae, 1876, bovine, 
- Bluetongue, 1988, bovine (and a detection in a sentinel cattle herd in the Okanagan Valley, BC, 
in 1998) and 1987, ovine (and detection in a sentinel flock in the Okanagan Valley, BC, 2003) 
- Classical swine fever, 1963, swine, 
- Newcastle disease, 2003, birds (last occurrence in commercial flock: 1973, occurrence in 
wildlife [cormorants] in 2003 in AB and SK), 
- Highly pathogenic avian influenza, 2004, birds. 
The other eight diseases (swine vesicular disease, rinderpest, peste des petits ruminants, lumpy 
skin disease, Rift Valley fever, sheep pox and goat pox, African horse sickness, African swine 
fever) were never encountered in Canada. 
 
Food safety is considered as an increasingly important public health issue. The global incidence 
of foodborne disease is difficult to estimate but it is reported that in industrialized countries the 
number of people suffering from foodborne diseases is up to 30% each year (WHO, 2002). 
Animal feed can be the source of infections or intoxication for farm animals, reducing production 
efficiency, causing poor feed use and eventually resulting in human illnesses (Boutrif, 2002). 
Toxic substances (e.g. dioxins, PCBs), bacterial contaminants (e.g. Salmonella) and hazardous 
raw materials (e.g. animal-based meal) are risk elements potentially present in animal feed that 
can pose a threat to human health through the consumption of animal products (Bastianelli & Le 
Bas, 2002). 
The importance to increase food chain safety and animal feeding practices was recognized by the 
last Codex Alimentarius session (27th session, June 28th-July 3rd, 2004, Geneva, Switzerland), and 
was echoed by a joint note made by the World Health Organization and the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (WHO, 2004). 
It should be noted that the French Agency for Food Chain Security (AFSSA) reported that the 
diverse last salubrity crisis demonstrated the need for the most comprehensive possible backward 
and forward tracing (AFSSA, 2000). 
 
Therefore, the future Canadian pig identification and traceability system should not only be able 
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to efficiently manage the more costly crises (i.e. FAD) but also the more probable ones (i.e. 
chemical food safety crisis). 
 
NOTE 2: 
Besides FAD outbreaks and food safety crisis, the pig industry may face issues about the quality 
of its products. Some of these problems may be seen only after the slaughter and cut of the 
carcasses. These problems may be of genetic (e.g. hal gene), environmental (e.g. contaminated 
feed, air) or human (e.g. injection abscess) origin with a common source of exposure. In that 
sense, a traceability system able to manage chemical or physical food safety crisis will be able to 
investigate many of such quality issues. Such problems may be as common as or even more 
common than food safety crisis. 
 
The extent of tracing will vary greatly according to the situation: a propagating epidemic or a 
point-source epidemic. 
For an infectious disease, all animals which had contacts together will have to be recovered, 
increasing the number of sites and animals to control. Contacts between animals are central for 
tracing capabilities. 
On the opposite, a salubrity issue will require to find the (point-) source of origin to control the 
problem. Finding the origin is here essential. 
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5.4.2 To identify or not the pigs, and the loss of identifier 
 
The aspect illustrated here is about the pigs physically bearing an identifier or not. 
The impact of the identification of the animals for traceability purpose can be illustrated with the 
comparison of traceability system Option 4 (no identifier) against Option 1 (all pigs bearing 
identifier, the identification being not unique) above (Figure 5-2 vs. Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-3 vs. 
Figure 5-5). 
 


 
Figure 5-4: Case 3, FAD detected in finishing barn (Fi31), and using Option 4 traceability system 
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Figure 5-5: Case 4, chemical food safety issue, case found in finishing barn (Fi31), using Option 4 traceability 


system 


 
Having pigs physically bearing identification would not change anything for traceability in case 
of a FAD or a microbial food safety crisis. All animals having had contact together have to be 
traced back and forward. 
 
In the other hand, the extent of a trace back for a chemical or physical food safety issue would be 
wider. The site of origin for such an issue is of prime importance. If the animals showing signs of 
contamination have no identification on them, there is no assurance on their origin. All premises 
having provided animals to the site where contaminated pigs were detected would have to be 
found. 
 
Therefore, cost for Case 3 would be the same than for Case 1. 
 
In Case 4, Fi21-31-32-41, N21-31-32-33-34, Fa21-31 would be under stamping-out. 
These premises would have been traced in the next 36 hours after discovery of the case. 
International and national movements of pigs would be at standstill for this time. All these 
movements would be allowed after that, except for the infected zone, until reception of the test 
result, which would take one week on average. 
During this standstill, any trade of frozen carcasses at the abattoir countrywide would not be 
allowed. 
 
If there’s no traceability advantage to have animals bearing identification for a propagating 
epidemic, there’s a clear one when talking about point-source epidemics. A point-source 
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epidemic requires a precise identification, down to the site representing the source for the 
problems. A propagating epidemic like a FAD necessitates recovering any animal that had 
potential contacts with infected ones, wherever they came from, from the site where the disease 
first originated or from sites where infected animals (secondary cases) spent some time. 
For a point-source epidemic, identification would improve traceability precision, efficiency and 
confidence in the traceability. 
 


5.4.3 Herd-level register vs. centralized database, movement reconciliation 
 
Recording all pig movements between sites is essential in any pig traceability system to trace 
backward and forward. 
 
A traceability system can rely on information about pig movement between sites maintained at 
the premises (herd) level or in a centralized database. Option 1 and 2 have a centralized database, 
and Option 3 and 4 rely on registers containing information on animal movements maintained by 
the producers at the premises. 
 
A centralized database has the main advantage to hold directly accessible data and, considering 
timely verification for the validity of this database, reliable data. 
On the other hand, a register maintained at the premises level would require someone that would 
get the information in case of crisis but then someone to go locally to check this information, 
with the risk of having missing data, outdated data, erroneous data or even fraud. 
 
If we compare Option 1 (Figure 5-2) and Option 3 (Figure 5-4) in case of FAD for the effect of 
various databases, we have: 
- Option 1: Fi21-31-32-41, N21-31-32-33-34, Fa21-31 would be stamping-out. As all movements 


are reported and recorded timely, the necessary premises to be traced would be defined in the 
next 36 hours after discovery of the case. International and national movements of pigs would 
be at standstill for this time. All these movements would be allowed after that, except for the 
infected zone. During this standstill, frozen carcasses at the abattoir countrywide would be 
allowed for national trade only, 


- Option 3: same premises would be stamped-out. But to these 36 hours we can add 12 hours per 
chain of production to trace back (12 hours for Fa21-N21-Fi21, 12 hours for Fa31-N31-Fi31, 
12 hours for Fa31-N32-Fi41 and 12 hours for Fa31-N33-N34-Fi32), for a total of 84 hours. 
And this is for well-maintained register. If there were any doubt on the register the time to trace 
would increased. During this time international and national movements of pigs would be at 
standstill. All movements would be allowed after that, except for the infected zone. During the 
standstill, frozen carcasses at the abattoir countrywide would be allowed for national trade only. 


 
Having herd-level registration as opposed to a centralized database would increase time and cost 
for tracing, not counting for possible errors or even frauds. 
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5.4.4 Notification frequency reports 
 
The time spent to determine the infected zone or the contaminated pigs is crucial and should be as 
small as possible, since the pigs movements and the pigs and products export are restricted during 
that period. If the traceability system includes a centralized database, the frequency of up-dating 
this database could limit the duration of this period of time as illustrated below. 
 
The frequency of movement notification can be compared between traceability system Option 1 
where movements are notified as they occurred, and Option 2 where notifications are reported 
once a week. 
 
At the place where and when the case is discovered, as the animals are bearing the identification 
from their previous premises, an up-to-date notification of movement is not necessary as the 
animal can be directly linked to its previous point of stay. 
If this previous point were a finishing barn, a nursery or a farrowing barn, the minimum time 
spent by the animal there would be two weeks (farrowing barn with early weaning management). 
Consequently no difference on traceability would be measured for these two notification 
frequencies, if these barns were working in an all-in/all-out fashion. 
For barns working as a continuous flow, like in the examples given, the necessary data, if not up-
to-date in the centralized database, can be considered as present and readily available in the 
different barns, as these barns would need to have these data at hand for transmission in the given 
week. Therefore, we can consider that the time to define the protection and surveillance zone 
would be doubled for Option 2 compared to Option 1. 
 
If the previous point were an assembly yard where the animals are spending less than a week 
(usually 1 or 2 days), a weekly notification would greatly extend the time for tracing. Timely 
notification is so required for assembly yard. 
 
Frequency of notification has an impact on traceability performance. Notifications close to real-
time are a required objective for effective traceability. 
 


5.4.5 Effect of the identification affixed to the finishing slap tattoo 
 
Every pig traceability system under study uses the finishing slap tattoo to link any pig in the 
slaughterhouse to the finishing site it comes from. Currently, the meaning of the finishing slap 
tattoo is not standardized at the national level. This tattoo can be affixed to a building, a site, an 
owner or a suite of numbers can eventually be attributed and then distributed by the producer 
according to some management practices of his own. 
 
The importance of the identification significance for traceability is best explained by comparing 
Figure 5-6 where the finishing slap tattoo refers to a precise site and Figure 5-7 where the tattoo 
refers to several premises belonging to the same owner. 
The less precise is the identification in terms of geographical site, the broader will be the trace 
back. 
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Figure 5-6: Traceability with a precise finishing tattoo 


 
Figure 5-7: Traceability with a less precise finishing tattoo, reporting to several premises 
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The identification of the animals should report to a site (or a premises), but not to an owner or a 
vague origin, to reduce the extent of traceability and limit the number of unnecessary sites to 
control. 
 


5.4.6 Complexity of movements 
 
A lot of movements can occur in the Canadian swine production settings as observed during the 
pilot study. 
Some movements can be limited between specific sites and never differ from time to time. Others 
settings will present an intensity of movements (i.e. a large number of movements) between sites 
that can be reproduced in an unchanged fashion time after time or the destination of pigs can 
change every week. 
 
The trace back and trace forward will vary greatly according to the intensity of movements 
existing and the multiplication of sites involved. This can be illustrated with Figure 5-8, situation 
1 and 2. 
 
The broader your network of sites, related to each other by reception and dispatching of animals, 
the more animals will have to be traced and the more sites you will have to put under surveillance 
and stop movements from/to. 
 


 
Figure 5-8: Complexity of movements 
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The more complex and intense the movements are, the wider the tracing of animals. 
For an efficient traceability, movements should be limited (as possible). If the production setting 
does not allow for a restriction of movements, identifying animals would have to be envisage, 
and should be quite precise in complex production settings. 
 


5.4.7 Contact, local and airborne transmissions of disease 
 
Some infectious diseases can be transmitted between animals or sites by 3 different ways: 
- by contacts between animals, 
- by local transmission: short range transmission through animated or unanimated means of 
transmissions (trucks, barn employees, etc.), 
- by airborne transmission, over long range. 
 
Only the first one was taken into account in this evaluation. No assumptions were made on local 
and airborne transmissions. The surveillance zones surrounding infected premises would include 
a variable number of other premises, according to animal and premises density, mode of 
transmission for a specific disease, presence of other livestock, etc. 
 


5.4.8 Operational costs of the various traceability systems 
 
The operational costs estimation of the various traceability systems ask to look at different 
aspects. The type of technology chosen, the degree of precision required to be able to trace the 
animals and sites, the number of actors implied and the size of the database to manage, are among 
the main factors influencing the global costs of a traceability system (Table  5-1). Without 
neglecting the numerous partners implied in the good working of a traceability system (truckers, 
abattoirs, governments, etc.), this analysis is looking at the operational costs of a traceability 
system at the farm level. These costs consider mainly the purchase of identification means, the 
equipments necessary for their placement, the time to place them and to record data. 
 
- The wider the breadth of traceability, the more information to record and the higher the costs of 
traceability 
- The greater the depth and the number of transactions, the higher the costs of traceability 
- The greater the precision, the smaller and more exacting the tracking units, the higher the costs 
of traceability 
- The greater the degree of product transformation, the more complex the traceability system, the 
higher the costs of traceability 
- The greater the technological difficulties of tracking, the higher the cost of traceability 


Table 5-1: Major factors affecting the costs of traceability (Golan et al., 2004) 
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a) Costs at the farm level 
Based on the technical and economic performances of the different identifiers, the visual tag was 
chosen as identification mean. Different traceability scenarios were built up. Some identifications 
are common to the different scenarios (live pigs for export, movements from research station, vet 
clinics, auctions, etc.). Whatever the scenario, a shoulder slap tattoo is realized before departure 
of the pigs from the finishing barn to the abattoir. 
 
Traceability scenario Option 1 requires the identification of all animals. 
Option 2 looks like Option 1, except that it does not require the identification of pigs if there are 
staying at the same place during their life (birth-to-finish producer) or there are staying under the 
same ownership. 
Option 3 only needs the identification of pigs moving across provinces. 
Option 4 is based only on lot/movement identification and does not require animal identification. 
In consequence no economic analysis was realized, except the finishing slap tattoo which is still 
required in this scenario. 
 
Table  5-2, Table  5-3, Table  5-4, Table  5-5 and Table  5-6 are showing the identification costs for 
the production of a thousand hogs and according to the different traceability systems proposed 
(Option 1, 2, 3 and 4). The different types of production (one site, multi-sites) are considered. 
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Farrowing unit Option 1 
Equipments 


Var costs ($/1,000 piglets)
Fixed costs ($/1,000 piglets)


Tagging 
368 – 1,124$ 


23 – 33$ 
Labour 


Time application
Sec/piglet


Application costs ($/1,000 piglets)
Time reading/reporting 


Sec/piglet
Reading/reporting costs ($/1,000 piglets)


 
 


60.7 
203$ 


 
65.3 
215$ 


Total ($/1,000 piglets) 
Min
Max


 
809$ 


1,575$ 
Nursery  
Equipments 


Var costs ($/1,000 hogs)
Fixed costs ($/1,000 hogs)


Tagging 
368 – 1,124$ 


23 – 33$ 
Labour 


Time application
Sec/piglet


Application costs ($/1,000 hogs)
Time reading/reporting 


Sec/piglet
Reading/reporting costs ($/1,000 hogs)


 
 


60.7 
203$ 


 
65.3 
215$ 


Total ($/1,000 hogs) 
Min
Max


 
809$ 


1,575$ 
Finishing unit  
Equipments 


Var costs ($/1,000 hogs)
Fixed costs ($/1,000 hogs)


Shoulder slap 
20$ 
73$ 


Labour 
Time application


Sec/piglet
Application costs ($/1,000 hogs)


Time reading/reporting 
Sec/piglet


Reading/reporting costs ($/1,000 hogs)


 
 


73.5 
250$ 


Total ($/1,000 hogs) 
Min
Max


 
343$ 


Table 5-2: Cost of traceability system per stage of production (1,000 hogs), in a multi-site Option 1 traceability 
system 
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 3 sites 


tag-tag-shoulder slap 


2 sites 


tag-shoulder slap 


1 site 


tag-shoulder slap 
Time (sec/hog) 325.50 199.58 199.58 
Cost Labour 1,087$ 669$ 669$ 


Var Costs   


min 755$ 388$ 388$ 
max 2,267$ 1,144$ 1,144$ 


Fix Costs    


min 118$ 96$ 96$ 
max 138$ 106$ 106$ 


TOTAL (min) 1,961$ 1,152$ 1,152$ 
TOTAL (max) 3,493$ 1,918$ 1,918$ 


Table 5-3: Cost of traceability system (1,000 hogs), Option 1 traceability system (note: 5% tag losses) 


 
 3 sites 


tag-tag-shoulder slap 


2 sites 


tag-shoulder slap 


1 site 
(no identifier) 


shoulder slap only 
Time (sec/hog) 325.50 199.58 74.56 
Cost Labour 1,087$ 669$ 250$ 


Var Costs    


min 755$ 388$ 20$ 
max 2,267$ 1,144$  


Fix Costs    


min 118$ 96$ 73$ 
max 138$ 106$  


TOTAL (min) 1,961$ 1,152$ 
TOTAL (max) 3,493$ 1,918 $ 


343$ 


Table 5-4: Cost of traceability system (1,000 hogs), Option 2 traceability system (note: 5% tag losses) 
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Tag 
Time (sec/hog) 125.02 
Cost Labour 419$ 


Var Costs  


min 350$ 
max 1,070$ 


Fix Costs  


min 23$ 
max 33$ 


TOTAL (min) 791$ 
TOTAL (max) 1,521$ 


Table 5-5: Cost of traceability system (1,000 hogs), Option 3 traceability system (note: no tag losses, no 
shoulder slap). This only applies to pigs crossing a Provincial border. Otherwise costs identical as Option 4 


(shoulder slap) 


 
Equipments 


Var costs (1,000 hogs)
Fixed costs (1,000 hogs)


Shoulder slap 
20$ 
73$ 


Labour 
Time application


Sec/hog
Application costs ($/1,000 hogs)


 
 


73.5 
250$ 


Total ($/1,000 hogs) 
Min
Max


 
343$ 


Table 5-6: Cost of shoulder slap, finishing barn (1,000 hogs) (Option 4) 


 
These tables allow seeing that whatever the first three traceability system, the costs are relatively 
similar for a same production structure (number of sites) as they rely on the same identification 
process (visual tag). 
 
Table  5-7 summarises the costs at the farm level for the first three scenarios compared. Costs for 
Option 1 and Option 2 are only different for one-site producer. In a system like Option 3, only 
producers sending pigs to another province have to identify their animals. This scenario is so not 
comparable to the others regarding identification costs. As such it is important to notice that, at 
an individual scale, whatever the system chosen, the producers that have to identify their pigs are 
supporting its cost. On a national scale, the choice of a system against another will force more or 
less producers to identify their pigs. 
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 3 sites 2 sites 1 site 
Option 1     


min 1,961 $ 1,152 $ 1,152 $ 
max 3,493 $ 1,918 $ 1,918 $ 


Option 2    
min 1,961 $ 1,152 $ 
max 3,493 $ 1,918 $ 


 


Option 3    
min 791 $ 
max 1,521 $ 


Table 5-7: Summary of costs (per 1,000 hogs) for the 3 traceability systems 


 


b) National cost at the farm level 
The type of production (birth-to-finish, sow unit, etc.) influences the number of handling related 
to the animal identification, from its birth to its slaughter. In a traceability setting, the more the 
production chain is divided into distinct sites, the more the movements of pigs are frequent and 
the higher are the need for identification. For example, Option 2 traceability system which does 
not require the identification of pigs staying under the same premises until slaughter, is less 
identification intensive than Option 1 where every animals are identified. With Option 2, global 
costs at the farm will be low if animals are not moving (birth-to-finish production) or are staying 
under the same ownership. 
 
Option 1 concerns every pig producers as all the pigs are identified. Option 2 does not require the 
identification of pigs not moving or staying under the same ownership, e.g. birth-to-finish 
producers wouldn’t have to take the cost of traceability upon them. The comment is the same for 
Option 3 where only pigs moving across provinces would need identification and so only a few 
producers would be concern by this identification. The importance of interprovincial commerce is 
known but not the number of farms of concern (see  5.4.8.c)). 
 
In order to evaluate the total cost at the farm level for pig producers to adopt one or the other 
traceability system, the proportion of pigs staying under the same ownership has to be known. 
The CPC technical sub-committee decided for this analysis that 50% of all Canadian pigs were 
staying under the same ownership. Table  5-8 and Table  5-9 are reporting identification and 
traceability costs for Option 1 and Option 2 on a single pig basis ($/pig) and according to type of 
production, based on a total Canadian production of 30 million pigs (including live export pigs)6.  


                                                 
6 In 2003, 22,288 million pigs were slaughtered in Canada in federally and provincially inspected abattoirs, and more 
than 7,5 million pigs were exported live to the US for a total production of 29,72 million pigs (AAC, Statistics of 
international trade) 
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  3 sites 2 sites 1 site 
Option 1     
min 1.96$ 1.15$ 1.15$ 
max 3.49$ 1.92$ 1.92$ 
Option 2    
min 1.96$ 1.15$ 
max 3.49$ 1.92$ 


 


Table 5-8: Cost for identification and traceability, single pig basis, for Option 1 and 2, by type of production 
($/pig) 


 
It should be noted that under the hypothesis of pig distribution by type of production, « 1 site » 
regards the birth-to-finish producers and pigs staying under the same ownership. 
 


  3 sites 2 sites 1 site/ownership TOTAL ('000$) 
Distribution 20% 30% 50%  
Number of head ('000) 6,000 9,000 15,000  
Option 1      
min 11,760$ 10,350$ 17,250$ 39,360$ 
max 20,940$ 17,280$ 28,800$ 67,020$ 
Option 2     
min 11,760$ 10,350$ 5,100$ 27,210$ 
max 20,940$ 17,280$ 5,100$ 43,320$ 


Table 5-9: National cost at the farm level for traceability system Option 1 and 2 according to distribution of 
pigs by production types 


 


c) Interprovincial trade 
Data from Statistics Canada7 allows reporting the importance of interprovincial movements 
before slaughter. In 2003, the interprovincial export totalized 219,400 pigs, fairly equally 
distributed by trimesters (Table 5-10). It is a 23% increase compared to 2002. For the first 10 
months of 2004, Interprovincial trade increased of 10% compared to the same period of the 
previous year. 
 


  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Jan-Mar  32,3 27,8 38,2 48,7 55,2 
Apr-June 46,8 38,8 47,8 56,3 60,8 
July-Sept 32,8 32,0 48,7 58,7 64,2 
Oct.-Dec 35,8 41,0 44,0 55,7  
TOTAL 147,7 139,6 178,7 219,4  


Table 5-10: Interprovincial trade of hogs, 2000-2004 ('000 head) 
                                                 
7 Hog Statisctics, 2004, vol. 3, n°4, cat. 23-010-XIF 
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Other statistics are available regarding the origin of pigs slaughtered in each Canadian province. 
 
Figure  5-9 is showing the magnitude of pigs slaughtered in a different province than their origin. 
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Figure 5-9: Receipts at packing plant: slaughter from other province, by province of slaughter, 2003. Source: 


Livestock Market Review, AAFC 


 
In 2003, near 20% of pigs slaughtered in Alberta were coming from another province. 
Saskatchewan (15%), the Maritimes (13%) and Ontario (11%) are other provinces where the 
proportion of pigs from other provinces slaughtered are the higher. On about 22,3 million pigs 
slaughtered in Canada in 2003, it is more than 1,5 million (7%) that were slaughtered in a 
different province than the one there were originating from. 
 
From this, it is possible to estimate the number of pigs which would be identified in the frame of 
Option 3 scenario and so to estimate the total cost at the farm. Based on these data, a total of 
1,728 million pigs would have been sent to another province in 2003. By multiplying this number 
of pigs by the Option 3 identification costs (which were between 791$ and 1,521$/1,000 pigs), 
total costs at the farm level would be between 1,36 M$ and 2,62 M$9, based on 2003 data. 
However, if the interprovincial trade increase should maintain, which is fairly probable, total 
costs at the farm for Option 3 would also increase in the same way. 
 


                                                 
8 Or 1,5 million pigs slaughtered from another province and 0,22 million pigs were concerned by interprovincial 
trade 
9 Or 791$/1,000 pigs * 1,72 million pigs and 1,521$/1,000 pigs * 1,72 million pigs 







NATIONAL SWINE IDENTIFICATION & TRACEABILITY PILOT STUDY: FINAL REPORT 


 111


d) Export of live pigs 
The identification of live pigs exported is common to all the scenarios. Producers already have to 
identify the pigs they are sending across the border, generally with a tattoo. 
 
In 2004, Canada has exported more than 8,2 million live pigs to the US and this, despite 
American commercial retaliations towards Canadian exportations10. The tendency these last years 
is towards a progression of piglets export (less than 50 kg) (Figure  5-10). According to the 
growing part for this category of pigs and the absence of data on the type of producer of origin 
(sow unit or nursery), we supposed that only one identifier was placed on the animal before their 
export to the US, whatever the traceability scenario. 
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Figure 5-10: Canadian live hog exports to USA, 1997 to 2004. Forecast for 2004, based on the first 10 months 
of year 2004 and distribution between feeder/slaughter pigs in 2003. Source: AAC, Statistics of international 


trade 


 
Pig identification before live export to the US is already a custody measure for producers but it is 
interesting to estimate the global cost at the farm level for them. As this identification is common 
for all scenarios, it is somewhat the minimal cost at the farm to put in place a traceability system. 
 
Based on 2004 data, for a total of 8,2 million live pig exported (breeding stock are excluded), 
identification of pigs for export would have cost between 6,6 and 12,9 M$11, if we are making the 
assumption that exported pigs stayed only on one site in Canada. 
 


                                                 
10 The US Department of Commerce (DOC) has initiated in March 2004 two surveys on live pigs coming from 
Canada following a petition submitted by the National Pork Producers Council 
11 Or (809$/1,000 pigs * 8,2 million pigs) or (1,575$/1,000 pigs * 8,2 million pigs) 
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e) Database management 
The various traceability scenarios are different in terms of recording data (frequency) and type of 
database, individual or centralised 
 
Even if the estimation of the cost related to the management of one or the other database, it is 
useful to comment the advantages and disadvantages of them (Table  5-11 and Table  5-12). 
 


Advantages Disadvantages 


• Flexibility 


• Possibility of achieving cost savings through a reduction in 
crop data processing (from individual farm level to central 
bank level) 


• Credibility at international level 


• Cost of an audit system 


• In case of an outbreak, incomplete 
and/or missing data can be very 
costly 


Table 5-11: Individual database (farm level) 


 
Advantages Disadvantages 


• Allow stricter control (i.e. maintaining the quality and 
consistency of data) and quicker action at national level 
if need be  


• Facilitate coordination, information transfer, and 
cooperation between provinces and at national level 


• Enable the industry to reassure its clients about its ability 
to harmonize its actions, react promptly to requests, and 
provide all the information desired (reduced 
unreconciled data). 


• Less flexibility 


• Possibility of a very costly 
program and an 
unexpected cost burden 


Table 5-12: Central database 
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5.4.9 Costs in case of epidemiological problems 
 


a) Losses in case of an infectious disease outbreak (FAD detected at 
finishing barn) 


An exhaustive study was realised in 2002 for the Canadian Animal Health Coalition to estimate 
the losses generated by a foot-and-mouth disease outbreak. According to the extent of the 
outbreak (small, medium, large), total costs would be between 13,7 and 45,9 billions dollars. 
Such high costs are explained by, in addition to the agri-food sector and its various components 
(direct and indirect impacts at the farm, slaughtering activities and transformation, exports), 
impacts on leisure industry (tourism) and the costs to manage the crisis were also considered. 
 
One of the objectives of this study was to evaluate the technical and economic performances of 
the different traceability systems in the context of an epidemiological problem. For the economic 
performances, the efficacy of the different system is said in terms of costs reduction and losses 
following an outbreak. The more a traceability system can trace the problem quickly and 
delimitate the infected zones, the more it allows acting quickly to control the spread of disease 
and limit the number of slaughters needed. 
 


(1) Slaughtering of live pigs 
In case of a contagious exotic disease outbreak, the animals from the different sites identified as 
having had contacts with potentially contagious ones, have to be destroyed. This is a direct cost 
endorsed by the pig producers in question. 
 
To estimate the losses related to the slaughter of animals in case of exotic disease, the value of 
the animals in inventory and the number of pigs to withdraw from the production chain for every 
stage of production have to be identified as their value is different according to their production 
stage. An inventory value was allocated for each of the following categories: sows, unweaned 
piglets, weaned piglets and finishing pigs. These data are taken from the Canadian Agricultural 
Income Stabilization (CAIS) Program. Data are available for all Canadian provinces for the years 
1997-2004. Mean value for the years 2000-2003 were computed from these data for all the 
provinces but PEI and Ontario where only 2003 data could be obtained. The value for sows, 
finishing pigs, weaned and unweaned piglets had to be estimated. For each case, the mean value 
for the 2000-2003 periods was kept as an estimated value for the inventory. This allows capturing 
the entire cycle of pig price which lasts generally 4 years. Provincial value and mean Canadian 
value are reported in Table  5-13. The mean Canadian value is an average of provincial values 
weighted by the number of pigs in each province for each type of pigs (2003). 
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 Sows Piglets Hogs (nursery) Hogs (finishing) 
 % (2003) $/head % (2003) $/head % (2003) $/head % (2003) $/head 
B-C 1.2% 325 1.0% 43 1.1% 56 1.1% 111
Alberta 13.8% 344 14.1% 21 15.0% 46 15.0% 108
Saskatchewan 7.3% 292 7.7% 43 8.9% 55 8.9% 110
Manitoba 21.6% 304 19.7% 46 18.6% 60 18.6% 120
Ontario1 26.4% 285 26.0% 36 24.2% 43 24.2% 101
Québec 27.4% 228 29.0% 34 29.6% 49 29.6% 94
Atlantic prov.2 2.2% 291 2.4% 59 2.6% 78 2.6% 169
Canada3 100% 283 100% 36 100% 50 100% 106


Table 5-13: Mean value of inventories by type of pigs for the 2000-2003 period, Canada and provinces. 
Source: British-Columbia, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, New-Brunswick, Nova-Scotia and Newfoundland: 


http://www.agr.gc.ca/pcsra; Alberta: http://www.afsc.ca/; Québec: 
http://www.financiereagricole.qc.ca/fr/pcsra/prod_inve.pdf; Ontario: 


http://www.gov.on.ca/OMAFRA/french/policy/cais/index.html. Note1: For Ontario, the value by piglets 
(8$/piglet) was so small compared to the other provinces that we chose to replace it with the average value 


from Alberta, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Québec. Note 2: Excluding PEI. Note 3: Weighted average 


 
According to Case 1 and Case 3 ( 5.4.2 above) where the same premises have to be traced back 
and forward (36 and 84 hours delays), the following animals would have to be destroyed: 
 


Sites Number head $/head 
Farrowing barns Numbers piglets 36$/head 
Fa21 1,017  
Fa31 1,017  
Total 2,034 73,224$ 
Farrowing barns Numbers sows 283$/head 
Fa21 800  
Fa31 800  
Total 1,600 452,800$ 
Nursery Numbers of hogs 50$/head 
N21 973  
N31 2,800  
N32 1,051  
N33 1,051  
N34 1,051  
Total 6,926 346,300$ 
Finishing barns Numbers of hogs 106$/head 
Fi21 1,946  
Fi31 5,600  
Fi32 4,204  
Fi41 2,102  
Total 13,852 1,468,312$ 
Grand Total 24,412 2,340,636$ 


Table 5-14: Premises and animals destroyed under Case 1 and Case 3 
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Of course it is a commercial value. In a crisis situation, one can think this value would be 
affected. 
 


