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President’s
REPORT
Once again, fluctuating cattle prices
challenged the cattle industry in 2016.
Decreased cow numbers resulted
in strong competition between the
auction markets, electronic sales and
private treaty transactions. When
prices are volatile the public auction
method proves its worth for “true price
discovery”.
Market operators faced many challenges including a shortage
of skilled labour to work at the sales barns and buying
stations, increased surveillance by provincial employee health
and safety departments and ever-increasing animal welfare
groups targeting every aspect of handling and transporting
livestock.
Some auction markets changed ownership in the past year.
This was a bright spot as it showed that the auction market
business still has value and looks to be sustainable in the
future.
Many more markets have expanded their services to the
producers from just their regular auctions to a host of
services, which shows that the progressive market operators
are listening to their customers and accommodating their
marketing needs. Prompt payment is always available the day
of the sale, which is a great promotional tool.
Many of today’s customers are from a generation that has
never experienced a time with no rural auction marts and
limited market information. They may take “price discovery”
provided by the auction markets for granted. They often
question the value of the selling commission they pay
to market their livestock. As an industry, we must always
remind the producers that, regardless of what method they
use