(2) Interruption of slaughtering activities 
All the producers would be penalized for the time to identify and trace the infected premises, 
besides the producers directly concern by the disease and having to destroy their herd. This 
standstill varies between 36 and 84 hours in the different scenarios considered. The delays to 
deliver involve extra costs for the producers, mainly put on extra feeding. According to data 
provided by the Centre de développement du porc du Québec (CDPQ) about feed conversion and 
average daily gain, feed cost would be about 0.66 $/pig/day at the end of fattening stage. To this 
should be added the possibility for a change of class on the classification scale, as well as delays 
to start a new production. Such a loss at slaughter should not be neglected and its scale depends 
on the weight margin marking the strata offering maximum prices to producers on the 
classification scales. For example, on the classification scale used in Québec, the 2 best strata are 
covering 12 kg (from 80 to 91.9 kg), which gives some space to play to the producers. Therefore, 
despite delivering delays, a pig might not be relegated in spite of its weight gain. With an initial 
weight of 100 kg, about fifteen days can go on before any penalties. 
 
Table  5-15 is presenting the slaughtering capacities per province and per week on a daily basis (5 
week days). If the abattoirs had to stop activities for 36 hours, slaughtering activities would need 
to increase the days following the recovery to slaughter the pigs accumulated during this 
standstill. Figure  5-11 allows however to see that some variation exists along the year in terms of 
number of pigs slaughtered every month. A standstill in March or December would be more 
difficult to manage for abattoirs than in July or August. 
 
  Annual slaughter per province Average weekly (52 weeks 


basis) 
Average daily slaughter (5 days 


basis) 
BC 252,671 4,859 972 


Mar. 600,397 11,546 2,309 
Sask. 1,339,220 25,754 5,151 
Alb. 3,494,660 67,205 13,441 
Man. 3,747,334 72,064 14,413 
Ont. 5,346,836 102,824 20,565 
Qué. 7,507,012 144,366 28,873 


TOTAL 22,288,130 428,618 85,724 


Table 5-15: Distribution of hogs slaughtering activities, 2003. Source: Livestock Market Review, Statistics 
Canada 
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Figure 5-11: Producer price (weighted average prices) and hogs slaughtered in federally and provincially 
inspected establishments, 2003. Source: Livestock Market Review, Statistics Canada 


 


(a) Estimation of extra feeding costs 
According to statistics above, the average number of pigs slaughtered per day on a 5 days 
slaughtering basis per week was 85,724 pigs in 2003 (Table  5-15). So a total stop of slaughtering 
activities for 36 hours would theoretically prevent the slaughter of 128,585 pigs12. 
 
The disturbances in slaughtering activities would cause two types of delays: 


• Pigs that could not be delivered during the standstill 
• Pigs for which delivering would be delayed because of time taken to catch 


up interrupted slaughtering 
 
According to the hypotheses used, total extra cost related to slaughter delays is estimated to 
353,610$ for a 36 hours standstill, and assuming that the slaughters would be caught up as soon 
as the third day following the start of the outbreak. 
 
The same computation can be made for a 72 and a 84 hours standstill. Total cost would be 
1,527,593$. 
 
But this estimation does not take into account: 


• Higher prices for heavier pigs, which would partly compensate extra 
feeding costs; 


• Some carcasses would be penalized on the classification scale. 
 


                                                 
12 Or 85,724 pigs/day and 42,862/half-days 
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(b) Simulation of a price drop at auction 
In Québec and Ontario, about 25% of pigs are sold at the auction. Simulations of drop in prices 
allow estimating the impact of a drop in price has on the volume of pigs sold at auction. A first 
simulation assumes a fall of 5% during 10 days and 20% during 10 days. Slaughtering activities 
being caught up after 14 days according to hypotheses above, we can think the consequences on 
the market would last more than 10 days. A second simulation assumes a price fall during 20 
days. The estimate takes also into account that: 


• There is no change in the management by producers (they do not delayed 
the delivering of their pigs despite an anticipated drop in price); 


• Slaughtering capacities are not modified (no abattoir is concern by the 
outbreak) and week-ends were not accounted for, though an extra working 
day during a week-end would allow a faster recovery. 


 
The following table features these drops in prices, assuming the effect on auction prices is similar 
in every provinces and that it affects 25% of sold pigs. If the price drop would last 10 days, the 
losses would be between 1,1 and 4,4 millions dollars according to the price’s decrease (5% or 
20%). 
 
If the drop would last 20 days instead of 10, the losses would be doubled. 
 


 Average mean 
price 


( $/carcass)1  


Decrease of price Number of head 
sold at the 
auction2 


Losses 


Decrease of 5 %  
10 days 152,168 $1,101,486 
20 days   305,317 $ 2,202,972 
Decrease of 20 % 
10 days 152,658 $4,405,944 
20 days   305,317 $8,811,889 


Table 5-16: Impact of a price drop of 5% and 20% in pig price ($/100 kg) at auction during a period of 10 
days and 20 days. 1 Calculated with average index carcass of 109, average warm carcass weights of 87.10 kg 
(2003) and an average price (2000-2003) of 1.52$/100 kg (100 index basis). 2 25% of the average Canadian 


daily slaughter capacity based on a 10 days calendar (5 days of slaughtering activity vs. 7 days a week). 
Source: AAC and AGÉCO calculations. Compilation Groupe AGÉCO 


 
These estimations are for information only as it is impossible to predict the reaction of Canadian 
and foreign markets against a FAD or food safety crisis. Also it should be mentioned that the 
drop in price resulting of such an event would be sudden but would be resorbed progressively 
after a certain time, unlike the case simulated here. 
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b) Food safety problem 
The economic efficiency of a traceability system in case of a salubrity problem can be evaluated 
the same way as an infectious disease problem, by evaluating the value of the animals having to 
be destroyed. 
 
According to Case 2 (see  5.4.1), the following animals would be destroyed: 
 


Sites Number head $/head 
Farrowing barns Numbers piglets 36$/head 
Fa31 1,017  


Total 1,017 36,612$ 


Farrowing barns Numbers sows 283$/head 
Fa31 800  
Total 800 226,400$ 


Nursery Numbers of hogs 50$/head 
N31 2,800  
N32 1,051  
N33 1,051  
N34 1,051  


Total 5,953 297,650$ 


Finishing barns Numbers of hogs 106$/head 
Fi31 5,600  
Fi32 4,204  
Fi41 2,102  


Total 11,906 1,262,036$ 


Grand Total 19,676 1,822,698$ 


Table 5-17: Premises and animals destroyed under Case 2 (36 hours delay) 


 
The total value for pigs having to be destroyed for such a problem, with Option 1 traceability 
system, would be 1,82 million dollars. 
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c) Industry downstream  
Statistics about food processing industry13 give some references to appreciate the economic 
importance of red meat industry in Canada. The delivery value of food processing sector was 
63,4 billion dollars in Canada in 2002. Red meat sector has contributed to 23% of this total, or 
14,7 billion dollars.  The added value of the food processing industry was estimated at 21,5 
billion dollars in 2002 in Canada, of which 3,2 billions (14,9%) for the red meat sector only. 
 
On employment, it is interesting to compare the part related to red meat processing factories to 
the global sector of food processing. This last one is an important employment generator, and 
leading the Canadian manufacturing sector for employment. In 2002, 243,797 employments were 
attributed to this processing sector. With 45,778 persons-year, red meat processing contributed 
alone to 18,8% of these jobs. 
 
Knowing that pigs’ sales represent 30% of the total red meat agricultural revenue, we can 
estimate the swine sector contribution in the red meat processing. On this basis, value of 
processed pig products delivered is 4,41 billion dollars, the added value attributed to pig 
processing at 960 millions dollars and employment at 13,733 persons-year. 
 
In case of crisis, all the production chain would be affected. 
 


d) Embargo on exportations 
The Canadian swine industry is strongly oriented towards export markets. More than 40% of the 
production is for international markets. Canada is therefore especially vulnerable against of 
possible border shuts down. Figure  5-12 demonstrates the importance of exports for the Canadian 
swine industry. 
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Figure 5-12: Evolution of Canadian pork meat exports, 1999-2004. Source: Livestock Market Review, 
Statistics Canada 


 


                                                 
13 Statistics Canada, Annual survey on factories, 2002 
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During these last four years (2001 to 2004), the revenues from pig products’ sales at export 
remain stable between 2,19 and 2,34 billion dollars. Quantities have however increased from 
719,000 tons in 2001 to 924,000 tons in 2003. Forecast for 2004 are showing a decrease 
compared to 2003 (Table  5-18 and Table  5-19). 
 


 Fresh cut Frozen cut Offals Fat Processed Total 
2001 1,044,673$ 695,013$ 118,691$ 35,071$ 319,790$ 2,213,236$ 
2002 980,089$ 734,304$ 113,535$ 25,946$ 332,641$ 2,186,335$ 
2003 996,080$ 795,426$ 111,491$ 32,407$ 407,250$ 2,342,654$ 
Jan-Oct 2004 950,868$ 781,107$ 104,309$ 51,362$ 330,946$ 2,218,592$ 
Mean 01-03      2,247,408$ 


Table 5-18: Canadian meat pork exports value, 2001-2004 ('000 dollars). Source: MAEI, Statistics Canada 
(http://atn-riae.agr.ca/stats/stats-f.htm) 


 
 Fresh cut Frozen cut Offals Fat Processed Total meat 
2001 285,969 213,465 114,046 34,190 71,033 718,703 
2002 322,346 273,803 116,552 34,182 80,496 827,379 
2003 343,738 320,159 126,068 35,397 98,982 924,344 
Jan-Oct 2004 278,782 281,565 99,499 57,375 74,154 791,373 
Mean 01-03      823,475 


Table 5-19: Canadian meat exports, 2001-2004 (metric tons). Source: MAEI, Statistics Canada (http://atn-
riae.agr.ca/stats/stats-f.htm) 


 


(1) Estimation of monthly losses 
In the long term, the magnitude of the losses is linked to the embargo duration, as well as to the 
time required to get back to normal activities once the embargo is over. It is possible to estimate 
the losses incurred by applying a ratio equivalent to the period during which Canada would have 
been put aside international commerce of pig meat, in relation to the total value of annual export 
usually reached. In our case, the estimation is based on the 2003 results, the last year for which 
there are complete data. 
 
In 2003, monthly export revenues for pig products were counted at a mean of 195,2 millions $, 
varying from a minimum of 175 M$ (-10,3 %) in April to a maximum of 220 M$ (+12,7 %) in 
May (Figure  5-13). 
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Figure 5-13: Canadian pork meat export in 2003. Source : MAEI, Statistics Canada (http://atn-
riae.agr.ca/stats/stats-f.htm) 


 
Revenue losses from the pig products’ sales on the export market are estimated at 195 M$ per 
month of embargo, assuming that the embargo concerns the entire country to which Canadian pig 
products are exported. 
 


(2) Taiwan example 
The Taiwan example is good one to illustrate consequences due to an infectious disease 
epidemic, this country having had a foot-and-mouth disease outbreak in 1997. When the Taiwan 
swine industry was exporting 272,000 metric tons in 1996, this volume dropped to zero in 1998 
(Figure 5-14). Even if this country was declared free for foot-and-mouth disease in 2001, exports 
were far from being what there were before 1997. The markets are still closed and we are waiting 
for a small recovery of exportations in. The number of pig farms has decreased by 50% from 
25,300 in 1997 to 13,000 in 2002, with a marked decrease of smaller enterprises. 
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Figure 5-14: Evolution of Taiwan pork meat export, 1990-2003. Source: FAS, USDA 


 


e) Domestic price issue 
In case of an extended closing of export markets, the totality of Canadian pig production would 
go towards the Canadian market and would cause a surplus of animal protein on the domestic 
market. This phenomenon was observed with the BSE crisis and the ban on Canadian beef 
exports. This increase in the pig supply will have an important impact on the pig price on the 
local market. It is difficult to predict with precision the magnitude for this price drop following a 
supply increase. But the recent example from the BSE crisis allowed to see the effects differed on 
the retailing price, the wholesale price and the price for the producer. When the retailing price of 
beef meat varies by little, the producer price has drop severely. As an example, Figure  5-15 is 
showing the evolution of price for steers in Ontario and Alberta before and after the discovery of 
a mad cow. Wholesale price has also sustained a decrease, but not as much as the producer price. 
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Figure 5-15: Producer price for steers in Alberta and Ontario, 2003. Source: Canfax 


 
These reports are demonstrating that during the BSE crisis the transmission of price along the 
different links of the sector did not happened like in a perfect competition market. The producers 
had by far sustained the most important fall in price in percentages. The bovine sector is also 
dependant on the export market (about 46 % of the Canadian beef production is exported); we 
could foresee the same happening in the pig sector in case of a crisis. 
 
The principal reason for which the retailing price did not varied much, beyond the imperfect 
transmission of price, is that Canadian consumers did not changed their beef consuming habits. 
Contrary to European consumers which switched from beef meat after the mad cow crisis, the 
Canadian consumption has slightly increased in 2003 compared to 2002. But nothing precludes 
what Canadian consumers would do in case of a crisis in the pig sector. 
 


f) Revenue losses for live pig exports 
Live pigs trade is for the Canadian pig industry. As mentioned, in 2004, more than  8,2 millions 
of heads were exported to the USA. To a certain extent, trade of genetics represents a market not 
negligible. Figure  5-16 and Figure  5-17 are presenting the value and volume for live pigs exports 
during these last four years. In 2003, a total value of 560 millions dollars was exported as 
animals. 
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Figure 5-16: Value (million dollars) and number of live animal (thousand head) exported from Canada, 2001-
2004. Note: includes live pure-bred breeding, feeder hogs (<50kg) and slaughter hogs (>50kg). Source: MAEI, 


Statistics Canada (http://atn-riae.agr.ca/stats/stats-f.htm 


 
It is possible to envisage that United Sates would delay the re-opening of their borders to live 
animals’ trade, which would close down an important market for Canadian producers. The 
dumping allegations made by the US in disturbed the Canadian pig industry. The possibility for a 
limited access to this market demonstrated the importance of this market for live pigs, as well as 
the limited slaughtering capacities in Canada in some provinces the most actives on the live pig 
market. 
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Figure 5-17: Monthly value (million dollars) and number of live animal (thousand head) exported from 
Canada in 2003. Source: MAEI, Statistics Canada (http://atn-riae.agr.ca/stats/stats-f.htm) 


 
With the same logic as for meat exports, it is possible to estimate the losses in the long term of a 
ban on live pig export, by observing the monthly value of live pig shipping (including pure-bred) 
to the United States. In 2003, live pigs exports represented on average 46,7 millions dollars per 
month. 
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g) Conclusion 
In the first part, the operational costs for the different traceability systems were evaluated. 
Without neglecting the numerous players implied in a traceability (truckers, abattoirs, 
governments, etc.), the analysis concerned the costs at the farm level (purchase of identifiers, 
equipments required for placement, labour). 
 
The different traceability systems studied (Option 1, 2 and 3) all used visual ear tags as 
identification mean, but were all different on the number of animals needing to be identified and 
the level of reporting and notifications asked. The analysis allowed to see that their costs were 
relatively similar for a same production structure (number of sites) as they all rely on the same 
identification mean (visual tag). The following table reports data for a 1,000 pigs production, 
according to three production types and for each traceability system. 
 


 3 sites 2 sites 1 site 


Option 1     
min 1,961 $ 1,152 $ 1,152 $
max 3,493 $ 1,918 $ 1,918 $


Option 2    
min 1,961 $ 1,152 $
max 3,493 $ 1,918 $


 


Option 3 
min 791 $ 
max 1,521 $ 


Table 5-20: Summary of costs (per 1,000 pigs) for the 3 traceability systems studied 


 
Therefore, it is important to point that on the individual scale, whatever the system chosen, the 
costs at the farm would be sustained by the producers. On a Canadian scale the choice between a 
system and another will have the effect that more or less producers will have to identify their 
pigs. The type of production (birth-to-finish, sow unit, etc.) influences the number of handling 
related to identification, from the birth of the animal to its slaughter. In traceability context, the 
more the production chain is divided into several distinct sites, the more there are movements of 
pigs and the higher are the need for identification. For example, a traceability system like Option 
2 that do not require the identification of animals staying under the same ownership until 
slaughter is less demanding than a system like Option 1 where every animal are identified. With a 
system like Option 2, the more the relative weight of production where animals do not change 
site (birth-to-finish) or do not change ownership compared to the overall Canadian producers, the 
smallest will be the global cost at the farm for the system. 
 
The second part put into context the different traceability systems for evaluating their economic 
performances in case of epidemiological problems. 
For this second part, emphasis was also put on the losses incurred in the primary sector 
(production). As the working hypotheses concern short term (standstill from 36 to 84 hours), long 
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term costs were not part of this analysis. However, losses that can be borne by players 
downstream, like from a prolonged shutdown of exports, were briefly considered. 
 
The economic analysis of the traceability systems concerned two types of epidemiological 
problems, the ones related to animal health infectious disease) or to food safety (salubrity 
problem). 
  
 36h (Option 1) 72h (Option 2) 84h (Option 3) 
 min max min max min max 
Slaughtering 
of animals 


2,340,636$ 2,340,636$ 2,340,636$ 2,340,636$ 2,340,636$ 2,340,636$ 


Extra-feeding 
costs  


353,610$ 353,610$ 1,272,995$ 1,272,995$ 1,824,626$ 1,824,626$ 


Drop in 
producer 
price  
(auction) 


1,101,486$ 4,405,944$ 2,202,972$ 8,811,889$ 2,202,972$ 8,811,889$ 


TOTAL 3,795,732$ 7,100,190$ 5,816,603$ 12,425,520$ 6,071,201$ 12,680,118$


Table 5-21: Summary table of costs incurred by primary sector in case of an epidemic 


 
Table  5-21 and Table  5-22 summarised the costs estimates related to these two situations 
according to the efficiency of the traceability systems (time for slaughtering activities and exports 
recovery). The losses are essentially caused by the slaughtering of animals diseased or 
contaminated. According to the parameters submitted, the time to recover did not influence the 
number of animals to destroy. As such, would be for 36, 72 our 84 hours standstill, the losses 
incurred in term of destroyed animals value were evaluated from 2,34 millions dollars in case of 
an epidemic to 1,82 million dollars for a food safety problem under all the assumptions made. 
The importance to trace back quickly the origin of the problem and to identify the sites and 
animals in question becomes evident when evaluating the impacts involved for all the producers 
facing an interruption in their slaughtering activities. Being not allowed to deliver normally their 
pigs to the abattoirs producers will have to support the extra feeding costs and possibly a drop in 
price at the auction.  
For example, in case of an epidemic, under Option 2 it is hypothesized that normal activities 
would be recovered in 72 hours, but Option 3 hypothesized that it would take 84 hours. The extra 
feeding costs are higher the more time you need to recover. For a fall in price, it is supposed that 
a standstill of 72 hours (3 days) is the equivalent to an 84 hours one (3 ½ days). 
 
In case of a food safety issue, it is possible to think that the extent of the problem would be 
smaller and that the problematic zone would be limited, and so in consequence less abattoir 
would need to stop their activities. The cost estimations presented in Table  5-22 assume however 
a generalised standstill (Canadian) of slaughters. 
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 36h (Option 1) 72 h (Option 2) 84h (Option 3) 
 min max min max min max 
Slaughtering 
of animals 


1,822,698$ 1,822,698$ 1,822,698$ 1,822,698$ 1,822,698$ 1,822,698$ 


Extra-feeding 
costs 


353,610$ 353,610$ 1,272,995$ 1,272,995$ 1,824,626$ 1,824,626$ 


Drop in 
producer price 
(auction) 


1,101,486$ 4,405,944$ 2,202,972$ 8,811,889$ 2,202,972$ 8,811,889$ 


TOTAL 3,277,794$ 6,582,252$ 5,298,665$ 11,907,582$ 5,850,296$ 12,459,213$


Table 5-22: Summary table of costs incurred by primary sector in case of contamination  


 
In total, the estimation of losses incurred by pig producers in case of infectious disease, according 
to scenarios and parameters submitted, varies from 3,8 millions dollars to almost 12,7 millions 
dollars under the assumptions made. In case of food safety crisis, the estimated losses vary from 
3,3 to 12,5 millions dollars. The losses are a bit less as less animals have to be destroyed. We also 
can notice that it is the extra feeding costs that distinguish most the different scenarios. 
 
NOTE 1: 
The choice for a 36, 72 or 84 hour standstill is arbitrary. There is no information on how fast can 
a tracing be managed, except from a single analysis realized by DEFRA following the 2001 FMD 
epidemic (36 hours) (DEFRA, 2002). Thirty-six hours was found to be a reasonable timeline and 
was considered as the minimum delay. 
One of the objectives required for a Canadian swine traceability system is zoning, implying to 
take advantage of its main purpose when it’s time to put it into practice: once the contaminated 
zone is defined and under control, to be able to continue normal trade from free zones of the 
country to domestic or/and foreign markets (Chapter 1.3.5 and article 1.3.5.3 of the Terrestrial 
Animal Health Code, OIE, 2004). 
Working assumptions to evaluate the above costs were that zoning capacities were recognized by 
national and international partners and zoning was efficient in the define timeline allowing to go 
back to normal trade after standstill period. So the estimated costs are minimal and could increase 
if the recognition of the free zone is argued by any importing countries. 
 
NOTE 2: 
The goal of the economic analysis was to compare potential pig traceability systems to assess 
their costs and benefits. Therefore there was no intent to assess all potential costs related to a 
FAD crisis. Other works have been realized to estimate such costs (like a Foot-and-Mouth 
disease crisis, Canadian Animal Health Coalition 2002 study [Serecon, 2002]). 
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5.5. Synthesis 
 
 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 
Description - individual 


identification for 
all animals 
- centralized 
database 
- close to real-time 
movement 
notification 


- individual 
identification, 
except if animal 
is staying under 
same ownership 
- centralized 
database 
- weekly 
movement 
notification 


- no identification, 
except for specific 
purpose 
- producer-level 
database 
- no movement 
notification to a 
central database 


- no identification 
- producer-level 
database 
- no movement 
notification to a 
central database 


Identification 
- in case of 
FAD 
- in case of 
food safety 
crisis 


 
++ 
 
+++ 
 
Identification has 
an impact on 
traceability 
according to the 
epidemic: 
propagating or 
point-source 


 
++ 
 
++ 


 
++ 
 
+ 


 
++ 
 
+ 


Record 
accessibility 
and reliability 


++ 
 
A centralized 
database is 
deemed necessary 
for an efficient 
traceability system 


++ 
 
A centralized 
database is 
deemed necessary 
for an efficient 
traceability 
system 


+ + 


Timeliness +++ 
 
Close to real-time 
movement 
notifications are 
necessary for 
traceability 


++ + 
 
No notification 
here as all data are 
stored at the 
premises level, 
increasing time in 
case of crisis 


+ 
 
No notification 
here as all data are 
stored at the 
premises level, 
increasing time in 
case of crisis 


Performance 
with complex 
movements 


+++ ++ + + 
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Tracing 
credibility 


+++ ++ + + 


Cost for 
operating 


$$$ $$ $ $ 


Cost in case of 
crisis 


$ $$ $$$ $$$ 


 


5.6. Discussion 
 
A FAD and a food safety crisis are calling for 2 different traceability capabilities. The extent of 
the traceability between these 2 epidemics is also quite different. 
If a FAD incursion in Canada is not much likely, and would be punctual, food safety crisis have 
increasing occurrences worldwide and their impact on public confidence is way more influential. 
The impact of animals’ identification is better acknowledged in case of a point-source epidemic 
where only the animals being contaminated have to be traced back and forward. Having a greater 
precision is most valuable in case of food safety crisis. 
For a propagating epidemic, knowledge of animal contacts, and so of movements between sites, 
is the core of the traceability. Having identification(s) on the animals won’t improve the 
traceability. For a salubrity issue, movements are still essential, but identification can improve 
greatly the traceability (precision, timeliness) and its corollaries (on- and off-farms traceability). 
Moreover identification of animals can also have other advantages, like herd management, 
genetic evaluation and improvement, internal traceability, drug residues control, quality issues 
etc. 
 
A centralized database is deemed necessary for an efficient and timely traceability system. 
Relying on herd-level register is a randomness provision, adding time, if not errors or 
inaccuracies, on the traceability process. 
Close to real-time notifications of movements are also necessary for traceability purpose, as was 
recognized by the CFIA (Christensen, 2004). 
 
The finishing slap tattoo should refer to a site (premises), rather than to a vague origin, to 
improve traceability. This would limit the number of sites to trace back, and accelerate their 
control. 
This could also have impacts on other aspects, like herd management for example. 
 
The more complex are the movements, the longer it will take to trace all sites involved in the 
problem, also adding effort and manpower. 
For intense movements between sites or complex settings of production, traceability standards 
should be adjusted. Restricting the movements allowed between sites by reducing the number of 
sites involved in the exchanges is the minimum requirement for traceability systems where no 
physical identifications are employed, to limit the extent of chase and cull in case of FAD or food 
safety crisis. Limiting the timeframe between movements in and out of a premises and the ability 
to ban markets and other commingling of animals in case of a FAD outbreak would also help 
limiting the scope of a crisis. Denmark, an example of a country having mainly individual pig 
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identification with the allowance of some movements of non-identified pigs, has recently 
tightened its rules in this fashion for non-identified pigs movements (“pig circles”), adding 
quarantine rules as well (7 day-30 day quarantine rule), in the light of the experience gained from 
the 2002 Newcastle disease outbreak in Denmark and the 2001 European foot-and-mouth disease 
crisis (Hendriksen, 2005). 
The general objective for pig identification in complex situations is to restrict movements of un-
marked pigs to ease tracing, to better delimitate the problematic zone(s), to better secure these 
surveillance zones and to effectively acknowledge the origin of pigs when a lot of commingling 
occur. 
The use of animal identification would efficiently improve traceability in these situations. 
 
Transport of animals is regarded as a key element for epidemic control as well. The transport was 
not taken into account during the pilot study. 
Means of transportation are considered as a site (or premises), like any other production sites: 
farrowing barns, etc. Diseases can be transmitted while animals are transported, as contacts occur 
there between animals. 
Recording the transport used by the animals to move from premises to premises is judged as a 
minimum obligation for an effective traceability. 
Not allowing mixing of animals from different premises before going to another premises, and 
transport means database with cleansing notification can all be viewed as improvement to 
traceability. 
 
If a movement recording is the cornerstone of a traceability system, credibility should be its 
driving-force. 
Zoning is a process recognized by the OIE for its possibility of use, but the final recognition of 
zoning capacities is made by the trading partners (OIE, 2004). The OIE (OIE, 2004) formulates 
the different requirements for zoning. Zoning has to be appropriate to the disease in question, the 
limits established by the veterinary administration, and animals and herds have to be clearly 
recognisable as belonging to the subpopulation in the zone. A national retrospective traceability 
is required for all susceptible species (capability to indicate the past movements of animals and 
products for a certain period of time, usually for the duration of the incubation period). 
Movements have to be controlled continuously and vehicle disinfection is required at the 
boundary of the zone. Self-containment within the zone is required for the entire production cycle 
of each susceptible species. Finally, the surveillance within the zone must meet the OIE 
standards. 
Movements control from the infected zones has to be strongly enforced during a FAD crisis. 
Animal identification is considered in these situations as a certification of the ability to control 
effectively the zone (Laitat, 2004; Pire, 2004). 
Safety of the food chain is more and more essential for the public nowadays. HACCP process, 
through the use of standard operating procedures (SOP), good manufacturing practice (GMP) and 
total quality management (TQM) are now going down into the food production process, before its 
processing to include the entire food-production chain, namely from farm to table. This evolution 
requires implementation of different procedures, and the complete traceability of products is one 
of them. The identification of the farm of origin and the identification of risks as pre-harvest food 
safety is becoming one requirement (Blaha, 1999). 
All these programs to assure pre-harvest food safety include an element found essential for the 
credibility of the procedure: animal identification (Childers & Walsh, 1996). 
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Having a reliable database containing all movements of animals and premises localization is the 
basis for this credibility. Reliable recordings with timely access to them would be a first essential 
credibility element for trading partners. 
Verification and control of movements and of the tightness of the protection and surveillance 
zones would then influence the recognition of zoning capabilities. The contribution of animal 
identification can be of great importance to this credibility element, especially if notifications are 
not consistent yielding to a less than optimal database. 
 
Identifying animals has a cost. The operational costs were estimated at between 39,360 M$ and 
67,020 M$ for Option 1, 39,408 M$ to 43,320 M$ for Option 2, and between 1,360 M$ to 2,620 
M$ for Option 3. It is important to point that on the individual scale, whatever the system chosen, 
the producers who have to identify their animals will have to support its costs. On a Canadian 
scale the choice between a system and another will have the effect that more or less producers 
will have to identify their pigs. 
In case of a crisis, the most important factor to reduce losses is to determine and contain the 
problem as quickly as possible. Bearing or not an identification means has only an impact if it 
can improve the standstill release of a zone or the country 
 
 
 
 
- Central database with close to real-time movements’ notifications is the cornerstone of a 
traceability system. 
- Impact of animals’ identification is better acknowledged in case of a point-source epidemic, 
improving traceability precision and timeliness as well as on- and off-farms traceability. 
- Finishing slap tattoos should refer to a site (premises), as a minimum. 
- Movements’ restrictions of non identified pigs would improve and facilitate traceability in 
emergency situations. When complex movements occur (in terms of number of 
origin/destination and in terms of frequency of movements) movement restriction would ease the 
chase and cull, especially for non identified pigs where this should be the standard. 
- Transport of animals is a key element for epidemic control. Means of transportation have to be 
considered as a site (or premises). Recordings of the means of transportation, cleansing 
notifications and non-mixing of animals from various premises for transportation would improve 
traceability and crisis control. 
- Credibility is essential and starts with a reliable and efficient database containing premises 
localization and movements’ notifications. Animal identification can add value to the system, 
through the possibilities for verification and control, and can even balance for non optimal 
documentation. 
- Costs for identification is high and animal identification benefits if a crisis occurs can be viewed 
sometimes as limited, but not always easily quantified as credibility to a system might be 
priceless. 
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6. Recommendations and conclusion 
 
The pilot study assessed the performances of a traceability system based on results from the 
economic and technical performances of diverse identification means. 
 
This assessment led to various results that will be important to consider when making decisions 
on a Canadian hog identification and traceability system. Animal identification (compared to lot 
identification where no pigs bear an identifying mark) does not improve traceability in case of a 
propagating epidemic, but it can be valuable in case of salubrity issues where, if movements are 
still essential, identification can bring greater precision, timeliness and on- and off-farms 
traceability. 
A centralized database and close to real-time notifications of movements are necessary for an 
efficient and timely traceability system. Herd-level registers are a randomness provision, adding 
time, if not errors or inaccuracies, on the traceability process. 
Credibility is an important component when building a traceability system, especially as zoning 
capacities have to be recognized by trading partners. Having a reliable database containing all 
movement of animals is the basis for this credibility. Reliable recordings with timely access to 
them would be a first essential credibility element for trading partners. Verification and control of 
movements and of the tightness of the protection and surveillance zones would then influence the 
recognition of zoning capabilities. The contribution of animal identification can be of great 
importance to this credibility element. 
 
Complex movements can lengthen the time to trace all sites involved in a problem, also adding 
effort and manpower. To limit the extent of chase and cull in case of FAD or food safety crisis, 
restriction of the movements allowed between sites would be a minimum requirement for 
traceability systems where no physical identifications are employed. Limiting the timeframe 
between movements in and out of a premises and the ability to ban markets and other 
commingling of animals in case of a FAD outbreak would also help limiting the scope of a crisis. 
Pig identification in complex situations is to restrict movements of un-marked pigs to ease 
tracing, to better delimitate the problematic zone(s), to better secure these surveillance zones and 
to effectively acknowledge the origin of pigs when a lot of commingling occur. 
 
The operational costs to identify pigs were estimated at between 39,360 M$ and 67,020 M$ for a 
system where all animals are identified (called Option 1), 39,408 M$ to 43,320 M$ for a system 
where pigs are allowed to be un-marked under some conditions (called Option 2), and between 
1,360 M$ to 2,620 M$ for a system where the only pigs moving across provinces have to be 
identified (called Option 3). It is important to point that on the individual scale, whatever the 
system chosen, the producers who have to identify their animals will have to support its costs. 
But on a Canadian scale the choice between a system and another will have the effect that more 
or less producers will have to identify their pigs. 
In case of a crisis, the most important factor to reduce losses is to determine and contain the 
problem as quickly as possible. Bearing or not an identification means has only an impact if it 
can improve the standstill release of a zone or the country 
 
The CPC National Identification and Traceability System Working Committee met on January 
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26th and 27th in Ottawa to discuss these results from the 2 parts of the pilot study and from these 
to bring up recommendations for a Canadian traceability system for swine. 
These recommendations are presented here. 
 
 
A phased in approach to implementing a full traceability system for pigs in Canada is 
recommended in order to mitigate short term risks while ultimately fulfilling the longer 
term strategy. 
 


6.1. Recommendation 1: National Livestock Premises Registry 
 
The hog industry should cooperate with, contribute to, and build on, a national livestock premises 
registry.   
 
In December 2004, the CPC Executive Committee approved the following definition of premises, 
which has been endorsed by the Canadian Livestock Identification Agency: 
 


A premises is a land location based on land titles, deeds or geo-referenced 
coordinates where species included under the Health of Animals Regulations 
are housed, kept, assembled or disposed of. Where premises are contiguous, 
i.e. not separated by another land title or deeds, they may be registered as a 
single premises. 


 
This will be the foundation for any traceability systems that is adopted. The recommendations 
from the Canadian Livestock Identification Agency (CLIA) Working Group on Premises 
Registry will provide direction and recommendations for all livestock sectors for the registration 
of their premises (e.g. farms). 
 
The Canadian Cattle Identification Agency (CCIA) has initiated a premises registry program for 
the cattle industry (tbc) and expectations are for this system to be enhanced to include all species. 
This will require a commitment on the part of the CPC in the case of the hog industry to work 
with the other stakeholders in order to adopt premise registry in a timely way.  
 
Initially, once established and premises registered, there will only be changes/updates made when 
there are ownership/contact information or structural changes relating to the premises. Other 
operational activities and any associated costs will be borne by the industry, including 
requirements for meeting the CFIA mandate. 
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6.2. Recommendation 2: National Tattoo Numbering Scheme for Hogs Going to 
Slaughter 
 
A majority of hog movement in Canada relates to animals going to slaughter. There are very few 
hogs involved in these movements that don’t bear a shoulder slap five-character tattoo that is 
used for identification of the owner and for financial settlement. This tattoo-numbering scheme 
already exists. Approximately 85% of the shoulder slap five-character tattoos are unique. 
Therefore, with minor modifications, the tattoo numbering scheme can provide a link to last 
premises of residence and ownership. 
It is recommended that there be a national tattoo numbering registry (building on the existing 
tattoo numbering scheme) that would assign unique numbers to farm premises or blocks of 
random numbers to producer organizations so that all hogs marketed in Canada would bear a 
number registered to (associated with) the premises from which they were shipped. 
 


6.3. Recommendation 3: Regional Slaughter and Marketing Board Databases 
 
Information received from the packing plants and marketing boards can reconcile very well with 
farm records. It is recommended aggregating information from the packing plants into a central 
database to provide simple and effective trace back to last premises using the information 
contained in the shoulder slap tattoo. Marketing Boards in Ontario, Quebec and Prince Edward 
Island collect this information directly from the plants. There is an initiative in Western Canada 
(where marketing boards no longer exist) to gather this information electronically from the plants 
to be kept in a manner that is quickly accessed if needed for traceability. Information kept in 
these databases could quickly and effectively be used to trace back to last premises of residence 
and ownership. 
 
This would be an initial step that will eventually be integrated into the National hog traceability 
system. 
 


6.4. Recommendation 4: National Hog Identification and Movement Reporting 
System 
 
It is recommended that: 
 
a) A National Database System to track the movement of all hogs would be used in Canada. The 
basis for a National ID system would be that all hog movement be recorded and reported using 
individual identification or group identification as appropriate to specific movement scenarios. 
Protocols for the requirement of individual or group ID’s and the reporting of these data will need 
to be determined.  Some of the work is already being carried out by the CLIA. The Database 
System will meet the needs of both producers and CFIA in capturing animal movement. The 
system would also meet the traceability needs of CFIA. 
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The following draft recommended minimum data fields are to be collected (established by the 
CLIA Working Group on Group ID): 
 
 Date of movement 
 License plate of conveyance 
 Premises ID of origin 
 Premises ID of destination 
 Animal ID (individual or group) 
 If it is a movement group 
  Number of hogs shipped 
  Number of hogs received 
 
b) The Provincial pork organizations act as or designate agents for the verification of data 
provided by producers.  
 
c) Information for traceability purposes come directly from the premises where the event occurs 
or from the farm’s administrative offices.   
 
d) Animals going to slaughter need to have corresponding shipping and receiving event. 
Abattoirs that participate in the proposed slaughter data repositories should provide all of the 
information needed (minimum data fields) for verification of animal movements to slaughter. 
 
e) The CPC request from CFIA the gathering of export animal movement data which could be 
added to the animal movement Database System with cooperation from the exporting agencies.  
 
f) Efforts be focused and directed at capturing farm premises-to-another farm premises animal 
movements requiring reporting to the Data System from the producer level, including auctions 
and assembly yards. 
 
g) The industry and CFIA develop strategies to ensure compliance for producers to participate in 
a farm animal movement program effectively.   
 
h) Appropriate measures for the verification of animal movements be investigated. Potential 
linkages with CQA administrative processes could be very cost effective and enhance the overall 
quality of the traceability system and the CQA program. 
 
i) In addition to group lot identification, it is recognized that there will be cases where animals 
need to be individually (not necessarily unique, but always linked to premises) identified and 
reported for optimal traceability of pig movements. It is recommended the following cases 
require the use of national individual animal identifiers: 
 


i) Breeding Stock: Breeding stocks generally move in smaller groups or as single 
animals; therefore, there is a greater likelihood that some animal movement would be 
missed. As well, breeding stock almost universally has one or more permanent 
identifiers, thus a requirement for visual ear tags with a national numbering scheme 
directly linked to premises is recommended such as the one currently in place at the 
Canadian Centre for Swine Improvement for purebred stock. Communication with 
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various breeding companies is needed to ensure their participation in the national 
identification scheme for breeding stock. 


 
ii) Destination Not Known: Animals moving through ‘any premise where pigs from 
multiple premises are housed and the source and/or destination of the pigs are not known 
would require an ear tag. For example, auctions, shows, and testing stations where there 
is commingling of pigs without a predefined destination premise requires a detailed 
knowledge of each pig. This requirement would be beyond the means of a pig movement 
program. Thus it is recommended that an ear tag be placed on all pigs that go through a 
commingling site such as an auction barn or commingling yard. 
 
iii) Assembly yards: Where market pigs are commingled just prior to slaughter should 
also require a permanent identifier to establish the premises where the pig resided prior 
to the assembly yard. It is recommended a slap tattoo applied on the premises where the 
pig was finished is suitable for this purpose.  
 
iv) There may be exceptions to the above that require further examination. 
 


j) Semen and embryos be handled as an animal movement, this would add the ability to track 
semen movement and potential disease spread more effectively.  
 
k) Further tools could be developed to ease the burden of reporting animal movements to 
producers. 
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8. Appendices 
 


8.1. Illustrations of used ear tags 
 


 
Figure 8-1: Used visual ear tags, collected at the abattoir, placed at farrowing barn or nursery 


 


 
Figure 8-2: Used visual ear tags, collected at the abattoir, placed at farrowing barn or nursery 
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Figure 8-3: Used electronic ear tags, collected at abattoir, placed at farrowing barn 
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8.2. Traceability systems 
 
Constituents OPTION 1 : ALL INDIVIDUAL 
#1 a swine premises is a contiguous land location, based on provincial land titles records, including all structures 
housing pig(s) with or without other livestock 
#2 all pig movements from one premises to another must be reported except if pigs are moved less than 2 to 5 km 
and do not change ownership 


who every animals 
what identifier " visual ear tag, and 


# shoulder slap 
what kind of 
identification 


" premises number on ear tag 
# premises number on shoulder slap 
[particular case: provincial number on ear tag (provincial tag)] 


when 
where 


" at weaning at latest for the tag and anyway before any departure to a new 
premises 
new tag when new premises, placed before departure from this premises at 
the latest (see examples below) 
# slap done at the finishing barn before leaving for the abattoir even if stop at 
an assembly yard in the mean time 
the finishing barns realize only the slap tattoo, no tags placed 


reading - slap read at the abattoir for commercial purpose (paying) 
- tags read at expos and shows 


removal none allowed 


 


loss when the tag from the premises the pig is in is lost, a new one is placed, at the 
latest when leaving the premises (no tags placed at finishing barns). The tag 
from the previous premises is (are) not replaced 


database at least provincial 
recording Register, administered in an up-to-date manner by every holder of pigs, where 


movements in and out are recorded (date, nbr, origin, destination, transport 
truck id) 


reporting - notification by point of origin to database of departure, nbr of animals, time 
of loading and truck id for all movements inside rule #2 above, the same day 
the event occurred 


- notification by point of destination to database of arrival, nbr of animals, 
time of unloading and truck id for all movements inside rule #2 above, the 
same day the event occurred 


- notification by assembly yard of movements in and out (date, nbr, origin, 
destination, truck id), the same day the event occurred 


 


import - pigs introduced in a premises, auction market or assembly yard from outside 
Canada have to be tagged in the 48h. 


- tag placed is a provincial tag with the 2 normalized letters identifying the 
province and a unique 6 digits number inside this province. This number 
does not begin with 9 


- when tag placed, daily reporting to database of id placed, origin, date, truck 
id 


Check - premises cannot have a stock of tags for more than the equivalent of 3 month production 
- visits made by CQA inspectors taking note of the % of pigs not identified and the nbr of tags in 


stock, at least once a year. Report sent to database for reconciliation 
Particular 
cases 


BBQ pigs the visual ear tag from the premises of origin has to be placed 
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Examples of identifiers put in place: 


 Farrowing Nursery Finishing 
one site tag placed, latest at weaning  slap before leaving 


tag placed, latest at weaning  slap before leaving 
tag placed, latest at weaning  slap before leaving 


 
 


tag placed, latest at weaning tag, at latest before departure slap before leaving 
 
 
Constituents OPTION 2 : MAINLY INDIVIDUAL 
#1 a swine premises is a contiguous land location, based on provincial land titles records, including all structures 
housing pig(s) with or without other livestock 
#2 all pig movements from one premises to another must be reported except if pigs are moved less than 2 to 5 km 
and do not change ownership 


who every animals if the animal is staying under the same 
production ownership, owner is free to 
avoid animal identification 


what identifier " visual ear tag, and 
# shoulder slap 


None, except " visual ear tag and 
# shoulder slap in some cases 


what kind of 
identification 


" premises number on ear tag 
# premises number on shoulder slap
[particular case: provincial number 
on ear tag (provincial tag)] 


# premises number on shoulder slap2 


" particular case: provincial number on 
ear tag (provincial tag) 


when 
where 


" before any departure to a new 
premises 
new tag when new premises, placed 
before departure from this premises 
at the latest 
# slap done at the finishing barn 
before leaving for the abattoir even 
if stop at an assembly yard in the 
mean time 
the finishing barns realize only the 
slap tattoo, no tags placed 


# slap done at the finishing barn before 
leaving for the abattoir even if stop at an 
assembly yard in the mean time 


reading - slap read at the abattoir for 
commercial purpose (paying) 


- tags checked at expos and shows 


slap read at the abattoir for commercial 
purpose (paying) 


removal none allowed - 


 


loss when the tag from the premises the 
pig is in is lost, a new one is placed, 
at the latest when leaving the 
premises (no tags placed at finishing 
barns) 


- 


database at least provincial 
recording register administered in an up-to-


date manner by the holder of pigs 
where movements in and out are 
recorded (date, nbr, origin, 
destination, transport truck id) 


register administered in an up-to-date 
manner by the holder of pigs4 where 
movements in and out of the defined 
production ownership are recorded (date, 
nbr, origin, destination, transport truck id) 


 


reporting - weekly notification by point of origin to database of departure, nbr of animals, 
time of loading and truck id for all movements inside rule #2 above 


- weekly notification by point of destination to database of arrival, nbr of animals, 
time of unloading and truck id for all movements inside rule #2 above 


- weekly notification by assembly yard of movements in and out (date, nbr, 
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origin, destination, truck id) 
import - pigs introduced in a premises, auction market or assembly yard from outside 


Canada have to be tagged in the 48h. 
- tag placed is a provincial tag with the 2 normalized letters identifying the 


province and a unique 6 digits number inside this province. This number does 
not begin with 9 


- when tag placed, daily reporting to database of id placed, origin, date, truck id 
Check - premises cannot have a stock of tags for more than the equivalent of 3 month production 


- visits made by CQA inspectors taking note of the % of pigs not identified and the nbr of tags in 
stock, at least once a year. Report sent to database for reconciliation. 


- audit for group/lot part 
Particular 
cases 


BBQ pigs the visual ear tag from the premises of origin has to be placed 


 
 
Constituents OPTION 3 : MAINLY LOT 
#1 a swine premises is a contiguous land location, based on provincial land titles records, including all structures 
housing pig(s) with or without other livestock 
#2 all pig movements from one premises to another must be reported except if pigs are moved less than 2 to 5 km 
and do not change ownership 


who none except: 
- for interprovincial movements 
- when going to auction market 
- for specific purposes (import, 


vet clinic) 
what identifier none, except # shoulder slap when going 


to slaughter 
" visual ear tag 


what kind of 
identification 


# premises number on shoulder slap " premises number on ear tag 
[particular case: provincial 
number on ear tag (provincial 
tag)] 


when 
where 


# slap done at the finishing barn before 
leaving for the abattoir even if stop at an 
assembly yard in the mean time 


" before leaving to a new 
premises outside the province, to 
an auction market 


reading - slap read at the abattoir for commercial 
purpose (paying) 


- 


removal - none allowed 


 


loss - no action 
database none 
recording register administered in an up-to-date manner by the holder of pigs where 


movements in and out are recorded (date, nbr, origin, destination, transport 
truck id) 


reporting no reporting, except for assembly yard 


 


import - pigs introduced in a premises, auction market or assembly yard from outside 
Canada have to be tagged in the 48h. 


- tag placed is a provincial tag with the 2 normalized letters identifying the 
province and a unique 6 digits number inside this province. This number 


does not begin with 7, 8 or 9 
- when tag placed, daily reporting to database of id placed, origin, date, truck 


id 
Check premises cannot have a stock of tags for more than the equivalent of 1 month production 
Particular 
cases 


vet clinic - act as a production premises regarding recording and reporting 
- provincial ear tag placed (begins with 8) 


 testing/research - act as a production premises regarding recording and reporting 
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station - provincial ear tag (begins with 7) 
BBQ pigs no id 


 
 
Constituents OPTION 4 : ALL LOT 
#1 a swine premises is a contiguous land location, based on provincial land titles records, including all structures 
housing pig(s) with or without other livestock 
#2 all pig movements from one premises to another must be reported except if pigs are moved less than 2 to 5 km 
and do not change ownership 


who none until going to slaughter 
what identifier " visual ear tag, and 


# shoulder slap 
what kind of 
identification 


" premises number on ear tag 
# premises number on shoulder slap 
[particular case: provincial number on ear tag (provincial tag)] 


when 
where 


# slap done at the finishing barn before leaving for the abattoir even if stop 
at an assembly yard in the mean time 


reading slap read at the abattoir for commercial purpose (paying) 
removal none allowed 


 


loss no action 
Traceability database none 
 recording register administered in an up-to-date manner by the holder of pigs where 


movements in and out are recorded (date, nbr, origin, destination, transport 
truck id) 


 reporting no reporting except for assembly yard 
 import - pigs introduced in a premises, auction market or assembly yard from 


outside Canada have to be tagged in the 48h. 
- tag placed is a provincial tag with the 2 normalized letters identifying the 


province and a unique 6 digits number inside this province. This number 
does not begin with 7, 8 or 9 


- when tag placed, daily reporting to database of id placed, origin, date, truck 
id 


Check no check 
Particular 
cases 


vet clinic - act as a production premises regarding recording and reporting 
- provincial ear tag placed (begins with 8) 


testing/research stat. - act as a production premises regarding recording and reporting 
- provincial ear tag (begins with 7) 


 


BBQ pigs no id 
 
 
Particular cases common for the different systems: 
 


AI - if pig’s final destination is an abattoir, act as a finishing barn 
- if pig is going to a new premises, has to be identified (premises visual tag) 


auction 
market 


- provincial tag placed to any pig in an auction market with the 2 normalized letters 
identifying the province and a unique 6 digits number inside this province. This number 
begins by 9 
- register with movements in and out (date, nbr, origin, destination, truck id) 
- weekly notification of movements in and out (id placed, date, origin, destination, truck 
id) 
- electronic tag can be used instead of provincial tag (code for province + id beginning by 
9) 


 


shows, - notification to the database by the producer in the week following the show of the show 
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fairs attended, date, nbr of pigs sent to show 
- list of premises participating to the show collected by show organizer and notified to 


database the same day 
- pigs have to go back to their premises of origin, except if allowed by the provincial 


veterinarian 
 








  
Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends the licensing of all pork producers.   


 


Rationale:  There is industry consensus that producers should be licensed to provide the means for 


Ontario Pork to deal with critical issues such as fee collection and traceability.        


 


Regulation 419 currently provides Ontario Pork with the authority to manage the entire licensing 


process for all hog assemblers, processors, and transporters in Ontario.  Ontario Pork does not have the 


authority to license pork producers.  Producers currently register their contact details with Ontario Pork 


and are issued a unique producer identification number and tattoo number for hogs.   


 


The Farm Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) decision amended Regulation 419 to permit Ontario 


Pork to license producers for the purpose of collecting a license fee to support the delivery of industry 


services.   The Tribunal ordered Ontario Pork to complete the strategic planning process and address 


how to license producers for the purpose of collecting a fee to support the provision of industry 


services.   


 


Ontario Pork also wants to license producers for the purpose of ensuring producers comply with 


minimum standards such as mandatory premises identification and abide by national premise and 


animal identification standards for traceability.   


 


Licensing some stakeholders will be integral to the success of some functions of Ontario Pork Universal 


Services going forward.  Following the FPMC decision, Ontario Pork’s Board of Directors considered 


several options before deciding on a process to license stakeholders in a new industry environment.   


 


The Board of Directors reviewed each option for licensing stakeholders and evaluated them based on 


cost to implement and maintain, complexity and time required to implement, and how each option met 


the needs of the Ontario pork industry.  Through this process Ontario Pork confirmed the decision to 


license producers, including producers of weaner pigs, sows, boars, and market hogs.   


 


It should be recognized that it is possible that individuals or companies may carry more than one licence.  


Many producers are also transporters and therefore will require both licences.   


 


1 
 







It is envisioned that licensed producers will adhere to the following principles: 


1. Provide contact information 


2. Register site information and provide location of all production premises 


3. Comply with minimum standards (ie. Mandatory premises identification) 


4. Abide by National premise and animal identification standards 


5. Be responsible for the submission of information and payment of service fees 


directly or through a marketer or processor. 


6. Maintain required reports of production and sales 


7. Utilize standardized shipping receipts and manifests  


 


Provision of contact information is essential so that Ontario Pork has an accurate record of all producer 


members.  This will aid in the provision of information services, as Ontario Pork routinely sends 


electronic and print updates such as industry newsletters and daily news briefs to all producers.  In 


times of industry crisis, the contact information of producer members will be important as it will be 


necessary to contact producers to inform them of the crisis and provide guidance for next steps as 


Ontario Pork is in a leadership role.  Additionally, accurate producer information will aid in the electoral 


process.   


 


Registering site information and the location of all production premises will further aid in the electoral 


process.  Registration of this type will also be integral in the maintenance of the traceability program.  


The conditions of having producers abide by National premise and animal identification standards and 


comply with minimum standards such as mandatory premises identification also support traceability.  It 


is essential that a centralized database with close to real‐time movement records be developed as it is a 


critical component of the traceability system.  The National Swine Identification and Traceability Pilot 


Study showed that in the event of a crisis, the most important factor to mitigate losses is to identify and 


contain the problem as quickly as possible.       


  National Swine Identification and Traceability Pilot Study Final Report, May 2005, TAB 23. 


 


Ontario Pork also expects that producers will be responsible for the submission of information and 


payment of service fees directly or through a marketer or processor.  Ontario and Quebec processors 


have agreed to submit fee payment to Ontario Pork Universal Services on behalf of producers for 


Ontario hogs purchases at these plants.  This will be the primary approach for fee collection.  However, 


2 
 







3 
 


as the producer of the regulated commodity, the producer is ultimately responsible for ensuring fees 


have been paid.  Since the Universal Services division provides benefit to all pork producers, it is 


essential that all producers also support the delivery of these services through fee payment.    


 


Producers will also be required to maintain required reports of production and sales.  This information 


will be housed on‐farm and would only be accessed by Ontario Pork if audits were required for verifying 


fee collection or traceability records.     


 


The use of standardized shipping receipts and manifest will ensure continuity in the system.  It will also 


ensure that appropriate information is recorded for hog shipments.  Of note, the Canadian Food 


Inspection Agency is currently working on information requirements for traceability that will be 


standardized across Canada, demonstrating the value in continuing to use standardized shipping 


receipts and manifests within Ontario.   
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Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 
Appeal Tribunal 
1 Stone Road West                                                


Tribunal d’appel de l’agriculture, de 
l’alimentation et des affaires rurales 
1, chemin Stone Ouest 


Guelph, (Ontario) N1G 4Y2 
Tel: (519) 826-3433, Fax: (519) 826-4232 
Email: appeals.tribunal.omafra@ontario.ca 


Guelph (Ontario) N1G 4Y2 
Tél.: (519) 826-3433, Téléc.: (519) 826-4232 
Email: appeals.tribunal.omafra@ontario.ca  


   
 
IN THE MATTER OF THE MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
RURAL AFFAIRS ACT, R.S.O. 1990, CHAPTER M.16, AS AMENDED; 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF: Appeals to the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 
Appeal Tribunal of a decision of the Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission, 
dated October 6, 2008, regarding the Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board; 
 
  
TO: AND TO: 
Rein Minnema 
c/o Elbert van Donkersgoed, Terra Coeur 
22 Glasgow Street North 
Guelph, Ontario  N1H 4V5 


Conestoga Meat Packers / Progressive Pork 
Producers 
c/o Bob Hunsberger 
313 Menno Street, RR 2 
Breslau, Ontario  N0B 1M0 


  
AND TO: AND TO: 
Huron County Pork Producers’ Association 
c/o John Vander Burgt, Councilman 
11 Neville Park Blvd. 
Toronto, Ontario  M4E 3P5 


Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board 
c/o Sean Foran, WeirFoulds LLP 
The Exchange Tower 
Suite 1300, PO Box 480 
130 King Street West 
Toronto, Ontario  M5X 1J5 


  
AND TO: AND TO: 
Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission 
c/o Sara Blake 
Ministry of the Attorney General 
Crown Law Office Civil 
8th Floor, 720 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario  M5G 2K1 


Quality Meat Packers 
c/o Dan Cohoe 
2 Tecumseh Street 
Toronto, Ontario  M5V 2R5 


  
AND TO: AND TO: 
Maple Leaf Consumer Foods 
c/o Don Davidson, Vice President 
6897 Financial Drive 
Mississauga, Ontario  LN5 OA8 


Synergy Swine, Paragon Farms, and RFW 
Farms 
c/o Rob McDougall 
131 Brock Street 
Thamesford, Ontario  N0M 2M0 
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AND TO: AND TO: 
De Wetering Hill Farms, 2064034 Ont. Inc.  
c/o Teresa Ann De Wetering  
4115 Perth Road 140, RR 5  
Stratford, Ontario N5A 6S6 


Zantingh Direct Inc. and Zantingh Swine Inc. 
c/o Nicholas Richter  
Barrister and Solicitor 
15 Bold Street 
Hamilton, Ontario  L8P 1T3 
 


Before: 
Frank Handy, Vice Chair of the Tribunal, Chair of this Panel;  
Kirk Walstedt, Chair of the Tribunal, Member of this Panel 
 
Appearances:  
 Rein Minnema represented by agent, Elbert van Donkersgoed  
 Huron County Pork Producers’ Association represented by Grant Love and John 


Vander Burgt 
 Conestoga Meat Packers/Progressive Pork Producers (Conestoga 3P) represented by 


Bob Hunsberger, Arnold Drung 
 Maple Leaf Consumer Foods (Maple Leaf) represented by Don Davidson, Cathy 


Aker 
 Ontario Pork Producers’ Marketing Board (Ontario Pork) represented by Wilma 


Jeffray, Ken Ovington, and Maryann Hendrikx, Counsel Sean Foran of WeirFoulds 
 Quality Meat Packers represented by Dan Cohoe, and Jim Gracie  
 Synergy Swine, Paragon Farms, and RFW Farms (Synergy et al.) represented by Rob 


McDougall, James Reesor, and Mark Yungblut  
 Zantingh Direct Inc. and Zantingh Swine Inc. (Zantingh) represented by Brad 


Zantingh and counsel, Nicholas Richter 
 De Wetering Hill Farms represented by Teresa De Wetering 
 The Open Marketing Group represented by Brian Simpson  
 


DECISION OF THE TRIBUNAL 
 
 
Background 
 
All parties agree that the Ontario hog production industry is now in a state of crisis, has 
been in a state of crisis for some time, and seems likely to remain in a state of crisis for 
the foreseeable future. Some of the problems appear to be the following: the hog market 
in Ontario has significant overproduction relative to Ontario processing capacity and 
demand; Ontario producers are at a significant cost disadvantage to Quebec producers 
because of subsidies paid to producers in Quebec; the export market is hampered by 
“country of origin” labeling requirements that lessen the attractiveness of live hogs and 
partially and fully processed product in the USA; and, Ontario processors have to 
compete in Ontario and elsewhere against finished meat products produced on a national 
and international scale.   
 
Critics argue that Ontario Pork, the marketing board established under the Farm Products 







Decision of Tribunal on Appeals of Commission Decision dated October 6, 2008 


 
3


Marketing Act and Regulations, has been unresponsive to the current crisis and has an 
outmoded perspective, one that does not recognize the need for significant reform, more 
flexible marketing methods, and greater orientation to the needs of processors. Ontario 
Pork and appellants disagree with this position, and state that the underlying powers of 
Ontario Pork are not only necessary but must be preserved or enhanced in order to have 
equitable hog marketing. 
 
The Farm Products Marketing Commission convened a hearing over four days in late 
2008 to consider these issues. Its decision has been appealed.  The main appellants have 
asked us to reverse the decision of the Farm Products Marketing Commission (the 
Decision), Ontario Pork has asked us to modify it, and the respondents have asked us to 
confirm it.  The Decision amended the regulatory powers of Ontario Pork by removing its 
ability to manage marketing contracts, and established an advisory committee with 
specific representation from parties who had been in an adversarial relationship with 
Ontario Pork. 
 
The operative portions of the Decision are as follows: 
 


 Subject to any further analysis and consequential regulatory amendments that 
are necessary and prudent to give effect to this decision, the commission intends to 
implement the following measures:  


  
1. Effective immediately, the requirement for Ontario Pork to review and approve 
direct supply contracts negotiated between buyers and sellers is revoked.  Ontario 
Pork may continue to review and approve direct supply contracts negotiated 
between buyers and sellers if requested by either party.  


  
2. Ontario Pork will retain the authority to offer marketing services, including 
logistics, scheduling, and settlement of payment and to collect a service fee for 
those services, but these services shall not be mandatory and the service fee would 
be collected from those who choose to use the services.  


  
3. Ontario Pork will retain the power to collect and disseminate price information 
on market hog sales in an aggregate manner.  


  
4. Producers may choose to continue to market their pigs through whatever 
methods Ontario Pork offers including pooled sales or board negotiated contracts.  


 
5. Producers shall have the option to enter into supply contracts with processors, 
make spot sales to buyers, sell through other agents or use any other method they 
wish to use to market their hogs.  


  
6. The commission finds that scheduling, logistics and settlement decisions should 
be decided between the buyer and seller.    


  
 7. The commission will revoke paragraph 5(j) in section 5 in Regulation 419.  
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 8. The commission will revoke section 9 in Regulation 419.  
  


9. The commission will revoke the exemptions in section 3 in Regulation 419 for 
hogs marketed for any purpose except slaughter, such that Ontario Pork will have 
authority to collect a fee on all classes of domestic swine produced in Ontario. All 
producers will financially support the delivery of industry services.  


  
10. The commission hereby orders Ontario Pork to develop an implementation plan 
to move from a mandatory marketing organization to one offering producers 
choices in marketing methods, and to return to the commission with a preliminary 
plan by January 15, 2009 and a completed plan by March 1, 2009.  Ontario Pork 
shall  consult with all interested industry stakeholders in the establishment of this 
plan.  


  
 11. The commission orders Ontario Pork to return to the commission with a plan    
on how it would collect appropriate charges for industry services and what it 
proposes to be the nature and scope of its mandate for industry services.  Ontario 
Pork is to consult with its membership, and industry stakeholders in developing this 
plan.  


  
12. The commission will appoint a new chair to the Hog Industry Advisory 
Committee and will seek the appropriate representation from the industry.  


  
13. Ontario Pork is hereby ordered to complete consultations with its members and 
return to the commission with a proposal to align its governance model with the 
current industry size and structure by December 1, 2008.  


 
 
 
The parts of the primary Hog Marketing Regulation, Regulation 419, which have been 
amended or revoked are as follows (in bold face, statutory references deleted):  
 


Revoked: Section 5, Paragraph 5(j):  The Commission delegates to the local board 
its powers to make regulations with respect to hogs, . . . (j) requiring any person 
who produces hogs to offer to sell and to sell hogs through the local board. 


 
Revoked: Section 9: (1) All hogs shall be marketed by or through the local 
board. 
(2) No person shall market hogs except by or through the local board. 


 
Revoked: Section 3: The Commission exempts from this Regulation, (a) all hogs 
marketed for any purpose except slaughter; 


 
And amended by implication: Section 13: (1) There shall be an advisory 
committee to be known as “The Hog Industry Advisory Committee” composed of 
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a chair and six members. 
(2) After the 1st day of April and before the 30th day of April in each year: 
 (a) the Commission shall appoint the chair; 
 (b) the local board shall appoint the [sic, for “three”] members; 


(c) the Ontario members of the Meat Packers Council of Canada shall 
appoint two members; and  
(d) the meat packers in Ontario who are not members of the Meat Packers 
Council of Canada shall appoint one member, of the Advisory Committee. 


 
The Appeal before this Tribunal raised several procedural issues that the panel was 
required to decide on prior to the hearing.  We do not propose to review these, except to 
point out that as a result of these matters Ontario Pork was required to clarify its position; 
in the Tribunal’s view Ontario Pork was in the position of an appellant with regard to one 
issue (the removal of some of its powers) and in the position of a respondent on the 
others.  Therefore, Ontario Pork took its place in the order of proceedings as the first 
respondent, and led its evidence after the rest of the appellants.  
 
 
Summary of Evidence 
 
Summary of Evidence: 
 
The order of evidence was as follows: 
 


Appellants Witnesses 
Mr. Rein Minnema 
 


Mr. Rein Minnema 
Mr. Jasper Vanderbas 
Mr. John Nyenhuis 
Mr. Ben Dekker 
Ms. Rita Felder1 
Mr. Grant Robertson 


Huron County Pork Producers’ Association Mr. Grant Love 
Ms. Teresa De Wetering2 
Mr. Russ Danbrook 


Ontario Pork Mr. Gary Metzger 
Ms. Mary Ann Hendrikx 


 
      
 


                                                 
1 Ms. Felder’s company, Fields Farms Limited, was originally an appellant but she 
testified as a witness in support of Mr. Minnema’s appeal and did not present arguments 
independently. 
2 Ms. De Wetering had status as an intervenor but because of other obligations made her 
presentation during and in support of Huron County’s presentation of its case. 
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Respondents Witnesses 


Conestoga Meat Packers/Progressive Pork 
Producers   


Mr. Kevin Grier 
Mr. Robert Hunsberger 


Quality Meat Products  Mr. Dan Cohoe 
Synergy Farms et al.  Mr. James Reesor 
 
   


Intervenor Representative Statement 
Maple Leaf Foods Ltd.  Mr. Don Davidson 
  
 
     
     
District 10, 11, and 12 Pork Producers withdrew their appeal just prior to the 
commencement of the hearing, after negotiating a settlement of their primary concerns 
with Ontario Pork.  The Open Marketing Group, a respondent, withdrew during the 
hearing because of other obligations and because the other respondents were presenting 
the same arguments as would have been presented by the Group. 
 
After the first two days of hearing, Ms. Lombardi, Vice-Chair of the Tribunal and 
member of the Panel, recused herself from the hearing in order to remove any potential 
apprehension of bias, because she had learned between the second and third hearing day 
that her employer had retained the firm of WeirFoulds to represent it in an unrelated 
matter dealing with land use planning.  The hearing continued and was completed with a 
two-member panel.  
 
The first witness was Mr. Minnema on his own behalf. He is a very experienced hog 
producer, having been in business for over 30 years, and now running a 1200 sow 
operation. He has been a director of Middlesex County Pork Producers for some 20 years, 
and has worked on policy development and marketing committees for Ontario Pork. 
 
In Mr. Minnema’s view, one of the main benefits of the marketing systems is that it 
allows him to concentrate on raising hogs, not on marketing and logistics; he has no 
worries about being paid, and the system has served him well. 
 
If the Commission’s decision is implemented, Mr. Minnema fears that voluntary 
marketing would lead to deterioration in conditions and pricing, as the power that the 
marketing board can exercise now in dealing with processors would be lost. His sense is 
that the terms of direct marketing contracts with processors were initially very good, in 
order to be attractive and to allay producer concerns, but that on renewal the prices and 
terms have gotten worse. He does not see any benefit for producers in direct contracts, 
although he thinks there are significant benefits for processors.  He feels that producers 
will be intimidated by the prospect of losing contracts to other producers into signing 
contracts that are more and more beneficial to processors. In his view, the deterioration in 
price and terms since the widespread introduction of direct contracting has been clear.  







Decision of Tribunal on Appeals of Commission Decision dated October 6, 2008 


 
7


 
He also indicated that Ontario Pork was an important player in terms of giving producers 
alternatives and dealing with hogs where direct contracts are not honoured or where the 
overall volume is not taken up in direct contracting.  His concern is that without Ontario 
Pork the need to keep basically equivalent terms for payment and the virtual guarantee of 
payment created by financing security rules would disappear.  
 
Mr. Minnema commented on pork production in other jurisdictions, and stated that while 
he did not have full understanding of the Quebec situation, he noted that it appeared that 
producers had a much stronger structure and protection for growers, which would create 
further disadvantages for Ontario producers.  In his view, a thorough study of the Quebec 
model should be undertaken before changing any of the Ontario regulatory structure.  
 
His other concern was that producers would have to engage in undercutting vis-à-vis each 
other in order to guarantee that their hogs would get to market, and this risk was 
especially high in current times, when processing capacity was low in relation to 
production and market conditions are poor. He thought that a “wild west” would occur in 
the market place if the Commission decision or Ontario Pork’s proposed blanket 
exemption were to be implemented. 
 
He suggests that a standard base price with premiums would be a better approach to 
pricing, as hogs could then be pooled by characteristics. A base price model would 
encourage production of quality hogs, and should have some tie to U.S. pricing.  
 
Mr. Minnema also indicated he thought trucking should continue to be a shared or pooled 
cost because not sharing costs creates another incentive for producers to undercut each 
other on prices.  While he is not opposed to direct contracts, Mr. Minnema says he can do 
without them, as relationships are built on handshakes, not on a contract.  Mr. Minnema 
says he wants Ontario Pork to market in order to ensure marketing works well, so he does 
not have to fight over price, as Ontario Pork will take care of these issues for him.  In his 
view, items such as logistics and settlement should be able to be worked out so long as 
there was still a role for Ontario Pork and the settlement is at processor cost.  
 
In considering the role of Conestoga/3P, a producer-owned packer, Mr. Minnema stated 
that he would like to see Conestoga work out a unique resolution within the current 
structure of Ontario Pork, but not at the cost of non-Conestoga producers.  
 
While other structures might be possible, the current financial structure administered by 
Ontario Pork is satisfactory, and in Mr. Minnema’s view it would be a waste of time to 
make something new when there are much more pressing issues to worry about. New 
plans won’t be better, and the cost in his view would be higher.  
 
If there was to be a change in structure, Mr. Minnema thinks an expression of opinion 
from all producers would be necessary, and it would need to be presented in a way that 
would allow people a good opportunity to study and know the full implications of the 
plan. He feels previous attempts to sort out these issues have resulted in bullying and 
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intimidation, that it is not easy to get people to have an open discussion, and that Ontario 
Pork is not protecting producers who have contrary views.  Collective marketing, the key 
to managing the industry issues effectively, has in his view been devalued.  He feels that 
the group in favor of choice has started the process of changing the structure of Ontario 
Pork without regard for true family farms, and voices for change in the industry are not 
representative of the majority. 
 
With regard to other issues in the Commission’s decision, Mr. Minnema made the 
following observations:  


a) fees for non-slaughter hogs are in his view not worth the money and effort to 
set up an administrative system to manage collecting them; 


b) the Hog Industry Advisory Committee (“HIAC”), as changed by the 
Commission had become lopsided and not representative of the industry; 
Ontario Pork should not have gotten rid of the committees it had, and HIAC 
had now become an emergency committee intent on supporting the FPMC 
decision rather than serving the industry; HIAC would be supportable if it was 
balanced in its membership and mandate; 


c) governance issues were in turmoil, and until the market and other more 
pressing issues were resolved, governance should be left as is. 


 
In conclusion, Mr. Minnema said he felt that the impact of the Commission’s decision 
was that everything gained as a result of having collective marketing power was being 
lost; what was being lost was irreplaceable, and producers were getting nothing in return.  
Producers are not aware of what is going on and do not understand the significance of the 
breakdown. It is sad to see what is left.  
 
On cross examination by Mr. Foran for Ontario Pork, Mr. Minnema acknowledged the 
work on behalf of all producers and the industry that Ontario Pork had done in dealing 
with an international trade dispute, and that only some producers had paid for that work. 
He also acknowledged that there were areas that benefited all sectors such as animal 
welfare, traceability, and disease prevention.   
 
Mr. Cohoe of Quality Meats cross-examined Mr. Minnema regarding contract price 
changes. Mr. Minnema acknowledged that the market was different now, and that there 
may be a number of reasons why prices change. Mr. Minnema conceded he did not know 
the relationship of Ontario to Quebec prices, and that premiums were possible in 
contracts even if they had a lower index value. Mr. Minnema also conceded that there is a 
problem if there are too many hogs and not enough hook space (processing capacity).  
Finally, he also acknowledged that in addition to a handshake there was a contract with 
specific terms for every contract he had entered into.  
 
In response to questions from Mr. Reesor on behalf of Synergy, Mr. Minnema agreed that 
there was no guarantee of payment by using Ontario Pork for marketing.  
 
In response to questions from Mr. Hunsberger of Conestoga, Mr. Minnema 
acknowledged that the Quebec contract had a US price, but insisted it was better because 
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there was a base price.  
 
Mr. Jasper Vanderbas was called next in support of Mr. Minnema’s appeal. Like Mr. 
Minnema, Mr. Vanderbas is a very experienced hog producer, having started in 1974 
with one sow, and now running a farrow to finish operation on 250 acres. He has more 
than 20 years active involvement with Ontario Pork, including a stint as President for 
Oxford County producers; he participated in the Healthy Future project from 1998-2004, 
and is a Certified Crop Advisor and Nutrient Management Consultant.  
 
In his view, the current situation has been the logical outcome of the 1996 Farm Products 
Marketing Commission decision. Producers wanted marketing options kept open; 
processors argued for direct contracts, citing a need for direct 1-1 relationships because of 
issues such as specialty products and strategic alliances.  Pricing based on a US price was 
discussed, but not accepted. In Mr. Vanderbas’ view, the Commission in 1996 sided with 
the packers, although contracts were to be subject to Ontario Pork approval.  Auctions 
gradually fell by the wayside in favor of 1-1 contracts or block sales by Ontario Pork to 
processors.   
 
However, the Commission in 1996 did nothing regarding pricing, didn’t establish a clear 
role for Ontario Pork, did not specify how to get out of contracts or how to deal with 
contract disputes. The Commission did establish a protocol document regarding the 
relationship between Ontario Pork and processors, which has generally been followed 
since 2000.   The failure to deal with pricing has been a huge weakness, and Ontario Pork 
has gradually become more passive in light of its reduced role. 
 
In Mr. Vanderbas’ view, contracts were originally good because processors were bidding 
aggressively to gain market share, and to service the niche market for so called “story 
pork”.   However, in his view this is a small market and for the vast majority of producers 
there has not been a significant shift in conditions.  
 
However, there have been challenges, specifically in relation to the BSE crisis, when 
Maple Leaf wanted producers to use feed without meat and bone meal ingredients. 
Ontario Pork said this was not supported by science and there should therefore be a 
premium as non-bone meal feed was more expensive.   In the face of such situations, 
without Ontario Pork producers would be at a significant power disadvantage when 
contracting with processors.  In addition, his view was that an arbitration clause would 
not be worthwhile, as it would be a slow expensive process, likely costing more than the 
dispute would be worth, and even if initiated by producers the processors would have 
significant financial capacity overmatching individual producers.  
 
Mr. Vanderbas also recounted his master contract cancellation experience with Maple 
Leaf, which arose originally as a result of Conestoga producers going to Maple Leaf to 
try to mitigate the impact of the end of the Thorn Apple Valley contract to the US and 
then not renewing.  He felt that there was no equality of bargaining power in such a 
situation.  
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In his view, this is the type of situation that will occur more often if marketing is not 
under the control of Ontario Pork. He thinks that prices are coming down and terms will 
no longer be able to be negotiated if there is not a central marketing authority. The 
contracts are becoming more and more like a cash market, with three-month contracts 
becoming common and inequality of return to producers.  Direct contracts have become 
the dominant form of marketing, and their terms will continue to be whittled down once 
processors have established market shares.  
 
Current conditions, in particular the effective closing of the US border with Country of 
Origin labeling requirements, oversupply, failure to tie prices to US counterparts, are 
exactly the conditions which require Ontario Pork to act to maintain margin, otherwise 
there will continue to be price erosion, erosion of terms, and a lack of competition in 
contracts means that there will be no new contracts on offer.  
 
Formula pricing negotiated by Ontario Pork would preserve some market, and would be 
preferable to direct contracts. The differences from Quebec mean that Quebec, having 
reduced Maritime production by shipping product from Quebec, is now looking west for 
new markets, and Ontario is vulnerable. Logistics and shipping costs are also in better 
balance in Quebec, as producers are compensated for holding pigs past delivery at the 
processor’s request. (Mr. Vanderbas later corrected this information: producers continue 
to pay the cost of pigs held on the farm, but processors pay for losses en route to 
packing).  Ontario’s system already delivers the lowest share of consumer dollars to the 
producer of anywhere in the world, and the situation is not improving.  
 
Mr. Vanderbas then went through the policy development process of Ontario Pork. He 
explained that the local associations forward ideas to Ontario Pork for review on policy 
development days, where it tries to develop a consensus in resolutions that are then voted 
on by Counties and reviewed at a general meeting. Proposals that come directly from 
Ontario Pork work through a similar process, which takes in total about 2 years to 
complete.  
 
In Mr. Vanderbas’ view, the grass roots producers were not aware of the proposed 
blanket exemption approach, and in his view the impact of it is the same as revoking 
marketing authority.  The many advantages of Ontario Pork marketing: better access to 
buyers, equitable access to markets, more secure financial arrangements, promotion, 
advertising, quality assurance, price comparison information, dispute resolution and error 
correction will all be eroded.  
 
Mr.Vanderbas initially supported Conestoga’s approach as a producer owned processor, 
because it created collective marketing clout and adhered to Ontario Pork rules; 
gradually, however, he felt that his interests were not best served by continuing with 
Conestoga, so he gave his notice and stopped shipping. He still sees a unique role for 
Conestoga in the marketplace, but feels Conestoga could fit into the existing Reg 419. 
 
Finally, Mr. Vanderbas stated that in his view the Commission’s 2008 hearing was not 
triggered by a representative group of producers.  He also felt HIAC as reconstituted by 
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the Commission’s decision is not representative of producers.  Ontario Pork is a 
producer, not processor body, and HIAC as set up by the Commission was unbalanced in 
its representation of large Producers, and of processors. No one opposed to the 
Commission’s views was invited to be on the reconstituted HIAC.  
 
The reasons for Ontario Pork keeping marketing authority are just as valid today as 30 
years ago, says Mr. Vanderbas, especially now that government support has dwindled.  
Mr. Vanderbas complained that no one knows what government wants: we are 
overproducing, there are significant land use controls that restrict production, and 
Southwestern Ontario has very different conditions from the rest of Canada. Legislation 
needs to be enhanced to get a fair share of dollars to producers.  The Commission 
decision has not dealt with a number of significant issues, and the situation is 
deteriorating as a result.   
 
On cross-examination by Mr. Foran for Ontario Pork, Mr. Vanderbas reiterated that the 
powers of Ontario Pork were in his view very significant, and should be maintained. He 
acknowledged there were a number of tools that might alleviate conditions in the market, 
such as an equivalent to the US Packers’ and Stockyard’s Act, buying through agents, 
and exemptions. He also agreed that the Strategic Planning process had been stalled by 
the Commission hearing process and the appeals.  
 
On cross-examination by Mr. Cohoe of Quality Meats, Mr. Vanderbas conceded he did 
not know all the details of all special programs, and that the more parties were involved, 
generally the more difficult it would be to establish reliable specialty production 
programs.   He also acknowledged that the subsidy in Quebec might distort the market, as 
he said he had heard the subsidy was about $530 million dollars, but was not sure of the 
time frame for those payments.  
 
Under cross-examination by Mr. MacDougall and by Mr. Reesor for Synergy et al, Mr. 
Vanderbas acknowledged some benefits to particular terms of contracts. However, there 
was considerable disagreement over the validity of resolutions and the decision making 
process for Ontario Pork in developing a producer consensus.  
 
Conestoga’s cross-examination through Mr. Hunsberger reviewed the evidence that Mr. 
Vanderbas had offered about his experience. Mr. Vanderbas re-iterated his view that 
Ontario Pork had become passive and producers are now at a disadvantage. He 
acknowledged, however, that the closing of the Thorn Apple Valley plant in Michigan 
had created some significant changes in the market.  
 
Mr. Nyenhuis was the next witness. Also an experienced hog producer, he spoke of his 
experience with the Perth County Pork Producers’ Association. He spoke of the building 
of a grass roots movement trying to produce a plan the provincial government could 
support as the consensus of the industry. He has been making presentations on his own 
time and at his own expense to try to build this consensus, and has developed a Recovery 
Plan that is being reviewed with other associations with a request for input.  
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The plan has five major elements, some well defined, others still in development: 
 


A) short term financial assistance; 
B) a risk management program; 
C) a plan that would control production to match slaughter capacity (he says this 


would be a provincial government requirement) 
D) a roundtable including processors and chaired by the FPMC to discuss industry 


issues; 
E) methods to make the industry self-sustaining. 


 
In his view, Ontario Pork needs its powers to implement the plan, whatever its final form. 
Some ideas would include giving Ontario Pork the power to match or control production 
in relation to slaughter capacity, prohibiting support for hogs destined for export from the 
province, maintaining a cost of production floor price, protecting smaller players who are 
much more vulnerable than larger producers. 
 
He has received general support for his ideas, and wants to bring them forward to Ontario 
Pork for further consideration. He points to Quebec as a province with a plan to match 
production with slaughter capacity, a strong board, single desk selling power, formula 
pricing, an arbitration system for disputes, and a round table for industry discussion. 
 
Mr. Nyenhuis has taken on this consensus building process because after almost 30 years 
of farming he has seen his equity disappear over the last four years. He sees conditions 
deteriorating, with six month contracts replacing two year contracts, with prices falling, 
seeing his neighbours’ farms failing, and feeling that there is no future for his children in 
farming despite their desire to be farmers.  There is no future as the situation sits now, 
and this is the only way he can see to save his farm.  
 
Mr. Vander Burgt of Huron County examined Mr. Nyenhuis.  Mr. Nyenhuis stated that if 
the Commission’s Decision was implemented, no recovery plan of any kind could be 
implemented. He said that in the US, there are big players only, and family farms have 
become contract barns for wages. This approach also makes family farms deteriorate, as 
there is no balance or diversity on farms and opportunities are reduced. There is in his 
view no example of open marketing that has lead to a successful farm industry in those 
products. All non-supply managed commodities should have a level playing field, and 
without it Quebec will be a threat to all industries.  The recovery plan would require all 
participants in the industry to hash out their differences in one forum, and the process 
should be mandated by the FPMC, with an arbitration board to determine any outstanding 
issues.   
 
Mr. Foran through cross-examination clarified that Mr. Nyenhuis understood that there is 
currently no regulatory authority in Ontario Pork to manage supply or control production. 
Mr. Nyenhuis is of the view that Ontario Pork should have that authority.  
 
Mr. Cohoe’s cross-examination focused on the challenges in managing production. Mr. 
Nyenhuis conceded that legislative changes would be required and control of export 
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markets could be challengeable. He stated however, that if there are no changes then it is 
likely that the industry will be in such poor shape that reductions in production will occur 
as producers go out of business. He also conceded that unless retailers are somehow 
involved (for example, in Japan certain percentages of product on retail shelves are 
required to be of domestic origin), supply management alone would not solve the 
problems in the industry. Mr. Nyenhuis conceded that in Ontario price changes are 
market driven because of local and international competition for processed product.  
 
Synergy’s cross-examination focused on recognition that processing capacity is not 
subject to production limits and need not remain in the province, a statement which Mr. 
Nyenhuis agreed with.  Mr. Nyenhuis clarified that he was not suggesting supply 
management in the form that the dairy or chicken industries use. He also suggested that 
developing an Ontario label for pork products should be a priority in order to reduce the 
risk of foreign products taking market share. He indicated that with the financial support 
given in Quebec that unless Ontario is prepared to offer similar support, legislation is 
needed to level the playing field.  
 
In response to Conestoga’s questions, Mr. Nyenhuis reiterated that Ontario Pork would 
need to be given authority to do that. He indicated he thought such controls should be in 
place for other commodities as well, and the Risk Management Plan in place for seeds 
and oilseeds should also be pursued for pork.  He suggested a market driven price should 
have insurance to make up differences when the price falls below a specified base. The 
retailer share of consumer dollars is higher in Canada than elsewhere, and the Quebec 
roundtable approach has meant no higher prices but a more stable industry.  
 
Mr. Ben Dekker gave evidence next. He is a small producer of between 500 and 1000 
hogs per year. He has been a Lambton Pork councilor for 10 years and on the resolutions 
committee for many years. He wanted to point out his understanding of production in 
Iowa, which is free market and in his experience often pits neighbour against neighbour. 
There is a lot of difficulty establishing price, and there are huge scale operations. He feels 
that there is little opportunity for a small producer in such a system, as using a private 
agent to market often results in a lower price as well as additional bother.  Ontario Pork 
provides better and more equitable market access, in his view, and reasonable prospects 
for smaller players.  
 
In his view, the discussions held about moving the industry forward were inadequate and 
left many feeling muzzled, as limited options were discussed and timing was limited.  
 
In cross examination, he provided further detail about his Iowa experience, indicating that 
in Ontario farming was still based on a land occupying farmer creating income and 
building equity, while in Iowa individuals buy shares in operations and are removed from 
it.  
 
Rita Felder was the next witness. Her operation sends about 250 sows to market per 
week, and she grows specialty crops, including GMO free crops for other countries in 
Europe and for Australia, for examples.  She had experience in Sweden, which has an 
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open marketing system. Although originally an appellant, and feeling strongly that 
marketing power should stay with Ontario Pork, she can’t afford full participation in the 
hearing process, and therefore appeared as a witness in support of Mr. Minnema, with 
whose position she concurs.  
 
In her view, an industry with about 3000 producers and about 5 buyers needs 
mechanisms to make participation fair. In her view, a single desk authority is necessary in 
order to equalize bargaining power, and the Commission’s decision needs to be 
reconsidered. Equal selling power is necessary because hogs are a perishable commodity: 
there is only about 10 days leeway after finishing before they have to be delivered for 
slaughter. Transport options are limited, and the costs of freight or maintenance make 
sellers vulnerable. With fewer big plants in operation, options are even more limited.  
 
Ontario Pork has in her view done a decent job of marketing, reducing worry and the risk 
of financial losses. While not guaranteed, payments are less of a problem with single desk 
selling and centralized information; otherwise, she thinks that expensive accounts 
receivable insurance would be needed.  Ontario Pork provides effective centralized 
industry support for incidents like the countervail dispute, a combined legal support 
system, and good information on pricing, market conditions and similar issues.  
 
Should the Commission decision be implemented, she anticipates lower prices as 
producers compete against each other, and family farming would suffer, with many 
leaving the industry.  Since hog production is a 24-month commitment, without an 
organized system and proper commitments the risk is very high for producers. There is 
definitely room for improvement, such as more effective branding, consumer and food 
safety programs and product differentiation; other issues like the label of origin, 
traceability, the ASRA program, and price hedging systems should also be addressed, but 
on balance, based on experience in Canada and Sweden, her view is that single desk 
marketing and a collective system would work best to address concerns. 
 
Finally, in her view a producer expression of opinion should be gathered and results 
reviewed before giving up the collective marketing power.  
 
Mr. Vander Burgt’s examination sought clarification of Ms. Felder’s view that every one 
who produces should have a vote in a review process. 
 
In cross-examination on behalf of Quality Meats by Mr. Cohoe, Ms. Felder conceded that 
single desk marketing was not necessary to provide information if information sharing 
was mandatory, but Ms. Felder noted that services would be harder to implement if 
power was divided. 
 
Mr. Grant Robertson was the last witness appearing on behalf of Mr. Minnema. In his 
role as Ontario co-ordinator of the National Farmer’s Union in Ontario, he reviewed the 
results of a meeting in which the unanimous passage of a resolution seeking re-
affirmation of the historic balance of power in the market place through collective 
marketing by producers. He indicated that through the long-term ebb and flow of markets 
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farmers have not benefited when marketing power was lost, and maintenance of this 
power is necessary for the long-term support of the industry as a whole.  In cross-
examination by Mr. MacDougall of Synergy, he indicated that in his view that the loss of 
single desk marketing in western Canada had harmed the industry.  
 
Huron County Pork Producers presented their case through Mr. Grant Love. He has been 
President of that Association for two years.  He operates a 325 farrow to finish operation 
on his family farm, as well as cash cropping some of his acreage.  His family, including 
his brother, father and grandfather have all been involved in the Huron County 
Association; in fact, his grandfather helped to found it.  
 
He reviewed the submission made to the Commission, which had been written by the 
executive of the Huron County Producers; the main thrust of this submission was the 
need to preserve sole authority over marketing. Huron County representatives did not 
attend in person because they understood that written submissions would be given the 
same weight as submissions made in person.  
 
In examination by Mr. Van Donkersgoed, agent for Mr. Minnema, Mr. Love indicated 
that he had never imagined the conclusion of the hearing might be voluntary marketing, 
but that there could be other marketing options within the current system.  
 
He also discussed the difficulty in accurately defining a family farm, and reviewed 
Ontario Pork meeting resolutions that had been defeated and in his view demonstrated 
that Ontario Pork in expanding marketing options was not bringing forward what 
producers wanted. He indicated that Huron County supported changes to marketing as 
needed, but not without getting a serious review from other councilors, who in his view 
have moved more strongly over the last two years to supporting maintaining marketing 
authority in Ontario Pork.  
 
In cross-examination by Mr. Reesor on behalf of Synergy, Mr. Love acknowledged that 
the votes on resolutions had not been unanimous and it had not been a recorded vote. He 
also acknowledged the difficulty in defining a family farm, but generally indicated that he 
did not consider contract hog production through investors to be a family farming 
operation. 
 
He also acknowledged that there are no guarantees that packers would always operate in 
Ontario, and that producers needed to be careful in how they exercised power under the 
legislation. He also conceded that producers do not have power to control borders either 
domestically or internationally whether through Ontario Pork or not.  
 
In response to questions from Conestoga, he indicated that since Huron County’s 
submission was not referred to at all in the Commission Decision, it did not appear to 
have been given weight.  
 
Mr. Love also reaffirmed that in his view no matter what size, producers should have a 
say in the outcome of discussions about changes to the marketing system. 
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Ms. Teresa De Wetering, although an intervenor, appeared during Huron County’s 
presentation. She also provided a written submission at a later point in the hearing. She 
indicated she was a beginning producer who with her husband had started by buying a 
contract barn in 2005, but had found it too constraining, so they had decided to raise their 
own hogs instead.  She felt that Ontario Pork had left out beginning farmers, so she had 
worked on a Beginning Farmers Group, all independent family farms with less then 10 
years experience.  She made submissions to the Commission indicating that it was 
important to maintain marketing power in Ontario Pork, as it was not the rules 
themselves, but the way they had been used, that had created problems. She 
acknowledged some might not feel they received full value from Ontario Pork, but there 
was an opportunity to make improvements without changing the underlying rules.  
 
In examination by Mr. Van Donkersgoed, she indicated she felt let down by how Ontario 
Pork had handled marketing at times, particularly because as a small producer she suffers 
without recourse when faced with contract issues such as short loads or refusal to take 
pigs, both of which have happened despite contracts.  In her view, there is no sharing of 
market risks in the current contracting environment: the packer does not take any risk.  
In cross-examination by Mr. Cohoe for Quality Meats, Ms. De Wetering indicated her 
view that as a producer she had a right to fit into marketing as part of the overall supply 
of hogs. In cross by Mr. McDougall of Synergy, Ms. De Wetering indicated she 
understood that a voluntary system would not eliminate marketing by Ontario Pork, but 
would allow marketing to be done without it.  However, she indicated she wanted an 
improvement to the system, and did not think voluntary marketing would be an 
improvement.  She thinks there would be an increase in risk and a loss of guarantees that 
limit financial risk.  
 
Mr. Russ Danbrook was the next witness; he too is an experienced farmer, having raised 
pigs since the age of 11 and having operated a farrow to finish operation for many years. 
Currently, he has no pigs, but is still a Director of the local association. He has been 
president of it twice, and also was on environmental and nutrient management 
committees. In his view, marketing power should remain with Ontario Pork, even if there 
are changes to the system through use of agents or through exemptions.  He indicated 
general support for a comprehensive plan, either a Recovery Plan as envisioned by Mr. 
Nyenhuis or the Risk Management Plan to provide sustainable pricing.  
 
In questioning by Mr. Van Donkersgoed, Mr. Danbrook indicated that Perth County 
producers had taken a position similar to Huron County regarding the need to maintain 
power in Ontario Pork to have a fair and equitable marketing system. He also felt the 
consultation process had been inadequate, and that all ideas should be considered to deal 
comprehensively with the market problems.  
 
In cross-examination by Mr. Cohoe, Mr. Danbrook conceded that Regulation 419 was not 
effective to manage production or supply. However, he contended without power there 
would be no capacity to speak on behalf of producers except on so called “universal” 
functions, and even there little power to implement any changes.  
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Mr. Yungblut of Synergy cross-examined Mr. Danbrook as well. Mr. Danbrook conceded 
that producers are not always “innocent” in dealing with contracts.  Regardless, however, 
someone in Mr. Danbrook’s view will need to have the power to manage production in 
some way, although he conceded no plan he knows of is comprehensive or complete.  
Hog producers are losing money everywhere in North America, so some kind of plan is 
necessary.  
 
In re-examination, Mr. Danbrook indicated that he favoured individual rather than 
blanket exemptions, and that creating a level playing field would be a significant first 
step in addressing a number of issues.  
 
Ontario Pork’s case was presented through Mr. Gary Metzger and Ms. Mary Ann 
Hendrikx.   
 
Mr. Metzger is responsible for traceability, which allows tracking in both directions--to 
market and back to the farm—to support product quality markers, and in case of health 
and safety or foreign animal disease emergencies. He reviewed the purpose and elements 
of the programs, and indicated that in the case of a Foreign Animal Disease outbreak the 
assumption is that Ontario Pork would be responsible for managing marketing issues 
outside of a control area administered by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency. Likely 
there would be a rapid problem with marketing as there would be border closures and 
inventories would build up. Control of marketing would be necessary to manage these 
issues. 
 
Mr. Metzger was cross-examined by Mr. Richter on behalf of Zantingh, and indicated 
that safeguards would be put in place to ensure data would not be shared in a way that 
would compromise market information for competitors. In response to questions from 
Mr. Yungblut for Synergy, Mr. Metzger indicated that the significant issue was 
preparedness, not responsiveness, so that even though a specific bio-security role was not 
specified for Ontario Pork, it would be able to respond appropriately. Mr. Hunsberger for 
Conestoga sought assurances that an emergency that would trigger use of the marketing 
powers would not include simple oversupply, and that exemptions could not be cancelled 
arbitrarily.  Mr. Metzger indicated that protocols and criteria would have to be developed 
and exercised by a body such as HIAC; this would require a rewrite of the Regulations to 
accomplish.  
 
In cross examination by Mr. Van Donkersgoed, Mr. Metzger confirmed that marketing 
and traceability are not necessarily related and that some of the steps in Ontario Pork’s 
plan are assumptions about what steps would be taken at the national level, but without 
power to direct marketing, there would be no way to implement plans.   
 
Mary Ann Hendrikx spoke to Ontario Pork’s strategic planning and governance issues. 
She has been a director since 1999, and Vice Chair of Ontario Pork since April 2009.  
She has been involved with raising pigs since her childhood on her parents’ farm, and has 
continued this work with her husband and three children who are also in production.   
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The strategic planning process included surveys and opinion and research work with 
input from stakeholders, culminating in a June 2008 strategic direction discussion paper.  
This document listed several must haves, the most critical of which for the purposes of 
this hearing include maintenance of regulatory authority.  
 
The strategic planning process was interrupted by the hearing by the Commission, in that 
Ontario Pork felt it unwise to commit resources if the hearing would cover the same 
subjects; the hearing has basically created a new strategic direction to which Ontario Pork 
has had to respond.  
 
Ms. Hendrikx reviewed Ontario Pork’s services: selling, settlement, logistics, consumer 
marketing, and producer services: communications, governance structure, county 
associations, lobbying, advocacy, animal welfare, environmental management and 
research.  Ontario Pork collects a $1.65 service fee for every hog to finance these 
services, most of which benefit all producers.  
 
An example of the service that Ontario Pork provides was to co-ordinate and respond to a 
countervailing duty imposed by the US because of accusations by US producers of 
product dumping.  However, though hogs and weaners benefited from this work, under 
the current regulations only hog producers could be charged to pay for the trade action 
defense.  
 
Ontario Pork supports the deletion of the exemption from fees for hogs not intended for 
slaughter, so that all producers can be charged for services, which benefit all producers.  
 
With regard to HIAC, Ms. Hendrikx explained that once the Decision was appealed, it 
felt that implementation of a new HIAC structure would have to wait until the appeal was 
heard, and in any event the Regulation has not been amended to allow a different 
structure for HIAC. 
 
The current governance structure of Ontario Pork was explained: County or Regional 
councilors are elected as delegates to Ontario Pork. There are 12 districts, with each 
electing a board member to Ontario Pork; there are also zone directors at large.  The 
number of producers and the amount of production determine the number of Councilors: 
there are currently 214.   Since 2001, Ontario Pork has been working on a plan to revise 
the governance structure to be more reflective of current conditions. Ontario Pork 
produced a white paper on reform and a proposed model that would result in a much 
smaller Board (9 instead of 14) and fewer councilors, to be called delegates (80 -100, 
rather than 200).  This work was reviewed at the November Policy day, and will be 
considered at the Annual General Meeting in March 2010. 
 
Ms. Hendrikx also set out Ontario Pork’s proposed approach to dealing with an 
emergency using section 419.  First, the power would not be used unless a third party, 
such as a municipality, or HIAC (if properly constituted, adequately representative of the 
industry, and subject to clear criteria) had declared an emergency.  However, Ontario 
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Pork would be prepared to work with the existing structure of HIAC. 
 
Mr. Hunsberger’s questions on behalf of Conestoga asked whether revoking exemptions 
were part of the “must have” regulatory powers. Ms. Hendrikx replied that the blanket 
exemption issue and revocations were not really a discussion point until the Commission 
hearing and Decision. As for HIAC, it met intermittently for some years, and the number 
of people at its meetings often did not reflect its formal structure.  She also confirmed 
that the March 2010 expression of opinion on governance would not be binding on 
Ontario Pork. 
 
Mr. Van Donkersgoed asked a number of questions to clarify the proposed governance 
structure; Ms. Hendrikx suggested that the Board tasks will remain similar to those it 
undertakes now: leadership for staff, monitoring implementation, prioritizing and 
strategic planning. She also clarified the need to change the regulations to allow licensing 
of other classes of production, to develop a code of conduct for agents, and to license 
selling agents. 
 
Ms. Hendrikx indicated that if marketing sales do not go through Ontario Pork there is no 
link and could not be the level of payment assurance that Ontario Pork could otherwise 
provide. Also, blanket exemptions from marketing control are preferable in order to be 
able to have effective ways to operate when necessary.   
 
Ms. Hendrikx felt that representation at the November policy day had been fairly 
representative of the industry, as only very small counties had not been represented. 
Finally, she indicated that removing the non-market hog exemption was in order not to 
have duplicate or unfair service fee arrangements, but that the significance of this issue 
was variable over time.  
 
In cross examination by Mr. Vander Burgt, Ms Hendrikx confirmed that the proposed 
blanket exemption method was not anticipated before the hearing, and that choices in 
marketing do exist today. She also confirmed that the Commission Decision established 
very aggressive timelines to complete the planning process.  She also confirmed the non-
binding nature of the resolution process.  
 
In re-examination, Ms. Hendrikx confirmed that Ontario Pork would continue to offer 
marketing services to those who want them. She also clarified that the governance white 
paper had been circulated for advance discussion prior to the meeting. She also confirmed 
that producers and processors couldn’t contract without an exemption under the existing 
legislation (i.e., prior to modification by Decision).  
 
The next party to call it case was Conestoga, as Open Marketing Group withdrew from 
the hearing at this point. Conestoga called Mr. Kevin Grier, who was qualified as a 
market expert in the pork industry in North America.  
 
Mr. Grier gave some background information about the Quebec hog industry, indicating 
it was the only jurisdiction in which a marketing board has full control, mainly by virtue 
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of using a subsidy program to ensure compliance. Quebec is the most vertically 
integrated industry in Canada and also has subsidies of some $400 million dollars. 
Quebec has a Roundtable industry forum similar to HIAC in some ways.  
 
Mr. Grier indicated it was not feasible in his view to try to restrict trade either in or out of 
Ontario to manage production issues, as about half of the industry depends on trade to 
survive; he indicated he knows of no mechanism to do that anyway, and it can’t be done 
in compliance with trade rules.  
 
In Mr. Grier’s view, marketing boards “get in the way” of “value chain management”, as 
they have the goal of preserving income for producers. In his view, an open market 
would be more effective at creating common goals in the value chain. By determining 
how to generate more income, and learning what is required to fill niches in the market, 
producers could be rewarded and processors’ value enhanced.  
 
In response to questions by Synergy, Mr. Grier indicated that restricting and trying to 
supply our own market would lead to a painful and significant contraction in the industry. 
He had no comment on service fee levels in relation to the rest of the country.  
 
In cross-examination, Mr. Grier reiterated that Boards have in his view been a hindrance 
to parties working together, and that regulated marketing was used to increase leverage 
with processors. Supply management creates success by restricting imports, although 
there are various levels of supply management.  In his view Ontario Pork is largely 
redundant. Finally, he does not view a roundtable as a method of coming up with better 
pricing systems, as it is not an effective vehicle to deal with market goals. Also, in his 
view hog production occurs in a North American market, and prices on an export basis 
are always lower than US prices.  
 
Mr. Robert Hunsberger appeared on behalf of Conestoga/ 3P.  He described Conestoga as 
a new generation co-operative. Hog farmers buy a membership share and shipping shares 
to supply hogs to the packing plant.  The plant is a wholly owned subsidiary of the 
producer co-op. 3P purchased the plant in 2001. 3P had supplied Thorn Apply Valley 
until it closed, then entered into a bulk contract with Maple Leaf as it transitioned to its 
own plant.  
 
Conestoga in order to maintain capital and operating requirements operates on a 6-day 
payment cycle. Although this description merely summarizes the steps of the pricing 
process, payment is based on meat sales, rather than hog sales.  Hunsberger recounted 
various problems he said arose because this model did not fit into Ontario Pork’s view of 
how hogs should be marketed. Ontario Pork’s suspicion about the pricing model and 
refusal at first to grant an exemption to allow Conestoga to operate in the only way it 
could survive created significant tension. Exemptions have now been granted on a six-
month basis.  Conestoga considers Ontario Pork’s authority to market as a significant 
danger to its operations because if the exemption were withdrawn Conestoga would not 
be able to operate effectively, if at all.  
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Mr. Hunsberger also reviewed his experience of HIAC after the Decision. He thought it a 
more representative body as reconstituted, and noted that in his view its mandate was not 
to debate issues but to make recommendations on how to implement the Commission 
Decision; however, HIAC did not have decision making authority. He disputed the 
suggestion that only large producers were represented.  
 
In response to questions from Mr. Richter, Mr. Hunsberger stated that in his view the 
unregulated portions of the market were working well in finding sales for sows and boars. 
 
Mr. Hunsberger in cross-examination indicated that he saw no option other than removal 
of the mandatory marketing power because in his view it had been a barrier to innovation 
and development in the industry, and would continue to be. While it had not been 
Conestoga’s first choice, the experience with Ontario Pork had made it clear to him that 
Conestoga could not risk being subject to arbitrary decisions about marketing control.  
 
Mr. Cohoe appeared as the witness for Quality Meats. Quality Meats processes about 
one-third of Ontario’s hog production. He indicated that Ontario Pork’s approach to 
marketing is inadequate because the relationship with producers is too indirect to manage 
the many quality requirements and specifications needed to sell meat in today’s retail 
marketplace.  He recounted the processing requirements for organic hogs as an example, 
noting the very detailed contract terms and conditions, handling and processing needs and 
thus the high level of communication and commitment that is required. He also noted that 
there are long entry and exit periods to such contracts because of the production 
specifications, and these contracts command substantial premiums.  
 
He indicated his concern with Ontario Pork’s method of dealing with contract terms, and 
in particular specific terms that should have been uncontroversial taking far too long to 
adjust, and Ontario Pork then threatened to impose terms and ignored the Procedures and 
Protocols document that had been agreed to by the industry.  
 
Mr. Cohoe then expanded on the concept of the “value chain” as a method of matching 
customer needs with processor and producer ability to enhance overall return. In his 
view, this value chain approach allows innovation and improvement and participation by 
choice.  However, in his view Ontario is not accomplishing this goal. He indicated that 
processors are in a “box with one way doors” when it comes to procurement. Supply is 
not generally available from other jurisdictions, and Quebec tends to preserve supply for 
local processing. Therefore, processors want and need a long term stable supply, and in 
his view these conditions can lead to a supply driven, rather than market driven situation; 
processors need to operate even in times of poor margins and high costs. This situation is 
worsened by pool auctions.  Vertical integration is encouraged in these conditions 
because if a processor is vertically integrated, supply is secured and contract terms are 
not subject to dispute. He indicated processors need more flexible terms and contracting 
or they will gradually disappear or vertically integrate.  
 
Mr. Cohoe then gave a detailed review of Ontario standard pricing; by doing so, he 
demonstrated that pricing is market driven and changes in pricing in Ontario in the past 
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several years mirror market price changes in other jurisdictions.  He also demonstrated 
with examples the challenges faced in scheduling, logistics and pricing when the 
relationship between producer and processor is not direct. He showed that alternate 
sources of information are available, even if marketing is not administered by Ontario 
Pork, and in ways that will protect competitively sensitive information.  
 
Mr. Foran’s questions clarified the Country of Origin labeling requirements that have 
reduced the export opportunities for producers and processors seeking to sell in the US. 
These requirements have affected production and depressed US bound hog prices.  Mr. 
Cohoe also gave more details regarding the dispute over contract terms, and specifically 
Ontario Pork’s proposed term that Ontario Pork could trigger arbitration on a contract 
even if the producer who had entered into the contract did not want to.  
 
Mr. Cohoe also gave more details under cross-examination of the difficulties faced by the 
industry generally, but indicated he is not suggesting Ontario take on the models of other 
jurisdictions, just that “we have to live in the world we have, and adapt”.  In his view, 
contracting does not have any significant impact on price, but it provides the level of 
flexibility that is needed to adapt as conditions change.  He also indicated, Conestoga’s 
approach to price calculation has no impact on Quality Meats.  
 
On cross-examination by Mr. Vander Burgt, Mr. Cohoe acknowledged that an ideal 
system would try to create equal opportunities for producers to sell, but that a packer 
could seek an alternative producer if a contracted producer challenged terms in a contract.  
 
Mr. Reesor appeared as a witness for and is one of the principals of Synergy.  He 
indicated that Synergy was not intending to challenge Ontario Pork as a whole, but only 
to support the elimination of mandatory marketing powers.  He noted that Ontario has a 
limited number of processors, and 95% of production is under contract. He prefers to 
work directly with his customers, as it is the best way in his view to build value over 
time. He has used Ontario Pork marketing mechanisms, and supports voluntary 
marketing and co-operation.  He indicated that in his view niche markets can be very 
large, and that “commodity” pork does not really exist: every product has some 
characteristic important to the processor.  In his view, pooled marketing is a higher risk 
way of organizing his business because he cannot control the product, and negative 
product issues affect his business and customer relationships, even if he did not cause the 
issue.  He reiterated this point under cross-examination, adding that poor producers can 
hide behind the pool, and it is very difficult to develop specialized markets.  
 
Mr. Reesor indicated Synergy was pleased with the Commissions Decision, in that it 
recognized the need for choice and change.  He noted that there is always a great deal of 
diversity in views, and that in his view the Regulations are not congruent or consistent, 
and the risk of exercising power in arbitrary ways are high. Decisions made within 
properly limited powers may be disagreed with, but when the powers are too broad it is 
difficult to create constructive change.  
 
He was happy with the reconstituted HIAC meetings after the Decision, in that there was 
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he felt a sincere effort to address many issues; however, its mandate was to implement 
the Decision, not debate its merits. 
 
He acknowledged that while it may be possible to grant exemptions, at a practical level 
the approach is not workable.  
 
Mr. Reesor’s main point is that in the context of an uncontrolled border, adjoining 
competitive markets, Ontario Pork’s former approach will never be sufficiently flexible 
or adaptable to be successful.  
 
Under cross examination, he admitted that he had invested in Ontario under the current 
regime but saw contracting as a way to mitigate the risk of that investment and put his 
business more in his own control.  
 
Mr. Davidson, representing the intervenor Maple Leaf Foods Ltd. was the last to make a 
statement. He has more than 35 years experience in the industry, 32 years in pork and 28 
of those years in Ontario. He was manager at one time of the Burlington plant that 
processes about 50% of Ontario’s production.  He has held numerous senior positions in 
Maple Leaf and is intimately familiar with marketing, procurement, and industry issues, 
including attending the hearings in 1996 and 2008.  He recounted his frustration 
regarding developing contracts with Ontario Pork and indicated that in his view the 
Commission Decision was correct and reflects the situation in other jurisdictions. He 
believes it would be positive to have more open markets from the point of view of 
investment in the processing industry. 
 
FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
 
Introduction 
 
First, as the hearing procedure, evidence, and argument made clear, adversarial style 
hearings are a poor way to make policy decisions, especially such potentially far-reaching 
and significant ones. From our perspective as tribunal members, the information provided 
by the parties seeking to confirm or reverse the decision was generally insufficient to 
support their requests. For example, there was not a comprehensive review of data about 
the industry as a whole from anyone: each party’s presentation was based on its own 
particular goals rather than an effective structure for the industry. Many who will be 
affected by this decision did or could not participate and were not sought out for their 
views. At the end of the hearing there were many gaps in information, gaps that create 
enormous uncertainty about the impact of requested changes and the rationale for 
positions taken by parties.  These comments are not a criticism of the parties, but a 
reflection of the necessities of the hearing process that make adversarial hearings a poor 
way to establish policy. 
 
Evidence, especially from producers on both sides of the appeal, was anecdotal at best 
and generally unsupported by reliable data. The only documented technical information 
on pricing came from a processor, who could speak only to reported transactions and to 
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certain aspects of contracts entered into by the company for which he works.  Except to 
say that there were two major camps, one on each side of the question, the views of the 
majority of producers (majority defined in any way) on matters relating to this hearing 
were not clear. We do not find the results of voting on the Ontario Pork Meeting 
Resolutions on their own a reliable way of assessing producer views on many of the 
questions raised by the hearing. Similarly, we do not find the anecdotal and hearsay data 
from the respondents or appellants about conversations with other producers sufficient to 
make a finding about the views of producers in general. 
 
The testimony of most parties was not only factually weak, but also provided opinions 
and evaluations that were unsupported by factual information. Mr. Minimaa and Mr. 
Vanderbas offered many conclusions based on suppositions and hearsay views without 
any data.  Expert testimony was very limited.  Mr. Kevin Grier was not retained to do 
independent research, but was asked to respond to a philosophical view about the impact 
of marketing boards in a free market; he did not and was not asked to address the 
purposes of the marketing board structure or how it has achieved or not achieved its 
purposes in the hog industry, regardless of his opinion on the merits of such an approach. 
This is not a criticism of Mr. Grier, but a criticism of the scope of his retainer and the 
questions put to him, which were aimed at proving the appellant’s case rather than having 
Mr. Grier as an independent expert provide objective information and opinions to assist 
the Tribunal to come to a good decision based on principles set out in the legislation.  
 
In summary, most of what the Tribunal heard was argument rather than evidence, even 
during the evidentiary phase of the hearing. 
 
The Legislative Principles 
 
In our view, the Farm Products Marketing Act (FPMA) and Regulations do have first 
principles that must be respected. In particular the relevant clauses relating to the purpose 
of local boards and the scope of powers are an expression by the Legislature of the 
Province that is not subject to review or change by a Commission or Tribunal, and 
decisions inconsistent with those purposes should not be supported.  The way to change 
these purposes is by direct legislative amendment, not by indirect change to the 
regulations. In a similar vein, the regulations implement the purpose of the legislation, 
and should not be re-drafted or amended in such a way as to negate or limit that purpose.   
 
In our view the Commission decision does not respect the Legislative principles of the 
FPMA; it effectively negates the legislation by placing the control of marketing outside 
of the local board, without establishing an alternative plan or having any entity 
responsible for the control and regulation of hog marketing. As a result, not only are the 
fundamental problems of the industry not solved, there is no mechanism or control in 
place for the producers to develop a consensus, or to exercise power in accordance with a 
consensus if one can be developed. In addition, the current regulations have the tools to 
shift marketing methods without changing the fundamental structure of the regulations, 
so there is no need to amend the Regulations themselves. For these basic reasons, certain 
aspects of the appeal will be granted, as set out below. 
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The first principles are set out in the definitions and Section 2 of the FPMA: 
 


Purpose of Act: 
 


2. The purpose of this Act is to provide for the control and regulation in any or all 
aspects of the producing and marketing within Ontario of farm products including 
the prohibition of such producing and marketing in whole or in part.  


 
Section 1 defines “marketing”:  
 


“local board” means a board constituted under a plan; 
 
“marketing” includes advertising, assembling, buying, financing, offering for sale, 
packing, processing, selling, shipping, storing, and transporting, and “market” and 
“marketed” have corresponding meanings; 
. . .  
 
“plan” means a plan to provide for the control and regulation of the producing or 
marketing or both of a farm product that is in force under this Act, and includes a 
scheme approved under any predecessor of this Act; 


 
The purpose of establishing a local board is therefore to control and regulate through an 
approved plan the marketing of the product in question. The methods of doing so may be 
varied, and according to the circumstances of the market and product in question may be 
less or more specific and technical.  They may also change over time in radical ways if 
the underlying situation changes fundamentally. 
 
In the Tribunal’s view, the decision of the Commission does not adequately address the 
legislative principles set out in the FPMA, nor does it establish an effective framework 
for responsible decision making for the good of the producers in the industry as a whole.  
By revoking Section 5(j) and 9, the Decision takes a fundamental power away from 
Ontario Pork, but the Commission has no comprehensive plan or management structure 
to take its place, and the industry as a whole would thus revert to a fully market driven 
approach that negates the underlying principles of farm product regulation and 
marketing: to establish a power to control production and marketing in a collective 
manner for the benefit of producers as a whole.  This is not the only purpose of course, 
but the legislation would not be necessary if this legislative goal was not primary. 
 
The solution is not to make an amendment to the Regulation that in our view changes the 
fundamental purpose of the Legislation, but to provide an interim balancing of the 
various producer interests and current circumstances.  This interim balance will give 
Ontario Pork an opportunity to complete its consultation with its members far more 
comprehensively than it has been able to do to date, and to address the fundamental 
challenges the hog industry faces in a way that will be acceptable and equitable to the 
greatest possible number of Ontario producers, as well as healthy for the processing 
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industry on which the producers depend.  To be effective, Ontario Pork must have the 
power to implement these decisions once consensus (not unanimity) has been achieved, 
and the power to manage situations in the industry as a whole.  Using the Commission to 
undertake this type of role is in our view not appropriate, and no other entity than Ontario 
Pork currently exists to take this role. By revoking Sections 5(j) and 9 of the Regulation, 
the Commission in our view undermines the ability of Ontario Pork to act in the way the 
Commission wishes it to in paragraphs 10, 11 and 13 of its Decision, and it would require 
another crisis of similar proportions, another Commission hearing, and another regulatory 
amendment to reverse the situation.  We think a comprehensive plan should be in the 
hands of the industry to develop, and they should have both hands free while the plan is 
worked out. The task is difficult enough, but a foregone conclusion both reduces the 
pressure for people to participate, and entrenches antagonism and divided camps.  
 
We acknowledge that from the perspective of many participants in the industry Ontario 
Pork was not responding effectively to market conditions, was not supporting alternative 
approaches to dealing with the crisis, was not creating or supporting good relationships 
with processors, and was seeking to maintain a particular way of handling hog sales that 
did not respond to the opportunities and challenges that some in the industry wanted to 
pursue.  However, we must also acknowledge that for a significant number of hog 
producers Ontario Pork’s actions were seen as protecting a hard fought and significant 
balancing of powers that in their view needed to be maintained, regardless of the ups and 
downs of market conditions and prices over the years. 
 
The Tribunal will therefore order that section 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 remain in 
force, but will provide a minimum eighteen-month exemption for all producers who wish 
to be exempted. While we dislike the negative option, in the circumstances we think the 
practical approach will be to exempt all producers and then for Ontario Pork to provide a 
mechanism such that those who wish to market through Ontario Pork will be required to 
waive the exemption and will be required to market through Ontario Pork for a minimum 
period of 18 months.  This step will, we hope, accomplish several objectives:  
 


a) it will provide a level of security and stability to those who wish to market 
independently, and allow them to establish a track record and to demonstrate 
that the model they propose is effective for producers in general; 


b) it will require those who support Ontario Pork to demonstrate their 
commitment to marketing through it, and give an indication of the level of 
support for marketing that Ontario Pork can consider as it undertakes its 
reform study; 


c) it will allow Ontario Pork to complete its comprehensive strategic planning 
and governance reviews while allowing those who wish to operate outside of 
the mandatory marketing regime to do so, but without making permanent 
changes that may be unwise to implement without further review and 
consideration by those most affected; 


d) it will prevent excessive administration cost and avoid having producers flip 
between exempt and non-exempt status over the next 18 months; 


e) it will allow Ontario Pork to demonstrate its capacity to market under more 
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open market conditions, and perhaps therefore provide some data on the 
impact of the changes that some producers fear and others desire. 


 
In this eighteen-month exemption period, Ontario Pork will be required to complete its 
strategic planning and governance reform processes, to develop a new vision for its 
operations and to provide a structure to implement this vision.  Ontario Pork will be 
required to consult and to provide a plebiscite or similar mechanism to ensure its 
recommendations have support in the industry.  In the event that Ontario Pork is unable 
to accomplish these goals, exempt producers will have six-month renewals of their 
exemptions.  We are not concerned, given the history of this appeal and the industry over 
the last few years, that Ontario Pork would exercise the exemption authority capriciously, 
in bad faith, or arbitrarily, and are of the view that after operating under and exemption 
for eighteen months it would be difficult to support a change in exemption status unless 
the exempt producer requested it.  
 
We do not wish to pre-judge the outcome of the strategic planning, and so we have 
provided through this decision we hope a balanced set of conditions for a specific period 
of time, allowing those who wish to market independently to do so, but also allowing for 
changes up to and including an entirely new structure to be designed and assessed before 
changing fundamental elements of the existing one.  The strategic planning process may 
for instance, conclude that using producers as licensed agents in a mandatory structure 
would be an acceptable way for all involved to market. Alternatively, open marketing 
including a right to an exemption if requested may be the structure that can bring the 
industry together.  What we do know from the evidence referred to in the Commission’s 
Decision, the Decision itself, and from the evidence and the arguments brought to the 
Tribunal, that no fully comprehensive consultative process including a direct 
consideration by all producers has been completed, that the divisions between 
philosophies, perspectives, and prognoses are radical, and that the entity now best suited 
and making the most comprehensive effort to develop a consensus is Ontario Pork.  We 
think Ontario Pork should have the time and opportunity to do so; we hope it will create 
the mechanisms to ensure that all sectors, producers, processors and industry stakeholders 
will be able to participate effectively with a common goal--creating and maintaining a 
healthy hog production industry and providing an opportunity for a healthy processing 
industry—to be realized. 
 
ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL 
 
Therefore, the Tribunal grants the appeal of some aspects of the Decision and orders as 
follows: 
 


1. Sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 will remain in force. 
 
2. A blanket exemption will be granted pursuant to Section 5(l) for all the appellants 


who are producers in their capacity as producers from the operation of Regulation 
419, including from Sections 5(j) and 9 of the Regulation, insofar as the 
Regulation relates to control of the marketing of hogs, including logistics, 
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scheduling, settlement, and direct supply contract terms. This exemption shall be 
in place for eighteen months from the month of this decision, and renewable in 6 
month intervals thereafter if necessary.  All other Ontario producers besides the 
appellants will also be exempted through section 5(l), subject to paragraph 3 
below. 


 
3. Ontario Pork will provide a notice of election to all producers so that those 


producers who do not wish to be exempted from sections 5(j) and 9 can advise 
Ontario Pork of their choice.  These producers will be subject to sections 5(j) and 
9 of the Regulation pending Ontario Pork’s completion of its strategic planning 
and reform initiatives, at which time the need for and implementation of 
exemptions will be reconsidered if necessary.  Those who choose to be subject to 
sections 5(l) and 9 will not be permitted any subsequent exemption prior to 18 
months from the month of this decision.  The notice of election process will be 
completed within three months of the month of the issuance of this decision. 


 
4. Ontario Pork will continue with the strategic planning and governance reform 


initiatives that it has already commenced, and by no later than eighteen months 
from the month in which this decision is issued shall:   


 
a) complete the strategic planning process contemplated by the June 11, 2008 


Policy Day White Papers. Among other topics, Ontario Pork will address: 
a. the need, if any, for mandatory marketing powers; 
b. how to establish additional marketing choices while maintaining 


equitable market access for producers; 
c. how to license producers for the purposes of collecting a fee to support 


the provision of industry services, and to define what services will 
form the basis for a fee. 


 
b) complete the review of and establish a new structure for Ontario Pork’s 


governance; and 
 


c) undertake a plebiscite or similar process to ensure that all producers are given 
an opportunity to participate in the final decision making on changes to 
Ontario Pork’s governance and on the strategic plan. 


 
5. Ontario Pork will continue to provide marketing services for all producers 


who are not exempt. Ontario Pork may supply marketing services for 
exempted producers, provided that these exempted producers as a condition of 
first obtaining these services consent to revocation of their exemption until 
completion of the process contemplated in paragraph 4, after which they will 
be subject to any restrictions or rules regarding exemptions then in place.  


 
6. Ontario Pork will have the power to collect and disseminate price information 


on market hog sales in an aggregate manner. 
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7. The exemption for hogs marketed for any purpose other than slaughter in 
Section 3 of Regulation 419 is hereby revoked so that Ontario Pork will have 
authority to collect a fee on all classes of domestic swine produced in Ontario.  


 
8. The Commission will appoint a new Chair of the Hog Industry Advisory 


Committee. The structure of the Committee as set out in section 13 of 
Regulation 419 will be maintained, but the Committee may seek input from 
other stakeholders and industry members in considering the issues regarding 
the health of the hog industry as a whole. Ontario Pork will report to the 
Committee periodically on its progress under paragraph 4 and seek input from 
the Committee as it undertakes its planning and governance reform projects. 


 
9. At the conclusion of the 18 month period referred to above, Ontario Pork will 


provide to the Commission a set of recommendations for regulatory 
amendments necessary to implement its strategic and governance reform plans 
and addressing the issues set out in paragraph 4 above. 


 
10. The Tribunal can be contacted in writing in the event any part of this Order 


requires clarification to be implemented. If contact is required, the party 
contacting the Tribunal will provide a copy to all parties to the appeal of its 
request for clarification.  


 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Francis Handy 
Vice Chair 
 
Dated at Guelph, Ontario, this 16th day of February 2010 
  
  
  
 








STRATEGIC DIRECTION BRIEFING AS FORMALIZED  
BY ONTARIO PORK BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


 
The board of directors of Ontario Pork has prepared this briefing to update producers on 
the status and direction of our strategic planning to date. Following vigorous discussion 
among board members based on input from producers and industry stakeholders, we 
have developed a number of concepts for moving our Ontario industry forward. These 
concepts will be outlined for management to produce operational programs and 
timelines. 
Important changes associated with our strategic direction are outlined here. We 
anticipate that a significant portion of these changes can be implemented within the 
marketplace by March of 2009.  Nevertheless, it is important to appreciate that some 
aspects of the strategy are, as yet, very preliminary and remain the focus of continued 
refinement. 
Our efforts have proceeded during a time of great difficulty and uncertainty within our 
industry. Maple Leaf’s announcement regarding plans for their Burlington plant, the 
continuing financial crisis caused by increased disease costs, record-high grain costs, 
and unfavourable currency fluctuations have expanded both the urgency and the 
complexity of our planning effort. The board has consulted widely with producers and 
industry through direct conversation and through IPSOS REID surveys, the Vision 2010 
process, the JRG Market Access Study, George Morris Centre Transportation Report, 
and the Policy Conference. In responding to the diversity of ideas being heard, we 
developed a direction that enables producers to make the most of evolving industry 
opportunities while retaining the valuable powers and freedoms hard-won by past 
boards and entrusted to the stewardship of future boards. 
Producers have told us that they need continued assurance of timely and accurate 
payment, more choice in marketing and in the structuring of business arrangements that 
fully mobilize industry resources as they pursue new industry opportunities. Producers 
want a dynamic Ontario Pork focused on productive goals and accountable to a high 
standard of operational performance. 
At the same time, we are committed to working tirelessly for the equitable distribution of 
costs and benefits across the entire spectrum of production approaches while 
preserving meaningful price transparency and market access for the benefit of all 
Ontario producers.  
In addition to our current marketing functions we have identified a number of measures 
in our strategic direction. These include; 


• Implementing an expanded vision of producer marketing choice will 
accommodate licensed agents who must agree, and adhere, to a “Code of 
Conduct” clearly establishing the rights and obligations.  


• Establishing the equivalent of a “Packers and Stockyards Act” to promote a level 
playing field and to advance competitiveness within a North American market. 







• Ontario Pork would continue to provide the settlement function during transition 
to the “Packers & Stockyards Act” (or equivalent) with exception where individual 
producers acting as agents licensed by Ontario Pork, have provided waivers 
(indemnify OP re payment guarantee, while having access to all necessary data). 


 
• In exchange for the “waiver” Ontario Pork must be provided with all transaction 


data in support of the system functions (other than payment) until mandatory 
price reporting is in effect. 


• Requiring of management continued improvements in productivity and efficiency 
with a specific emphasis on building within Ontario Pork a “customer service” 
culture that is responsive to producer needs and focused on producer success.  


• Ongoing commitment to accurate price transparency and access to markets. This 
is essential to the accountability entrusted to us for industry self-regulation under 
the Farm Products Marketing Act.  


• Providing industry information to our producers for informed decision-making  
• Advancing measures to assure food safety and traceability.  
• Assessing of the costs and benefits associated with a shift to “F.O.B. Plant” 


pricing for market hogs.  
• Continued fiscal responsibility on behalf of our producers and industry 


stakeholders in regard to how we set policy and how we carry out our operational 
responsibilities. 


As you consider the strategic direction outlined here, recognize that the diversity of your 
board of directors mirrors the diversity of the producer community itself.  








 


 
Recommendation:  Ontario Pork recommends producer choice in marketing. 


 


Rationale:  There is industry consensus that producer choice in marketing is a critical element in any 


future plan for the pork industry.   


 


The 2008 Ontario Pork Strategic Direction identified producer choice in marketing as one of eight ‘must 


haves’ that must be included in any Strategic Plan for the industry.  Producers showed support for 


choice in marketing through the endorsement of the Strategic Direction in June 2008.  The Farm 


Products Marketing Commission (FPMC) decided that producers should have the option to enter into 


supply contracts with processors, make spot sales to buyers, sell through other agents or use any other 


method they wish to use to market their hogs.  The Tribunal reaffirmed that producers will have choice 


in marketing by providing a blanket exemption from sections 5(j) and 9 of Regulation 419 to all 


producers. 


 


As previously noted, it is Ontario Pork’s recommendation that regulatory authority be maintained in 


Regulation 419.  The JRG Hog Marketing and Market Access study outlined that the current regulatory 


structure of Ontario Pork provides a number of market access options and sales channels to Ontario hog 


producers.  Specifically, unrestricted market access is available to all Ontario hog producers under the 


current regulatory structure and producers are not denied access to any marketing option.   


Hog Marketing and Market Access Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario, JRG Consulting 


Group, October 2006, page 23, section 3.3, TAB 15.    


 


It should be recognized that Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division allows for continuity in marketing for 


producers who choose to remain with the Division, as their hogs may be sold, transported and settled 


the same way they are currently.   


 


For producers who decide not to use Ontario Pork’s Marketing Division, the organization will grant an 


exemption to stakeholders that make such a request to ensure they are permitted to sell and settle hogs 


by whatever means they choose.  Ontario Pork has historically granted exemptions to facilitate the 


marketing of off‐sorts and substandard hogs, small packers, and processor pilot projects.  In times of 


emergencies, such as in the case of a foreign animal disease outbreak, Ontario Pork will revoke 
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exemptions in order to retain logistical authority to mitigate potential damage to the industry as a result 


of the emergency situation.  It is essential that some form of orderly marketing be available to assist the 


marketplace to operate as normally as possible, as evidenced through the Decision Making Framework 


for Livestock and Border Closures report released by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 


Affairs.  This report found that some form of orderly marketing in the event of a disease outbreak would 


assist the marketplace to operate as normally as possible and ensure everyone has access to a market 


for the benefit of producers and animals.     


Decision Making Framework for Livestock Border Closures, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food 


and Rural Affairs, April 2008, page 33, section 9.5, TAB 24. 


 


Ontario Pork has systems in place to provide orderly marketing and has already been integral in the 


development of steps to be taken by the Ontario and Canadian pork industry to respond to a foreign 


animal disease outbreak.  In cases of emergency, it is anticipated that Ontario Pork will be a liaison 


between the Ontario pork industry and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency in facilitating movement 


and coordinating hog marketing.     


 


It is also important to recognize that a natural evolution has occurred in the Ontario hog marketing 


environment over time.  A single desk auction system was utilized at the inception of Ontario Pork 


Producers’ Marketing Board.  Years later, in the early 1990’s the marketing structure shifted to a system 


where the majority of hogs are now sold on direct producer‐processor contracts.   


Hog Marketing and Market Access Review of Hog Marketing Channels in Ontario, JRG Consulting 


Group, October 2006, page 41, section 4.3, TAB 15.    


 


The next natural step in the evolution of marketing is the provision of exemptions to give producers the 


opportunity to market through any means they choose.  Choice in marketing is supported by hog 


producers, as demonstrated through the Vision 2010 consultation process.    


 


Under section 5(l) of Regulation 419, Ontario Pork has the authority to make regulations providing for 


the exemption from any or all of the regulations, orders or directions under the plan of any class, variety 


or grade of hogs, or any person or class of persons engaged in the producing or marketing of hogs or any 


class, variety or grade of hogs.  This will provide the means for Ontario Pork to grant exemptions to 


producers who request them.    
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Background


Ontario Pork’s constituency includes 3600 pork producers in the province of Ontario.  
Ontario Pork represents these producers in many areas including: hog marketing; consumer 
education; research; government representation; environmental issues; animal care; and, 
quality assurance.   The organization is also responsible for arranging for payment of hogs 
and manages transportation in co-operation with pork processors. Ontario Pork acts as the 
official voice for the industry on behalf of producers and is a source of information about the 
industry to the public.


In 2003 and 2005, Ipsos-Reid conducted producer satisfaction studies on behalf of Ontario 
Pork.  The main purpose of this study was to measure producer satisfaction toward Ontario 
Pork overall as well as for many of Ontario Pork’s services individually.  From the data, 
Ipsos-Reid was able to rank key drivers of overall satisfaction with Ontario Pork by 
importance and highlight areas for improvement.  The study also explored the importance of 
industry issues and gathered feedback regarding the direction and focus of Ontario Pork’s 
activities.
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Background


A key finding in both 2003 and 2005 was that “Hog Marketing: including contracts; 
producer/packer relations; marketing strategies; and, forward pricing” was considered to be 
the most important service offered by Ontario Pork.  It was also found that, of all services 
tested, Hog Marketing received the lowest satisfaction rating (45% completely/very satisfied, 
21% completely/very dissatisfied).


In 2006, Ontario Pork commissioned Ipsos Reid to conduct both qualitative and quantitative 
research in order to better understand issues relating to Hog Marketing with the intention to 
determine better ways to serve Ontario pork producers.  


This research was conducted simultaneously with another Ontario Pork project aimed at 
examining the various channels of hog marketing currently available within Ontario Pork.


It is understood that coordination of these two studies will be needed for Ontario Pork to best 
accomplish its needs.


This report summarizes the findings of the quantitative study.
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Research Objectives


• Measure and track overall satisfaction with Ontario Pork


• Measure and track performance on Ontario Pork services


• Determine key drivers of satisfaction for Ontario Pork overall


• Understand degree to which producers feel it is appropriate for Ontario Pork to offer 
specific services


• Determine producer familiarity with how specific services function or are managed


• Understand Ontario Pork’s performance on specific marketing and logistics services


• Determine how these more specific marketing and logistics related services compare 
with other categories of services in terms of driving overall satisfaction


• Gather response to several potential new Ontario Pork services and/or policy 
changes
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Methodology


Telephone-based Interviews


As in 2005, telephone interviews were utilized for the 2006 study.


The study was fielded between August 11th and August 31st, 2006.


Average interview length: 27.5 minutes.


300 interviews were completed in total (versus 257 in 2003 and 374 in 2005).  Based on 
300 completed interviews, the margin of error for this study is +/- 4.8% (versus +/- 5.9% in 
2003 and 4.7% in 2005).
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Methodology


Sample


Ontario Pork provided Ipsos-Reid with their complete producer data base.  For each 
record included in the database Ontario Pork also provided total number of hogs shipped 
during the past 12 months as of August 1st.  Only producers that had shipped 500 hogs 
were included in the sample dialed for this study.


The final sample frame has been compared with the sample initially provided by Ontario 
Pork to confirm the distribution of hog producers by size of operation is consistent with 
actual distribution in the producer data base.
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Executive Summary
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Executive Summary


2006 Producer Profile


• 12% of producers shipped 5,051+ market hogs in the past 12 months.  This 
group accounted for 43% of all market hogs shipped in the past 12 months.


• 24% of producers shipped 3001+ market hogs in the past 12 months.  This 
group accounted for nearly two thirds (62%) of all market hogs shipped in the 
past 12 months.


• 78% of all market hogs shipped in the past 12 months were shipped via a direct 
contract versus 17% Pool Plus and 5% Pool.


Conclusion


• Minority of producers produce the majority of market hogs.


Conclusion
• Vast majority of market hogs are shipped via direct contract (with a


processor).
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork


• Overall, 79% of producers indicate they are either “completely” (26%) or 
“somewhat” (53%) satisfied with Ontario Pork.


• As with previous surveys, satisfaction is highest among smaller producers and 
declines steadily and significantly among larger producers.


• Among the largest capacity producers, overall top2box satisfaction is 53% (39% 
low2box) versus a top2box score of 90% among small producers (5% low2box). 


• The primary reasons for being dissatisfied with Ontario Pork relate to hog 
marketing, representation of producer issues, logistics and board structure.


Conclusion


• Overall top2box satisfaction with Ontario Pork is high.  However, overall 
satisfaction remains somewhat “soft” and is significantly lower among larger 
capacity producers.
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Consumer Pork Promotion: or the promotion of pork to consumers, retailers, 
restaurants; new product and niche market development 


CQA or the On-farm food safety program


Public Relations and Advertising or enhancing the image of producers with consumers


Lobbying for example: nutrient management, source water protection, trade, etc.


Representation of producer issues: Ontario Pork’s role as voice for the industry


Logistics meaning the booking and delivery of hogs
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Electronic tools such as Ontario Pork’s website, OINK, producer data, e-mail updates 
and newsletters


Producer Education such as education events or conferences  


Board Structure: such as the resolution process and the county representation system


Research including determining research priorities, the transfer of research results and 
the funding process
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Hog Marketing including the administration of contracts, producer/packer relations and 
sales activities


Hog Payments or ensuring payments to producers
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• Settlement or the process of ensuring payment to producers continues to lead all 
other service categories with 92% indicating they are satisfied.


• Other service categories relating to public relations (79%) , representation on 
producer issues (76%) and consumer pork promotion (74%) also received 
strong, positive ratings.


Conclusion


• Overall, top2box (completely/somewhat satisfied) satisfaction for each 
specific Ontario Pork service was fairly high with a minimum of two-thirds of 
producers “completely” or “somewhat” satisfied with a specific service.  
However, hog marketing continues to have a fairly high and the highest 
degree of dissatisfaction (24% low2box – somewhat/completely dissatisfied) 
particularly among  larger capacity producers.
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• As in previous surveys, hog marketing-related services received the weakest 
overall score with only 66% indicating they are satisfied.  


• Hog marketing is one of three services that received a large proportion of 
producers indicating they were “somewhat” or “completely” dissatisfied (24%).  
Logistics (18%) and CQA (18%) were the other two services with relatively high 
dissatisfaction levels.


• Satisfaction with hog marketing varies considerably by operation size with 
larger capacity producers indicating significantly lower levels of 
satisfaction and higher levels of dissatisfaction than smaller capacity 
producers.
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Executive Summary


Key Drivers of Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services and Critical Strengths 
and Weaknesses


• “Representation on producer issues” and “logistics” are borderline critical strengths, 
however, they are critical weaknesses among larger capacity producers. 


• “Borderline” critical weaknesses include “board structure”, “research”, “producer 
education” and “CQA”.


• Strengths to promote are “consumer pork promotion” and “public 
relations/advertising”.


Conclusion


• Overall, in order of importance, the top 3 drivers of overall satisfaction with 
Ontario Pork are hog marketing, representation of producer issues and 
logistics.  However, while hog marketing is the number one driver of overall 
satisfaction, it is Ontario Pork’s number one critical weakness. Specifically, 
the key hog marketing issues are “sales activities”, “contract negotiation”, 
“contract administration”, “market access” and “dispute resolution” –
particularly with larger capacity producers.
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Executive Summary


Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering or Managing Specific Services


• Producers are most likely to support Ontario Pork continue to ensure payment 
and represent the industry to the public through public relations, industry and 
product advertising and being the industry’s voice on producers issues and 
lobbying.


Conclusion


• Overall, a majority of producers (about 8 in 10+) believe it is appropriate for 
Ontario Pork to offer or manage each service.  However, about a third of 
larger capacity producers feel it is not appropriate for Ontario Pork to offer or 
manage logistics and hog marketing.  
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Executive Summary


Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering or Managing Specific Services


• Producers are less likely to feel Ontario Pork should continue to be involved in 
hog marketing, research, logistics and the overall structure of the board.


• As with satisfaction, support for Ontario Pork’s involvement in these issues 
varies greatly by size of operation.  These differences are most significant for 
logistics, hog marketing and board structure where the level of support for 
Ontario Pork’s involvement is dramatically lower among larger capacity 
producers.


• When asked for specific reasons why Ontario Pork should not be involved in a 
specific service, the leading mentions related to perception of poor performance 
on Ontario Pork’s part.  


• When asked who the producer would prefer to handle this service, the response 
was overwhelmingly directed toward the producer managing the function or 
service themselves without Ontario Pork’s involvement.
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Executive Summary


Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork Manages Marketing, Sales or Logistics 
Related Services


• Most alarmingly, awareness of how contract negotiation (33% familiar), 
management of the booking and delivery system (33% familiar) and sales 
activities (32% familiar) received very low familiarity ratings.


Conclusion


• Overall, the majority (over 5 in 10) of producers do not feel they are very 
familiar with the way that Ontario Pork manages marketing, sales or logistics 
related services.  The single exception is “settlement”, where 64% of 
producers indicate they “completely” or “somewhat” understand.
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Executive Summary


Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork Manages Marketing, Sales or Logistics 
Related Services


• The services that received the lowest level of familiarity were the negotiation of 
freight rates (19% familiar) and the management of the forward pricing program 
(18% familiar).  


• As with other measures, there is a significant gap in perceived level of 
familiarity between larger capacity producers and smaller capacity producers 
for nearly every marketing, sales or logistics related service.  For each 
marketing, sales or logistics related service, significantly more larger capacity 
producers indicate they understand Ontario Pork’s role.
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Executive Summary


Overall Satisfaction with Specific Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Providing market access and options to producers through which to sell hogs


Sales Activities or the process of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs


Administration of contracts between producers and packers including handling questions 
and providing grid comparisons


Contract Negotiation or working on behalf of producers to ensure direct contracts with 
processors are competitive


Preparation of media reports on sales and prices


Management of Ontario Pork’s forward-pricing program
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Executive Summary


Overall Satisfaction with Specific Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Operation of the booking and delivery system including the scheduling of deliveries in 
consultation with processors


Licensing of transporters, truckers and assemblers as it relates to animal welfare and 
handling


Negotiation of freight rates


Administration of the in-transit loss account


Crisis intervention or handling hog shipments during plant strikes, breakdowns or other 
crisis that occur during shipping
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Executive Summary


Overall Satisfaction with Specific Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Dispute resolution between processors and producers


Settlement or the process of issuing payments to producers on time and correctly
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Specific Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork 
Services


• Given that the description for “marketing-related services” included a broad array of 
Ontario Pork services in past surveys, producers were asked to rate Ontario Pork’s 
performance on each specific component of hog marketing and logistics in the 2006 
survey.


• Producer opinions are most polarized on Ontario Pork’s position on contract 
negotiation (62% satisfied, 21% dissatisfied) and sales activities (59% satisfied, 28% 
dissatisfied).


Conclusion


• While the majority of producers indicate they are “completely” or 
“somewhat” satisfied with Ontario Pork’s performance on virtually all 
marketing/logistics-related services (the exception is the forward pricing 
program where only 50% are satisfied), there is room for improvement on 
many – particularly in the eyes of larger capacity producers.
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Executive Summary


2006 Overall Satisfaction with Specific Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork 
Services


• As with most other measures, opinions differ vastly between larger capacity 
producers and smaller capacity producers with smaller capacity producers 
being much more likely to be satisfied with virtually all specific 
marketing/logistics-related services.


• In particular, about 3 to 5 in 10 larger capacity producers were dissatisfied with: 
“sales activities or the process of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario 
hogs
“providing market access and options to producers through which to sell hogs”
“operation of the booking and delivery system including the scheduling of 
deliveries in consultation with processors”
“contract negotiation or working on behalf of producers to ensure direct contracts 
with processors are competitive”
“management of Ontario Pork’s forward-pricing program”
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Executive Summary


Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering or Managing Each Marketing/Logistics 
Related Service


• As with the overall service categories, producers were asked for their opinions as 
they relate to how appropriate it is that Ontario Pork offer each marketing/logistics -
related service.  


• Overall, the vast majority (79% or more) indicate they support Ontario 
Pork’s involvement in each marketing/logistics related service 
(“completely” or “somewhat appropriate”).


• However, significantly more larger capacity producers feel it is 
inappropriate for Ontario Pork to offer or manage sales activities, 
administration of contracts, contract negotiations, operation of the 
booking and delivery system and dispute resolution between processors 
and producers.
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Executive Summary


Producer Support for More Aggressive Contract Negotiation Between Ontario Pork and 
Ontario Processors


Conclusion


• Regardless of operation size, vast majority of producers support the idea of 
Ontario Pork being more aggressive when negotiating direct and Pool Plus 
contracts with pork processors” (49% strongly, 31% somewhat agree).
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Executive Summary


Producer Support for More Aggressive Contract Negotiation Between Ontario Pork and 
Ontario Processors


• Vast majority of producers, regardless of size of operation, would continue to 
support Ontario Pork’s more aggressive negotiation if it meant…


• Increasing the total number of pigs sold through alternative markets such 
as the U.S. and Quebec (89% agreed)


• Ontario Pork mandating that Processor contracts be limited to slaughter 
capacity (74% agreed)


• Reducing the number of direct contracts available to a processor (72% 
agreed)


• However, support was less strong if more aggressive negotiation meant contracts 
were required to be longer term (only 46% agree).
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Executive Summary


Producer Support for Extension of Payment Terms from Three to Ten Business Days


• 44% indicate they strongly oppose with a  further 24% indicating they somewhat 
oppose.


• Response was most negative among largest capacity producers where 86% strongly 
opposed. 


Conclusion


• There is quite strong opposition to the idea of extending payment terms from 
three to ten business days (assuming that meant all other producers would 
be required to do the same) – particularly among larger capacity producers.
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Executive Summary


Producer Response to Alternative Logistics Arrangements


• Producers were presented with the three following alternatives for the booking and 
delivery of hogs:


I – weekly shipments are scheduled between yourself and the processor based on your 
production and processor capacity.  The processor would then make the necessary 
pick-up arrangements with the trucker.  In this scenario, your weekly pick-up quantity 
is determined by the processor. (DIRECT CONTRACT ONLY)


II – weekly shipments are scheduled between yourself and Ontario Pork based on your 
production and processor capacity.  Ontario Pork would then make the necessary 
pick-up arrangements with the transportation company.  In this scenario, your weekly 
pick-up quantity is determined by Ontario Pork.


III – weekly shipments are scheduled between yourself and your transportation company 
based on an allocation provided to them by Ontario Pork and the processor.  The 
transportation company would then make the arrangements to fill that allocation.  In 
this scenario, your weekly pick-up quantity is determined by your trucker.







32


Executive Summary


Producer Response to Alternative Logistics Arrangements


Preferred Entity To Manage Logistics For Weekly Hog Shipments (Producers Who Ship 
Majority of Hogs Under Direct Contract)


• Among those who ship hogs primarily under direct contract, the preferred 
logistics provider varied significantly by operation size with smaller producers 
tending to prefer making arrangements directly with their trucker and larger 
producers preferring the processor.


Conclusion


• Very few producers (15%) who ship a majority of hogs under direct contract 
would prefer Ontario Pork to manage logistics whereby weekly shipments are 
scheduled between producers and Ontario Pork based on their production 
and processor capacity.  Ontario Pork would then make the necessary pick-
up arrangements with the transportation company.  In this scenario, your 
weekly pick-up quantity is determined by Ontario Pork.


• About two-thirds of larger capacity producers were opposed to Ontario Pork 
managing logistics.
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Executive Summary


Producer Response to Alternative Logistics Arrangements


Preferred Entity To Manage Logistics For Weekly Hog Shipments (Producers Who Ship 
Majority of Hogs Via Pool or Pool Plus)


• Among those who ship the majority of their hogs via a Pool or Pool Plus 
arrangement, about 5 in 10 producers preferred the scenario where the 
producer worked directly with their trucker. 


Conclusion


• Very few producers (14%) who ship a majority of hogs via Pool or Pool Plus 
would prefer Ontario Pork to manage logistics whereby weekly shipments are 
scheduled between producers and Ontario Pork based on their production 
and processor capacity.  Ontario Pork would then make the necessary pick-
up arrangements with the transportation company.  In this scenario, your 
weekly pick-up quantity is determined by Ontario Pork.
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Executive Summary


Producer Response to Ontario Pork’s New Electronic Manifest and Tracking System.


Producers were also asked to provide their impressions of a new electronic manifest system 
currently under development by Ontario Pork.


All producers were read the description below:


“Ontario Pork is currently developing an electronic manifest system that will replace 
Ontario Pork’s current paper manifests.  In this system, all hog shipments will be 
scanned into a computer system that producers, processors, truckers and Ontario 
Pork will be able to access much in the same way that courier companies allow 
senders to track parcels.  Access to the system will be available either through 
Internet or by telephone through Ontario Pork.


The primary benefits of this system are predicted to be: a dramatic reduction in paper-
work and associated errors, enhanced traceability, better management of and 
accountability for shipping arrangements and greater visibility of shipments for all 
involved.


It is expected that no additional equipment would be required nor would the producer 
incur any additional costs.”
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Executive Summary


Producer Response to Electronic Manifest and Tracking System


• Only 53% of producers have never heard of it and 18% said they have heard of it but 
know nothing about it.


• Larger capacity producers report slightly higher levels of awareness than smaller 
capacity producers, however, familiarity is equally low.


Conclusion


• Awareness and familiarity of the new electronic manifest and tracking system 
is currently very low.   
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Executive Summary


Producer Response to Electronic Manifest and Tracking System


• 44% indicate the new system will “probably fulfill a need” while 37% indicate the new 
system will “probably not fulfill a need”.


• 40% perceive the new system to be “somewhat better” while 38% perceive the new 
system to be “somewhat worse”


• Reasons why the new electronic manifest/tracking system is perceived to be better 
include “less paperwork” and “better/more accurate tracking”.


Conclusion


• Likely due to lack of awareness and familiarity with the new electronic 
manifest and tracking system, producer responses to standard product 
concept test measures indicate most are taking a “wait and see approach” to 
evaluating the new system.
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Executive Summary


Producer Response to The Option of Receiving Copies of Settlement Electronically 
Instead Of By Mail


• About a third of producers are opposed to receiving settlement electronically and 20% 
are neutral to the idea.


• The majority of larger capacity producers (about 6 in 10) are in favour of this option 
versus only about a third of small producers.      


Conclusion


• About 5 in 10 support the idea of receiving copies of settlement electronically 
instead of by mail, however, support is “soft” at 16%.







38


Key Conclusions and Implications
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Key Conclusions


HOG MARKETING SERVICES (TO OBTAIN AND FACILITATE THE BEST PRICE FOR 
ONTARIO HOGS) IS A KEY ISSUE AMONG A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF LARGER 
CAPACITY PRODUCERS


• There is clearly a split in opinion among smaller capacity pork producers versus larger 
capacity producers in terms of overall satisfaction with the services offered and managed 
by Ontario Pork. The most important driver of overall satisfaction is “hog marketing”.  
Overall, smaller capacity pork producers (76% of the producers, 38% of market hogs) feel 
Ontario Pork is doing a good job meeting their needs while a significant number of larger 
capacity producers (24% of the producers, 62% of market hogs) feel Ontario Pork falls 
short on meeting their expectations on hog marketing.  Specifically, the key areas of 
dissatisfaction among larger capacity producers are “sales activities”, “contract 
negotiation”, “contract administration”, “market access” and “dispute resolution” – specific 
tasks that impact Ontario Pork’s primary function, namely, “obtaining and facilitating the 
best possible price for Ontario hogs”. 
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Key Conclusions


LOGISTICS – OPERATION OF THE BOOKING AND DELIVERY SYSTEM - IS A KEY ISSUE 
AMONG A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF LARGER CAPACITY PRODUCERS 


• In addition to “hog marketing”, logistics - operation of the booking and delivery system 
including the scheduling of deliveries in consultation with processors - is a key issue with 
larger capacity producers.


• The qualitative research revealed that logistics is a source of frustration for many
producers on a day-to-day basis.  The current system is complex and allows for  
producers/processors/truckers to operate without accountability.  Given the perceived poor
performance regarding logistics, very few producers, regardless of size of operation, want 
Ontario Pork to manage logistics whereby weekly shipments are scheduled between 
producers and Ontario Pork.  Results from the quantitative survey clearly points to the 
producers’ desire to deal directly with the processor or their trucker in terms of booking 
and delivery.
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Key Conclusions


LOGISTICS – OPERATION OF THE BOOKING AND DELIVERY SYSTEM - IS A KEY ISSUE 
AMONG A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF LARGER CAPACITY PRODUCERS 


• Dissatisfaction with Ontario Pork’s performance on managing specific hog 
marketing services and logistics is the driving force behind a significant number of 
the larger capacity producers’ desire to shift hog marketing and logistics related 
services away from Ontario Pork.  Dissatisfied producers feel Ontario Pork should 


“get out of the way” because they (the producers) feel they can do a better job than 
Ontario Pork and/or the perception that Ontario Pork is not adding any value to the 
process.
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Key Conclusions


LACK OF FAMILIARITY/UNDERSTANDING OF THE WAY ONTARIO PORK MANAGES 
MARKETING, SALES OR LOGISTICS RELATED SERVICES IS AN ISSUE


• Another key issue is the lack of familiarity/understanding of the way that Ontario Pork 
manages marketing, sales or logistics related services.  This appears to be a 
communications issue.  


• The qualitative research also revealed there is confusion as to the specific roles and 
responsibilities of Ontario Pork.  In the focus groups, it was not uncommon for producers to 
present an attitude or thought that was based on misinformation and corrected by other 
members of the focus group.  A perceived “lack of seeing results” from Ontario Pork’s 
efforts combined with misinformation helps to drive dissatisfaction. 
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Key Conclusions


CURRENT BOARD STRUCTURE IS AN ISSUE WITH LARGE CAPACITY PRODUCERS


• The current board structure – and specifically the perception there is a lack of 
representation of their issues - is a key issue with a significant number of larger capacity 
producers.  


• The qualitative research indicated that many larger capacity producers believe the board of 
directors is largely made up of smaller capacity producers and therefore their (larger 
capacity producers’) issues and needs are not being addressed.
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Implications


• Perceived poor performance on key hog marketing and logistics services combined with a 
lack of familiarity/understanding of how Ontario Pork manages marketing, sales and 
logistics related services accounts for why some producers (particularly larger capacity 
producers) do not feel they are getting good value for the money they spend on service 
fees. 


• While it will be challenge to satisfy a divergent set of marketing and logistics needs, 
Ontario Pork needs to improve its performance on delivering key hog marketing and 
logistics services as well as improve its communications efforts to educate/inform 
producers how it manages marketing, sales and logistics related services – as well as the 
results of its efforts.


• Good performance/“operational excellence” and a high level of familiarity with what Ontario 
Pork does and what it accomplishes on behalf of producers will go a long way to improve 
producers’ perceptions on getting value for the money they spend on service fees. 
Evidence of this is regardless of size of operation, a vast majority of producers support the 
idea of Ontario Pork being more aggressive when negotiating direct and Pool Plus 
contracts with pork processors.  This supports the notion that producers agree with Ontario 
Pork’s stated primary function:  “obtaining and facilitating the best possible price for Ontario 
hogs”.  However, producers – particularly larger capacity producers - want Ontario Pork to 
improve its performance/”operational excellence” on delivering on this “promise”. 
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Detailed Study Findings
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Respondent Profile
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Size of Operation
All Respondents


Small (500-1000)
32%


Medium (1001-
3000)
42%


Large (3001-
5050)
13%


Extra Large 
(5051+)


13%


Base: All respondents: n=300


12% of Producers
43% of Hogs


31% of Producers
9% of Hogs


41% of Producers
29% of Hogs


12% of Producers
19% of Hogs
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Share of Total Hogs Shipped by Marketing 
Agreement
All Respondents


q13.(SUMMARY OF MEANS)During the past 12 months, please tell me what percentage of your market hogs are shipped


Direct Contract 
(With a 


Processor)
78%


Pool Plus
17%


The Pool
5%


Base: All respondents: n=300
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Total 
(n=300)


Small(500
-1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium 
(1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large 
(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra Large 
(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Pool Plus 32% 44% CD 35% CD 13% 5%
Direct Contract (With a 
Processor)


58% 38% 60% A 79% AB 97% ABC


The Pool 10% 18% BD 6% 8% 1%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%


Share of Total Hogs Shipped by Marketing 
Agreement
All Respondents: Size of Operation


q13.(SUMMARY OF MEANS)During the past 12 months, please tell me what percentage of your market hogs are shipped


Base: All respondents: n=300
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Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork
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Completely 
Satisfied


26%Neither Satisfied 
nor Dissatisfied


8%


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied


9%


Completely 
Dissatisfied


4%


(DK/NS)
0%


Somewhat 
Satisfied


53%


Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork – 2006
All Respondents


Q2. Overall , how satisfied are you personally with the services Ontario Pork currently provides to producers? Would you say you are...


Base: All respondents: n=300


Overall, 79% of 
producers indicate they 
are either “completely” 
or “somewhat” satisfied 
with Ontario Pork 
Overall.
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64%


53%


5%
11%


80%
D


90%
BCD


39%
AB


19%
A


Small(500-1000)
(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=123) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=36*) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=36*) D


Top2Box - Completely/somewhat satisfied Low2Box - Somewhat/completely dissatisfied


Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q2. Overall , how satisfied are you personally with the services Ontario Pork currently provides to producers? Would you say you are...


As with previous surveys, overall satisfaction with Ontario Pork is highest among small capacity producers 
and lowest among largest capacity producers.


Satisfaction with Ontario Pork 
is highly polarized – smaller 
versus larger capacity 
producers.
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Main Reasons for being Dissatisfied with 
Ontario Pork - 2006
Respondents Dissatisfied with Ontario Pork Overall


Q3. You mentioned you are dissatisfied with the services currently offered by Ontario Pork. What are the main reasons why?


41%


41%


24%


15%


10%


7%


5%


Lack of advertising/
promotion for our product


They do not help/ support
farmers or pork producers


High cost/ poor value for
money


They need to step aside/
allow packer and producer


to work it out


They are bureaucratic
(inefficient, disorganized,


etc.)


Other


They do not get the best
price for hogs


Base: Dissatisfied: n=41*


The primary reasons mentioned for being dissatisfied with Ontario Pork relate to a perceived lack of 
consumer promotion and/or a lack of producer support.


One quarter of those who are 
dissatisfied indicate they feel they 
receive poor value for money.


15% of dissatisfied producers indicate 
they would like to see Ontario Pork 
disbanded.
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Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork 
Specific Services
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Ontario Pork Services


Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Consumer Pork Promotion: or the promotion of pork to consumers, retailers, 
restaurants; new product and niche market development 


CQA or the On-farm food safety program


Public Relations and Advertising or enhancing the image of producers with consumers


Lobbying for example: nutrient management, source water protection, trade, etc.


Representation of producer issues: Ontario Pork’s role as voice for the industry


Logistics meaning the booking and delivery of hogs
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Ontario Pork Services


Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Electronic tools such as Ontario Pork’s website, OINK, producer data, e-mail updates 
and newsletters


Producer Education such as education events or conferences  


Board Structure: such as the resolution process and the county representation system


Research including determining research priorities, the transfer of research results and 
the funding process


Hog Marketing including the administration of contracts, producer/packer relations and 
sales activities


Hog Payments or ensuring payments to producers
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Ontario Pork Services


Overall Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of 
each service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Hog Marketing including the administration of contracts, producer/packer relations and 
sales activities


Hog Payments or ensuring payments to producers
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Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services - 2006
All Respondents


Q1. (TOP2BOX SUMMARY) How Satisfied


92%


79%


76%


75%


74%


74%


71%


70%


68%


67%


66%


66%


Ensuring Hog Payments


Public Relations and Advertising


Representation of producer issues


Logistics


Consumer Pork Promotion


Electronic Tools


Research


Government Lobbying


Producer Education


Board Structure


CQA


Hog Marketing


Base: All respondents: n=300


Response from producers regarding specific services offered by Ontario Pork is very favourable with two-
thirds or more indicating they are “completely” or “somewhat” satisfied.







59q1.(Grid Summary )How Satisfied


23%


29%


31%


26%


29%


33%


37%


23%


20%


22%


22%


66%


52%


37%


48%


44%


48%


42%


37%


45%


46%


49%


45%


26%


11%


16%


9%


16%


10%


7%


17%


24%


19%


20%


10%


9%


11%


8%


9%


9%


10%


8%


6%


14%


2%


5%


7%


4%


4%


5%


8%


2%


4%


3%


10%


3%


5%


2%


2%


2%


Consumer Pork Promotion


CQA


Public Relations


Government Lobbying


Representation on Producer Issues


Logistics


Electronic Tools


Producer Education


Board Structure


Research


Hog Marketing


Ensuring Payment to Producers


Completely Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied Completely Dissatisfied


Base: All respondents: n=300


Satisfaction with Ontario Pork Services - 2006
All Respondents


Dissatisfaction is highest for CQA, hog marketing and logistics.







60


Total
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Ensuring Payments to producers 92% 95% D 95% D 89% 83%


Public Relations and Advertising 79% 79% 80% 78% 72%


Representation of producer 
issues


76% 82% D 76% 75% 61%


Logistics 75% 88% BCD 76% D 61% 53%


Consumer Pork Promotion 74% 82% D 75% 67% 61%


Electronic Tools 74% 65% 79% A 81% 75%


Research 71% 74% 69% 64% 69%


Lobbying 70% 70% 67% 72% 72%


Board Structure 67% 82% BCD 61% 64% 44%


Hog Marketing 66% 78% CD 68% D 53% 44%


CQA 66% 76% B 59% 64% 69%


Producer Education 66% 72% 69% 64% 61%


Top2Box Satisfaction with Ontario Pork 
Services - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q1. (TOP2BOX SUMMARY) How Satisfied


As with overall satisfaction, smaller capacity producers tend to be more satisfied with specific services than 
larger capacity producers.  This difference is most significant for logistics, board structure and hog 
marketing.
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Total
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Ensuring Payments to producers 5% 2% 3% 6% 17% AB


Public Relations and Advertising 12% 10% 11% 11% 19%


Representation of producer 
issues


14% 9% 13% 14% 31% AB


Logistics 18% 7% 15% A 31% AB 42% AB


Consumer Pork Promotion 14% 11% 11% 19% 25% AB


Electronic Tools 4% 4% 3% 3% 6%


Research 9% 7% 11% 11% 8%


Lobbying 13% 9% 18% 14% 11%


Board Structure 13% 3% 14% A 17% A 33% AB


Hog Marketing 24% 14% 20% 33% A 50% AB


CQA 18% 13% 21% 19% 14%


Producer Education 6% 7% 7% 6% 8%


Low2Box Satisfaction with Ontario Pork 
Services - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q1. (LOW2BOX SUMMARY) How Satisfied
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Using Penalty/Reward Analysis To Determine 
Drivers of Customer Satisfaction and 
Dissatisfaction


Interpreting Penalty and Reward Bars


Below is an example of how penalty/reward analysis is displayed using a bar chart.  In 
this case, the chart is indicating drivers of satisfaction using the example of employee 
benefits.


Travel Insurance


Company Car


Family Health Insurance


Profit Sharing


Overall bar length indicates the overall importance of each service.


The red portion of the bar (penalty) indicates the strength of this variable as a driver of 
dissatisfaction.  The green portion of the bar (reward) indicates the strength of this 


variable as a driver of satisfaction.


Variables with a  longer penalty bar than reward bar are 
stronger sources of dissatisfaction.  The impact of not 


delivering on these variables is more severe than delivering 
on them.


No bar indicates that this variable is neither a driver of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction among respondents.


Variables with a longer reward bar than a penalty 
bar are stronger sources of satisfaction.  Not 


performing in these categories will not negatively 
influence satisfaction.
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Derived Importance of Ontario Pork 
Services as Drivers of Overall Satisfaction


Electronic Tools


Hog Payments


Lobbying


Consumber Pork Promotion


Public Relations


CQA


Producer Education


Board Structure


Research


Logistics


Representation of Producer Issues


Hog Marketing
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Critical Weaknesses Critical Strengths


Trivial Weaknesses Trivial Strengths/Strengths to Promote


Performance


Im
po


rt
an


ce
 


These are services with high 
importance but weak 


performance.  A focused 
improvement in these services 
will have the most significant 


increase on satisfaction overall.


These are services with low 
importance and low 


performance.  Improved 
performance in these areas 


may not significantly improve 
overall satisfaction


These are services with high 
importance and strong 


performance.  Ontario Pork 
must focus on maintaining 


these services.


These are services with low 
importance and strong 


performance.  Also included in 
this cell are “table stakes 


attributes” that are no longer 
drivers of satisfaction if 
performance is strong.


Understanding Performance Grid Analysis


Through quadrant analysis, it is possible for Ontario Pork to gain greater insight into the way 
producer’s perceive their services and how they are important to them.


The table below defines each of the quadrants:
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0.005


0.015


0.025


0.035


0.045


0.055


60% 65% 70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95%
Performance (Satisfaction)


Im
po


rt
an


ce
Performance Grid Analysis of Ontario Pork 
Services - 2006
All Respondents


Hog Marketing


Logistics


Public Relations and Advertising


Lobbying


Board Structure


CQA


Representation on Producer Issues


Hog Payments


Consumer Promotion


Producer Education


Research


E-Tools


Critical Weakness


Areas of Concern


“Table Stakes” Service


Strengths 
to Promote
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Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork 
Offering or Managing Specific Services
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Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork 
Offering or Managing Each Service – 2006
All Respondents


Q4.(TOP2BOX SUMMARY) How Appropriate


93%


88%


87%


84%


83%


83%


81%


80%


79%


78%


77%


76%


Ensuring Hog Payments


Representation on Producer Issues


Public Re lations


Government Lobbying


Consumer Pork Promotion


CQA


Logistics


Electronic Tools


Producer Education


Hog M arketing


Research


Board Structure


Base: All respondents: n=300


Top2Box: “Completely” or “Somewhat” Appropriate
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Total
(n=300)


Small (500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium (1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large (3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra Large 
(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Ensuring Hog Payments 93% 97% D 93% D 94% 81%


Representation on Producer Issues 88% 91% C 89% 78% 86%


Public Relations 87% 86% 88% 86% 83%


Lobbying 84% 79% 82% 92% 89%


Consumer Pork Promotion 83% 85% 88% D 75% 69%


CQA 83% 84% 80% 89% 81%


Logistics 81% 93% BCD 82% CD 67% 56%


Electronic Tools 80% 76% 81% 81% 89%


Producer Education 79% 73% 82% 83% 75%


Hog Marketing 78% 91% BCD 80% D 64% 53%


Research 77% 77% 77% 69% 78%


Board Structure 76% 86% BCD 75% 67% 61%


Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork 
Offering or Managing Each Service - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q4.(TOP2BOX SUMMARY) How Appropriate


Larger capacity producers are less likely to feel it is appropriate for Ontario Pork to be involved with logistics, 
hog marketing and board structure.
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Total
(n=300)


Small (500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium (1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large (3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra Large 
(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Ensuring Hog Payments 5% 2% 4% 3% 17% AB


Representation on Producer Issues 6% 4% 6% 6% 11%


Public Relations 5% 5% 4% 3% 11%


Lobbying 6% 9% 7% - 8%


Consumer Pork Promotion 8% 8% 5% 11% 19% B


CQA 9% 10% 11% 6% 11%


Logistics 12% 2% 8% 33% AB 31% AB


Electronic Tools 4% 4% 3% 3% 6%


Producer Education 6% 8% 3% 8% 11%


Hog Marketing 14% 5% 11% 31% AB 33% AB


Research 7% 9% 5% 8% 11%


Board Structure 11% 5% 11% 19% A 19% A


Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork 
Offering or Managing Each Service - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q4.(LOW2BOX SUMMARY) How Appropriate
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q10_1. You mentioned you do not feel it is appropriate that Ontario 
Pork offer Providing market access and options to producers


24%


18%


18%


18%


12%


12%


6%


6%


Other


They do not do
a good job


(unspecified)


I can do my
own marketing


Want choices/
don't like
monopoly


I can do it
myself


Don't use/ don't
want service


They're an
unneeded third


party


Dk/Ns


Base: Inappropriate Providing market access and options to producers: n=17*


64%


12%


12%


12%


12%


6%


6%


6%


6%


12%


The producers


The packers


The board


Not Ontario Pork


Private brokers/ buyers


Trucker/ transporter/
shipper


No one needed


One who cares


Other


Dk/ns


Reasons Why Ontario Pork Should Not Offer 
Market Access and Options to Producers
Respondents Who Feel ON Pork Should Not Offer Market 
Access/Options


Reasons why ON Pork Should not offer
Market Access/Options


Proposed Entity to Handle Market Access/Options 
Instead of Ontario Pork


q11_1. Who do you feel would be more appropriate to manage 
Providing market access and options to producers 
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q10_2. You mentioned you do not feel it is appropriate that 
Ontario Pork offer Sales Activities


21%


17%


13%


8%


25%


They do not do
a good job


(unspecified)


Other


Want choices/
don't like
monopoly


I can do my
own marketing


Dk/Ns


Base: Inappropriate Sales Activities: n=24*


46%


13%


13%


8%


8%


25%


The producer


The packers


The board


One who
cares


(Better)
salesmen


Dk/ns


Reasons Why Ontario Pork Should Not Offer Sales 
Activities to Producers
Respondents Who Feel ON Pork Should Not Offer Sales Activities


Reasons why ON Pork Should not offer
Sales Activities


Proposed Entity to Handle Sales Activities Instead 
of Ontario Pork


q11_2. Who do you feel would be more appropriate to 
manage Sales Activities 







72


q10_3. You mentioned you do not feel it is appropriate that Ontario 
Pork offer Administration of contracts between producers and packers


34%


24%


24%


17%


Other


They're an
unneeded
third party


Can be done
between


producers
and the
packers


Dk/Ns


Base: Inappropriate Administration of contracts between producers and packers: n=29*


51%


31%


10%


7%


7%


10%


The producers


The packers


No one/ don't
need them


The board


One who cares


Other


Reasons Why Ontario Pork Should Not Offer 
Contract Admin. to Producers
Respondents Who Feel ON Pork Should Not Offer Contract Admin.


Reasons why ON Pork Should not offer
Contract Admin


Proposed Entity to Handle Contract Admin Instead 
of Ontario Pork


q11_3. Who do you feel would be more appropriate to manage 
Administration of contracts between producers and packers 
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q10_4. You mentioned you do not feel it is appropriate that Ontario 
Pork offer Contract Negotiation


31%


31%


9%


6%


6%


6%


Other


I can make a
contract with


the packer
myself


They do not do
a good job


(unspecified)


They're an
unneeded third


party


Want choices/
don't like
monopoly


Dk/Ns


Base: Inappropriate Contract Negotiation: n=32*


54%


34%


13%


6%


6%


6%


9%


The producers


The packers


The board


Trucker/
transporter/


shipper


No one


One who cares


Dk/ns


Reasons Why Ontario Pork Should Not Offer 
Contract Negotiation to Producers
Respondents Who Feel ON Pork Should Not Offer Contract Negot.


Reasons why ON Pork Should not offer
Contract Negotiation


Proposed Entity to Handle Contract Negotiation 
Instead of Ontario Pork


q11_4. Who do you feel would be more appropriate to manage 
Contract Negotiation 
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q10_7. You mentioned you do not feel it is appropriate that Ontario 
Pork offer Operation of the booking and delivery


31%


28%


17%


17%


14%


3%


They're an
unneeded third


party


Other


They do not do
a good job


(unspecified)


I can make a
contract with


the packer
myself


The packer
should be


handling that


Dk/Ns


Base: Inappropriate Operation of the booking and delivery: n=29*


76%


28%


28%


10%


7%


3%


The packers


The producers


Trucker/
transporter/


shipper


Myself/ourselves
(unspecified)


The board


Dk/ns


Reasons Why Ontario Pork Should Not Handle 
Booking/Delivery for Producers
Respondents Who Feel ON Pork Should Not Handle 
Booking/Delivery


Reasons why ON Pork Should not handle
Booking/Delivery


Proposed Entity to Handle Booking/Delivery 
Instead of Ontario Pork


q11_7. Who do you feel would be more appropriate to manage 
Operation of the booking and delivery 
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Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics-Related Services
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Overall Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of each 
service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Providing market access and options to producers through which to sell hogs


Sales Activities or the process of obtaining the best possible price for Ontario hogs


Administration of contracts between producers and packers including handling questions 
and providing grid comparisons


Contract Negotiation or working on behalf of producers to ensure direct contracts with 
processors are competitive


Preparation of media reports on sales and prices


Management of Ontario Pork’s forward-pricing program
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Overall Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of each 
service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Operation of the booking and delivery system including the scheduling of deliveries in 
consultation with processors


Licensing of transporters, truckers and assemblers as it relates to animal welfare and 
handling


Negotiation of freight rates


Administration of the in-transit loss account


Crisis intervention or handling hog shipments during plant strikes, breakdowns or other 
crisis that occur during shipping
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Overall Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics Related Ontario Pork Services


• The following Ontario Pork Services were included in this survey.  Full explanations of each 
service were read to each respondent prior to collecting answers:


Dispute resolution between processors and producers


Settlement or the process of issuing payments to producers on time and correctly
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2006 Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics-Related Services
All Respondents


q6(LOW2BOX SUMMARY)How satisfied


93%


78%


77%


75%


74%


73%


68%


67%


65%


62%


59%


53%


50%


4%


8%


7%


7%


13%


15%


19%


15%


14%


21%


28%


13%


16%


Settlement


Admin. Of In-Transit Loss


Preparation of media reports


Licensing of transport


Crisis intervention


Operation of the booking/delivery system


Providing market access


Administration of contracts


Dispute resolution


Contract Negotiation


Sales Activities


Negotiation of freight rates


Management of forward-pricing program


Completely/somewhat satisfied Somewhat/completely dissatisfied


Base: All respondents: n=300


Satisfaction is greatest for administrative services such as settlement, in-transit loss account, preparation 
of media reports and licensing.
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Total 
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Settlement 93% 97% D 93% 92% 86%


Administration of the in-transit loss 
account


78% 83% 79% 75% 72%


Preparation of media reports 77% 77% 81% 69% 69%


Licensing of transport 75% 74% 76% 78% 67%


Crisis intervention 74% 84% CD 75% D 61% 56%


Operation of the booking and delivery 
system


73% 82% CD 75% D 61% 50%


Providing market access 68% 79% BCD 67% 53% 56%


Administration of contracts 67% 73% C 67% 50% 64%


Dispute resolution 65% 74% D 63% 61% 47%


Contract Negotiation 62% 72% D 61% 58% 50%


Sales Activities 59% 76% BCD 55% 42% 42%


Negotiation of freight rates 53% 65% BD 51% 47% 36%


Management of forward-pricing 
program


50% 63% BD 44% 47% 39%


2006 Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics-Related Services
All Respondents: Size of Operation
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Total 
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Settlement 4% 3% 3% 3% 14% AB


Administration of the in-transit loss 
account


8% 7% 8% 6% 11%


Preparation of media reports 7% 5% 6% 8% 14%


Licensing of transport 7% 8% 7% 6% 8%


Crisis intervention 13% 8% 7% 22% AB 33% AB


Operation of the booking and delivery 
system


15% 7% 12% 25% A 44% AB


Providing market access 19% 10% 20% 33% A 31% A


Administration of contracts 15% 9% 15% 19% 28% A


Dispute resolution 14% 9% 15% 19% 25% A


Contract Negotiation 21% 11% 18% 31% A 42% AB


Sales Activities 28% 16% 28% 36% A 53% AB


Negotiation of freight rates 13% 11% 9% 19% 25% AB


Management of forward-pricing 
program


16% 8% 13% 28% AB 33% AB


2006 Satisfaction with Specific 
Marketing/Logistics-Related Services
All Respondents: Size of Operation
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Derived Importance of Ontario Pork Services –
Including Specific Marketing/Logistics Related Services 
- as Drivers of Overall Satisfaction With Ontario Pork


Electronic Tools


Settlement


Prep. Of Media Reports


Lobbying


Licensing of Transport


Public Relations


Consumer Promo.


Producer Education


Management of Forward Pricing


Admin. Of In-Transit Loss Account


CQA


Negotiation of freight rates


Board Structure


Research


Dispute Resolution


Operation of Booking/Delivery


Representation on Producer Issues


Providing Market Access/Options


Crisis Intervention


Admin. Of Contracts


Contract Negotiation


Sales Activities


Marketing/Logistics-related Services
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0.005


0.015


0.025


0.035


0.045


0.055


0.065


0.075


0.085


45% 55% 65% 75% 85% 95%
Performance (Satisfaction)


Im
po


rt
an


ce
2006 Performance Grid Analysis of Ontario Pork 
Services – Including Marketing/Logistics Related 
Services


Sales Activities


Contract Negotiation


Contract Admin.


Crisis Intervention


Market Access Rep. on Producer Issues


Booking/Delivery
Dispute Resolution


Research
Board StructureNeg. Freight Rates


CQA In-transit Loss


Forward Pricing Producer Education


Consumer Promotion


Public Relations


License Transport


Lobbying Preparation of Media Reports


Electronic Tools


Settlement
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Incidence of Having Personally Used or 
Experienced a Specific Ontario Pork Service







85


Incidence of Having Personally Used or 
Experienced a Specific Ontario Pork Service
All Respondents


Q12.(Yes Summary) For each of the following services I would like for you to indicate whether or not you have personally used or experienced this service.


77%


57%


56%


35%


31%


The in-transit loss account


Ontario Pork handling questions regarding
contract language and providing grid


comparisons


Crisis intervention or handling hog shipments
during plant strikes, breakdowns or other crisis


that occur during shipping


Dispute resolution between processors and
producers


Ontario Pork's forward-pricing program


% Have used the service


Base: All respondents: n=300


Incidence of having used each service tested varies considerably.  Producers were most likely to have 
used the in-transit loss account.


Only one third of producers indicate 
they have utilized Ontario Pork to assist 
in resolving a dispute with a processor.


Fewer than one third of producers 
indicate they have used Ontario Pork’s 
forward-pricing program.
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Q12.(Yes Summary)For each of the following services I would like for you to indicate whether or not you have personally used or experienced this service.


Total 
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(100
1-3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+


)
(n=36*) D


The in-transit loss account 77% 64% 81% A 86% A 94% A


Ontario Pork handling 
questions regarding contract 
language and providing grid 
comparisons


57% 51% 61% 58% 69%


Crisis intervention or handling 
hog shipments during plant 
strikes, breakdowns or other 
crisis that occur during 
shipping


56% 52% 57% 64% 61%


Dispute resolution between 
processors and producers


35% 33% 40% 33% 36%


Ontario Pork's forward-pricing 
program


31% 21% 29% 47% AB 53% AB


Incidence of Having Personally Used or 
Experienced a Specific Ontario Pork Service
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Larger capacity producers are more likely to have used the in-transit loss account and Ontario Pork’s 
forward pricing program.
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Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork 
Manages Marketing, Sales and Logistics Related  


Services







88q5.(TOP2BOX SUMMARY) How understand


64%


41%


39%


39%


34%


34%


33%


33%


32%


30%


27%


19%


18%


Settlement


Admin. of in-transit loss account


Providing market access and options


Administration of contracts


Licensing of transport


Crisis intervention


Contract Negotiation


Booking and Delivery System


Sales Activities


Preparation of media reports 


Dispute resolution


Negotiation of freight rates


Management of Forward-pricing program


Base: All respondents: n=300


Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork Manages 
Marketing, Sales or Logistics Related Services - 2006
All Respondents


Top2Box: “Completely” or “Somewhat” Understand


Fewer than one-in-five indicate they 
understand how freight rates are 
negotiated or how the forward pricing 
program is managed.


Overall understanding of specific services is relatively low for all except settlement.







89q5.(LOW2BOX SUMMARY)How understand


64%


41%


39%


39%


34%


34%


33%


36%


59%


61%


61%


66%


66%


67%


Settlement


Admin. of in-transit
loss account


Providing market
access/options


Administration of
contracts


Crisis intervention


Licensing of transport


Contract Negotiation


Completely/Somewhat Understand Completely/Somewhat Do Not Understand


Base: All respondents: n=300


Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork Manages 
Marketing, Sales or Logistics Related Services – 2006 
(1 of 2)
All Respondents


Two-thirds of producers indicate they do not understand how “crisis intervention”, “licensing of transport” 
and “contract negotiation” are managed by Ontario Pork.







90q5.(LOW2BOX SUMMARY)How understand


33%


32%


30%


27%


19%


18%


67%


68%


70%


73%


81%


82%


Booking/Delivery System


Sales Activities


Preparation of media
reports


Dispute resolution


Negotiation of freight rates


Management of forward-
pricing program


Completely/somewhat understand Completely/somewhat do not Understand


Base: All respondents: n=300


Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork Manages 
Marketing, Sales or Logistics Related Services – 2006 
(2 of 2)
All Respondents
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% Completely/Somewhat Understand Total 
(n=300)


Small(500
-1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Settlement 64% 52% 71% AC 53% 81% AC


Administration of the in-transit loss 
account


41% 20% 49% A 50% A 64% A


Administration of contracts 39% 30% 40% 36% 64% ABC


Providing market access 39% 26% 41% A 42% 67% ABC


Crisis intervention 34% 28% 41% C 17% 47% AC


Licensing of transport 34% 27% 34% 33% 53% AB


Contract Negotiation 33% 22% 37% A 31% 58% ABC


Operation of the booking and delivery 
system


33% 22% 38% AC 19% 53% AC


Sales Activities 32% 26% 29% 31% 58% ABC


Preparation of media reports 30% 22% 33% 22% 53% ABC


Dispute resolution 27% 16% 33% A 25% 42% A


Negotiation of freight rates 19% 14% 20% 22% 33% A


Management of forward-pricing program 18% 13% 16% 19% 39% AB


Perceived Understanding of How Ontario Pork Manages 
Marketing, Sales or Logistics Related Services – 2006 
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Perceived level of understanding is significantly higher among larger capacity producers for nearly all 
services tested.
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Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork 
Offering Specific Marketing and Logistics Related 


Services
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95%


91%


90%


89%


89%


88%


87%


86%


85%


84%


82%


80%


79%


4%


4%


3%


6%


4%


7%


7%


8%


10%


5%


11%


9%


10%


Settlement


Admin. of in-transit loss account


Preparation of media reports


Providing market access


Licensing of transport


Crisis intervention


Dispute resolution


Sales Activities


Booking and delivery system


Negotiation of freight rates


Contract Negotiation


Management of forward-pricing program


Administration of contracts


Completely/Somewhat Appropriate Completely/Somewhat Inappropriate


Base: All respondents: n=300


Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering or 
Managing Marketing/Logistics Related Services
All Respondents
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Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering or 
Managing Marketing/Logistics Related Services - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q9.(TOP2BOX SUMMARY) How Appropriate


Total 
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001
-3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001
-5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Settlement 95% 98% D 94% 94% 86%


Administration of the in-transit loss account 91% 95% 90% 86% 86%


Preparation of media reports 90% 91% 89% 83% 92%


Licensing of transport 89% 88% 89% 86% 89%


Providing market access 89% 90% C 92% C 75% 83%


Crisis intervention 88% 89% 89% 83% 81%


Dispute resolution 87% 86% 92% D 81% 72%


Operation of the booking and delivery 
system


85% 95% BCD 85% D 75% 64%


Sales Activities 86% 97% BCD 88% CD 72% 64%


Negotiation of freight rates 84% 89% D 84% 81% 75%


Contract Negotiation 82% 89% CD 82% 72% 69%


Management of forward-pricing program 80% 86% 78% 75% 72%


Administration of contracts 79% 89% BCD 79% 69% 64%
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Perceived Appropriateness of Ontario Pork Offering or 
Managing Marketing/Logistics Related Services - 2006
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Q9.(LOW2BOX SUMMARY) How Appropriate


Total 
(n=300)


Small(500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium(1001
-3000)


(n=123) B


Large(3001
-5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Settlement 4% 2% D 3% 3% 11% A


Administration of the in-transit loss account 4% 3% 2% 6% 6%


Preparation of media reports 3% 1% 3% 3% 6%


Licensing of transport 4% 5% 2% 6% 6%


Providing market access 6% 3% 5% 6% 17% AB


Crisis intervention 7% 7% 5% 11% 14%


Dispute resolution 7% 4% 4% 11% 25% AB


Operation of the booking and delivery 
system


10% 2% 8% 14% A 33% AB


Sales Activities 8% 1% 7% 11% A 31% ABC


Negotiation of freight rates 5% 2% 3% 6% 17% AB


Contract Negotiation 11% 7% 7% 14% 28% AB


Management of forward-pricing program 9% 7% 9% 14% 11%


Administration of contracts 10% 4% 7% 17% A 25% AB
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Reasons Why and Recommended Solutions for 
Dissatisfaction with Market Access
Respondents Dissatisfied with Market Access


q7_1. You mentioned being dissatisfied with Providing market access and 
options to producers


26%


19%


18%


18%


14%


12%


11%


11%


7%


5%


5%


5%


Not enough options to market the
hogs


Not receiving a good/ fair price


Lack of involvement from Ontario
Pork


Better off without Ontario Pork/
can take care of things myself


They don't know how to sell hogs


They should market hogs in the
American market


Poor marketing of hogs


Other


They should market hogs in better
markets


Concerns/ issues with the
producer-packer contract


Too much bureaucracy


Interference with Private Plants


Base: Not satisfied with Providing market access and options to producers: n=57*


21%


21%


19%


12%


7%


18%


More aggressive
marketing


They need to
step aside


Other


Work harder to
get best prices


Improve
communication


Dk/Ns


Reasons for being Dissatisfied with Market Access Specific Recommendations to Improve Market Access


q8_1. Still thinking of Providing market access and options to producers 







97


47%


13%


11%


8%


8%


7%


6%


5%


5%


5%


5%


7%


Not receiving a good/ fair
price


They don't know how to sell
hogs


Lack of involvement from ON
Pork


Should Market Hogs in U.S.


Other


Poor marketing of hogs


Not enough options


Problems/ issues booking
hogs


Ontario Pork is a monopoly


Better off without Ontario
Pork


Should ship to other markets


Dk/ns


Base: Not satisfied with Sales Activities: n=83*


19%


18%


16%


13%


8%


24%


Other


Try to get the best price for the
pigs


More aggressive marketing


Nothing


They need to step aside/ allow
packer and producer to work it


out


Dk/Ns


Reasons Why and Recommended Solutions for 
Dissatisfaction with Sales Activities
Respondents Dissatisfied with Sales Activities


Reasons for being Dissatisfied with Sales Activities Specific Recommendations to Improve Sales Activities


q8_2. Still thinking of Sales Activities q7_2. You mentioned being dissatisfied with Sales Activities 
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q7_3. You mentioned being dissatisfied with Administration of contracts 
between producers and packers


34%


34%


11%


11%


9%


7%


7%


7%


5%


5%


5%


14%


Producer-packer contract
Issues


Involvement of 3rd Parties


Better off without Ontario Pork


They don't know how to sell
hogs


Other


Not receiving a best price


Lack of involvement from ON
Pork


No equity in treatment


Need to adjust price formula


Ontario Pork interferes with
private plants


They should market hogs in
other markets


Dk/ns


Base: Not satisfied with Administration of contracts between producers and packers: n=44*


32%


18%


16%


14%


2%


18%


They need to step
aside


Other


Nothing


Improve
communication


More aggressive
marketing


Dk/Ns


Reasons Why and Recommended Solutions for 
Dissatisfaction with Administration of Contracts
Respondents Dissatisfied with Administration of Contracts


Reasons for being Dissatisfied with Contract Admin. Specific Recommendations to Improve Contract Admin.


q8_3. Still thinking of Administration of contracts between producers and 
packers 
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q7_4. You mentioned being dissatisfied with Contract Negotiation


23%


21%


16%


16%


15%


13%


10%


8%


8%


5%


5%


Issues with contracts


Not receiving a best price


Lack of involvement from
ON Pork


They don't know how to sell
hogs


Involvement of 3rd Parties


Better off without Ontario
Pork


Lack of Equity


Ontario Pork interferes
private plants


Other


Not enough options


Dk/ns


Base: Not satisfied with Contract Negotiation: n=62*


27%


21%


16%


8%


6%


5%


3%


21%


They need to
step aside


Other


Try to get the
best price for


the pigs


Nothing


Improve
communication


More aggressive
marketing


More
competition


Dk/Ns


Reasons Why and Recommended Solutions for 
Dissatisfaction with Contract Negotiation
Respondents Dissatisfied with Contract Negotiation


Reasons for being Dissatisfied with Contract Negotiation Specific Recommendations to Improve Contract Negotiation


q8_4. Still thinking of Contract Negotiation 
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30%


20%


15%


15%


15%


13%


13%


11%


9%


7%


7%


Problems/ issues booking hogs


Work with third parties


Too much bureaucracy


Better off without Ontario Pork


Other


Lack of involvement from ON
Pork


They don't know how to sell
hogs


Hog weight varies


Contract Issues


Lack of equity


Dk/ns


Base: Not satisfied with Operation of the booking and delivery: n=46*


50%


30%


7%


2%


13%


They need to step
aside


Other


Nothing


Improve
communication


Dk/Ns


Reasons Why and Recommended Solutions for 
Dissatisfaction with Booking and Delivery
Respondents Dissatisfied with Booking/Delivery


Reasons for being Dissatisfied with Booking and Delivery Specific Recommendations to Improve Booking and Delivery


q7_7. You mentioned being dissatisfied with Operation of the booking 
and delivery


q8_7. Still thinking of Operation of the booking and delivery
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Producer Support for More Aggressive 
Contract Negotiation from Ontario Pork
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Producer Support for More Aggressive Contract 
Negotiation with Processors by Ontario Pork
All Respondents


Q16. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: 'Ontario Pork should be more aggressive when 
negotiating direct and pool plus contracts with pork processors'.


Strongly Agree
49%


Somewhat Agree
31%


Somewhat 
Disagree


2%


Strongly Disagree
0%


Neither Agree nor 
Disagree


16%


(DK/NS)
2%


Base: All respondents: n=300


80% of producers indicate they 
support Ontario Pork taking a more 
aggressive approach with 
negotiating contracts with 
processors.
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q16. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: 'Ontario Pork should be more aggressive when 
negotiating direct and pool plus contracts with pork processors'.


75%
67%


86%


3% 3% 3%


84%
C


Small(500-1000)
(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=123) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=36*) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=36*) D


Top2box - Strongly/somewhat agree Low2box - Somewhat/strongly disagree


Producer Support for More Aggressive Contract 
Negotiation with Processors by Ontario Pork
All Respondents: Size of Operation


In contrast with other measures, support for more aggressive contract negotiation does not vary significantly 
by operation size.
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Q17.(Yes Summary)You mentioned you agree Ontario Pork should be more aggressive when negotiating contracts with processors. 
Would you continue to support this position if it meant...


89%


74%


72%


46%


Increasing the total number
of pigs sold through


alternative markets such as
the United States and


Quebec


Ontario Pork mandated that
processor contracts for
hogs not exceed their


slaughter capacity


Reducing the number of
direct contracts available to


a particular processor


Mandate that contracts be
longer term


% Yes


Base: Agree agree Ontario Pork should be more aggressive: n=238


Support For Possible Implications of Aggressive 
Negotiations with Processors 
Respondents Who Support More Aggressive Negotiation


The majority of producers would not support 
more aggressive negotiation if it meant that 
contracts were required to be longer term.
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q17.(Yes Summary)You mentioned you agree Ontario Pork should be more aggressive when negotiating contracts with processors. Would 
you continue to support this position if it meant...


Total 
(n=300)


Small (500-
1000)


(n=69*) A


Medium (1001-
3000)


(n=103) B


Large(3001-
5050)


(n=24**) C


Extra 
Large(5051+)


(n=31*) D


Reducing the number of direct 
contracts available to a particular 
processor


72% 75% 69% 83% 65%


Ontario Pork mandated that 
processor contracts for hogs not 
exceed their slaughter capacity


74% 71% 74% 92% 74%


Increasing the total number of 
pigs sold through alternative 
markets such as the United 
States and Quebec


89% 87% 88% 92% 97%


Mandate that contracts be longer 
term


46% 39% 45% 58% 55%


Support For Possible Implications of Aggressive 
Negotiations with Processors 
Respondents who Support More Aggressive Negotiation: Size of Op.


There is no significant trend in attitudes toward the implications of more aggressive contract negotiation by 
operation size.
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Producer Support for Extension of Settlement 
Terms From Three to Ten Business Days
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Support for Extension of Payment Terms 
from 3 to 10 Business Days
All Respondents


q19. To what extent would you support or oppose processors extending payment terms from 3 business days to 10 business days 
assuming that this meant all Ontario Pork producers were paid under those new terms?


Strongly support
4% Somewhat 


support
14%


Neither support 
nor oppose


13%


Somewhat 
oppose


24%


Strongly oppose
44%


(DK/NS)
1%


Base: All respondents: n=300


The majority of producers opposes the extension of payment terms from three to ten business days.
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q19. To what extent would you support or oppose processors extending payment terms from 3 business days to 10 business days 
assuming that this meant all Ontario Pork producers were paid under those new terms?


3%


58%


67%
72%


22%
D18%


D


23%
D


86%
AB


Small(500-1000)
(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=123) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=36*) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=36*) D


Top2box (Strongly/Somewhat Support) Low2box (Strongly/Somewhat Oppose)


Support for Extension of Payment Terms 
from 3 to 10 Business Days
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Although support for extension of payment terms is weak across all operation sizes, it is particularly weak 
among largest producers.
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Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics
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Definitions of Logistics Scenarios


Producer Response to Alternative Logistics Arrangements


• Producers were presented with the three following alternatives for the booking and 
delivery of hogs:


I – weekly shipments are scheduled between yourself and the processor based on your 
production and processor capacity.  The processor would then make the necessary 
pick-up arrangements with the trucker.  In this scenario, your weekly pick-up quantity 
is determined by the processor. (DIRECT CONTRACT ONLY)


II – weekly shipments are scheduled between yourself and Ontario Pork based on your 
production and processor capacity.  Ontario Pork would then make the necessary 
pick-up arrangements with the transportation company.  In this scenario, your weekly 
pick-up quantity is determined by Ontario Pork.


III – weekly shipments are scheduled between yourself and your transportation company 
based on an allocation provided to them by Ontario Pork and the processor.  The 
transportation company would then make the arrangements to fill that allocation.  In 
this scenario, your weekly pick-up quantity is determined by your trucker.
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Most Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics 
for Weekly Hog Shipments
Respondents who Ship Majority of Hogs Under Direct Contract


36%


26%


15%


Weekly pick-up
quantity is


determined by
trucker


Weekly pick-up
quantity is


determined by the
processor.


Weekly pick-up
quantity is


determined by
Ontario Pork


Base: Producers that ship majority of hogs on Direct Contract n=179


% Top3Box – Strongly Prefer This Scenario


Among producers who ship 
primarily under direct 
contract, one third indicate 
they would prefer to arrange 
pick-up quantities/times with 
their trucker.


Overall, of the three options provided as entities to manage hog shipping logistics, no option received more 
than one-third of producer support.


Only 15% indicate they would prefer Ontario Pork to 
manage hog shipment logistics.
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17%
22%21% 19%


31%
34%


7%


34%


6%


26%


56%
BD


44%
AB


Weekly pick-up quantity is
determined by the processor.


Weekly pick-up quantity is
determined by Ontario Pork


Weekly pick-up quantity is
determined by trucker


Small(500-1000)
(n=36*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=77*) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=29**) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=34*) D


Most Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics for 
Weekly Hog Shipments by Size of Operation
Respondents who Ship Majority of Hogs Under Direct Contract


% Top3Box – Strongly Prefer This Scenario


There is considerable variance in preferred logistics arrangement by size of operation.  Larger capacity 
producers tend to prefer working directly with the processor while smaller capacity producers would prefer to 
work directly with their trucker.
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42%


25%
31%


35%
30%


34%


66%


28%


35%


47%


53%
B


68%
AB


Weekly pick-up quantity is
determined by the processor.


Weekly pick-up quantity is
determined by Ontario Pork


Weekly pick-up quantity is
determined by trucker


Small(500-1000)
(n=36*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=77*) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=29**) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=34*) D


Least Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics for 
Weekly Hog Shipments by Size of Operation
Respondents who Ship Majority of Hogs Under Direct Contract


% Low3Box – Do Not Prefer


The majority of larger capacity growers, who ship under contract, indicate Ontario Pork would be their least 
preferred entity to manage logistics.  Among smaller capacity producers, the processor is least preferred.







114q21.(TOP3BOX SUMMARY)After reading you each of the scenarios through, I'd like for you to indicate your level of preference for each.


53%


14%


Weekly pick-up
quantity is


determined by
trucker


Weekly pick-up
quantity is


determined by
Ontario Pork


% Top3Box – Strongly Prefer This Scenario


Base: Producers that ship majority of hogs via Pool or Pool + n=121


Most Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics 
for Weekly Hog Shipments
Respondents who Ship Majority of Hogs via Pool or Pool+


Among producers who do not ship under direct contract, 
the majority would prefer to make logistical arrangements 


directly with their trucker.







115q21.(TOP3BOX SUMMARY)After reading you each of the scenarios through, I'd like for you to indicate your level of preference for each.


14%


59%


13%


50%


Weekly pick-up quantity is determined by
Ontario Pork


Weekly pick-up quantity is determined by
trucker


Small(500-1000)
(n=56*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=46*) B


Most Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics 
for Weekly Hog Shipments
Respondents who Ship Majority of Hogs via Pool or Pool+


% Top3Box – Strongly Prefer This Scenario







116q21.(LOW3BOX SUMMARY)After reading you each of the scenarios through, I'd like for you to indicate your level of preference for each.


41%


18%


52%


24%


Weekly pick-up quantity is determined by Ontario Pork Weekly pick-up quantity is determined by trucker


Small(500-1000)
(n=56*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=46*) B


Least Preferred Entity to Manage Logistics 
for Weekly Hog Shipments
Respondents who Ship Majority of Hogs via Pool or Pool+


% Low3Box – Do Not Prefer
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Response to Concept of Electronic Manifest 
and Tracking System
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Familiarity with Ontario Pork’s New 
Electronic Manifest and Tracking System
All Respondents


Q22. Which of the following best describes your level of familiarity with the new electronic manifest and tracking system currently being 
developed by Ontario Pork prior to this interview?


Have heard of it 
and know a lot 


about it
3%


Have heard of it 
and know a little 


about it
26%


Have heard of it 
only
18%


Have never 
heard of it


53%


Base: All respondents: n=300


Overall, awareness of the new electronic manifest and tracking system is quite low with more than one half of 
producers indicating they “have never heard of it”.  Among those who have heard of it, the majority of “heard 
of it only” or have “heard of it and know a little about it”.
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q22. Which of the following best describes your level of familiarity with the new electronic manifest and tracking system currently being 
developed by Ontario Pork prior to this interview?


Total 
(n=300)


Small (500-
1000)


(n=92*) A


Medium (1001-
3000)


(n=123) B


Large (3001-
5050)


(n=36*) C


Extra Large 
(5051+)


(n=36*) D


Have heard of it and know a lot 
about it


3% 4% 5% - -


Have heard of it and know a little 
about it


26% 13% 27% A 31% A 53% AB


Have heard of it only 18% 20% 12% 28% B 22%


Have never heard of it 53% 63% CD 56% D 42% 25%


Familiarity with Ontario Pork’s New 
Electronic Manifest and Tracking System
All Respondents: Operation Size


Awareness and familiarity of the new electronic manifest and tracking system is highest among larger 
capacity producers where 75% have heard of it and 53% “know a little about it”.







120q23. To what degree do you feel this new service, as described, would fulfill a need for your hog operation? Do you feel it would...


Definitely fulfill a 
need
6%


Probably fulfill a 
need
44%Probably not 


fulfill a need
37%


(DK/NS)
3%Definitely not 


fulfill a need
10%


Base: All respondents: n=300


Perceived Degree to Which Electronic 
Manifest/Tracking System will Fulfill a Need 
All Respondents


After being presented with a 
short description of how the 
new system might function, one 
half of producers indicated this 
system would fulfill a need for 
them.


Given the low level of 
awareness, it is not surprising 
to see so many producers 
uncertain as to whether the 
new system will fulfill a need 
for them.
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q23. To what degree do you feel this new service, as described, would fulfill a need for your hog operation? Do you feel it would...


48% 50%
53%


58%


49%
46% 44% 42%


Small(500-1000)
(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=123) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=36*) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=36*) D


Definitely/Probably Fulfill a Need Definitely/Probably Will Not Fulfill a Need


Perceived Degree to Which Electronic 
Manifest/Tracking System will Fulfill a Need
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Response was relatively equal among all producers by operation size with a slightly more positive response 
among larger capacity growers.







122q24. Compared with the current paper manifest system, would you say this concept of an electronic manifest system is?


Much better
9%


Somewhat better
40%


About the same
38%


(DK/NS)
3%


Much worse
4%Somewhat 


worse
6%


Base: All respondents: n=300


Perceived Degree to Which Electronic Manifest/Tracking 
System is Better/Worse Versus Current Paper Manifest 
System - All Respondents


Nearly 50% of producers perceive the new system to be either “much” or “somewhat” better than the existing 
system.







123q24. Compared with the current paper manifest system, would you say this concept of an electronic manifest system is?


41%


52% 50%
53%


10%
6%


3%


16%
D


Small(500-1000)
(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=123) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=36*) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=36*) D


Much/Somewhat Better Much/Somewhat Worse


Perceived Degree to Which Electronic Manifest/Tracking 
System is Better/Worse Versus Current Paper Manifest 
System - All Respondents by Size of Operation


Small capacity growers were less likely to feel the new system to be better and nearly twice as likely to feel it 
would be worse.







124q25a. You mentioned you would find this system ...... What are the main reasons why?


22%


21%


14%


10%


6%


22%


Less paperwork


Better tracking


More accurate/ fewer
errors


Other much better
mentions


Faster/ quicker
access


Dk/Ns


Base: Find this system to be better: n=145


Reasons for Perceiving New Electronic 
Manifest/Tracking System is Better
All Respondents


“Less Paperwork” and “Better 
Tracking” were the primary 


benefits associated with the new 
system.







125q25b. You mentioned you would find this system ...... What are the main reasons why? Are there any other reasons?


4%


3%


11%


84%


Not good/
comfortable with


electronics


Do not have access
to a computer


Other much worse
mentions


Dk/Ns


Base: Find this system to be worse: n=31


Reasons for Perceiving New Electronic 
Manifest/Tracking System is Worse
All Respondents


The vast majority of those who 
perceived the new system as 


being worse did not mention a 
specific reason for their 


perception.
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Support for Option of Receiving Copies of 
Settlement Electronically (Instead of by Mail)
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q26. To what degree would you support or oppose Ontario Pork offering producers the option of receiving copies of settlement 
electronically instead of by mail?


Strongly support
16%


Somewhat 
support


31%


Neither support 
nor oppose


20%


Somewhat 
oppose


19%


Strongly oppose
13%


(DK/NS)
1%


Base: All respondents: n=300


Support for Option of Receiving Copies of 
Settlement Electronically (Instead of by Mail)
All Respondents


47% support the idea while 32% 
oppose it.
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q26. To what degree would you support or oppose Ontario Pork offering producers the option of receiving copies of settlement 
electronically instead of by mail?


35% 33%


25%


19%


58%
A56%


A
49%


A


38%
D


Small(500-1000)
(n=92*) A


Medium(1001-3000)
(n=123) B


Large(3001-5050)
(n=36*) C


Extra Large(5051+)
(n=36*) D


Strongly/Somewhat Support Strongly/Somewhat do not Support


Support for Option of Receiving Copies of 
Settlement Electronically (Instead of by Mail)
All Respondents: Size of Operation


Larger capacity growers are far more likely to support having the option of receiving copies of settlement 
electronically than smaller capacity growers.
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Incidence of a Processor Having Offered a Contract 
Specifying a Brand of Feed







130q18. Has a processor ever offered you a contract that required a specific brand of feed be used?


Yes
18%


No
81%


(DK/NS)
1%


Base: All respondents: n=300


Incidence of a Processor Having Offered a 
Contract Specifying a Brand of Feed
All Respondents
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Main Reasons For Shipping/Not Shipping Under 
Direct Contract
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Main Reasons for Shipping Hogs Under Direct 
Contract
Respondents who Shipped Under Direct Contract (Past 12 Months)


q14_1. What are the main reasons why you decided to ship your hogs via --- Direct Contract (With a Processor)


38%


8%


4%


3%


3%


2%


1%


49%


Better prices


Have contracts (booked) with them


Better service


Only option available/No other options


Convenience


Available/ flexible when there is a strike or border
closing


Good relationship with them


Dk/ns


Base: Shipped via direct Contract (With a Processor): n=182
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q15_1. What are the main reasons ,You mentioned not shipping your hogs via --- Direct Contract (With a Processor)


19%


17%


15%


14%


12%


6%


6%


5%


3%


3%


3%


2%


1%


1%


1%


1%


7%


Poor contracts available (poor terms, penalties, lack of flexibility, etc.)


Don't ship enough hogs


Other


Satisfied with Pool Plus


Option not available


Too small


Do not know enough about it/ need more information


Have not done it before/ did not get around to it


Have a previous contract (unspecified)


Satisfied with current contract (unspecified)


*Too complicated/ not worth the trouble


No reason


Not enough money


Low prices


*I am owner/ part owner of packing/ processing plant


*I want more consistent/ stable pricing/ service/ scheduling


Dk/Ns


Base: Not shipped via Direct Contract (With a Processor): n=117


Main Reasons for Not Shipping Hogs Under Direct 
Contract
Respondents who Did Not Ship Under Direct Contract (Past 12 
Months)
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Main Reasons For Shipping/Not Shipping Under 
Pool Plus
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q14_2. What are the main reasons why you decided to ship your hogs via --- Pool Plus


54%


5%


4%


4%


1%


39%


Better prices


Only option available/No
other options


Better service


Able to ship on holidays/
short week


Convenience


Dk/ns


Base: Shipped via pool plus: n=105


Main Reasons for Shipping Hogs via Pool 
Plus
Respondents who Shipped via Pool Plus (Past 12 Months)
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q15_2. What are the main reasons ,You mentioned not shipping your hogs via --- Pool Plus


25%


17%


12%


12%
8%


6%


4%


4%


4%


3%
3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%
1%


1%


4%


Have a previous contract (unspecified)


Option not available


Low prices


Satisfied with current contract (unspecified)


Other


*I am owner/ part owner of packing/ processing plant


Not enough money


Have not done it before/ did not get around to it


*I want more consistent/ stable pricing/ service/ scheduling


Poor contracts available (poor terms, penalties, lack of flexibility, etc.)


*Member of Co-op/ co-op handles everything


*Too far to travel


Don't ship enough hogs


Satisfied with Pool Plus


*Already under contract (Specified)


*Too complicated/ not worth the trouble


Too small


No reason


Dk/Ns


Base: Not shipped via pool plus: n=195


Main Reasons for Not Shipping Hogs via 
Pool Plus 
Respondents who did not Shipped via Pool (Past 12 Months)
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q14_3. What are the main reasons why you decided to ship your hogs via --- The Pool


21%


4%


75%


Only option available/No
other options


Better prices


Dk/ns


Base: Shipped via the pool: n=52*


Main Reasons for Shipping Hogs via Pool 
Respondents who did ship via Pool (Past 12 Months)
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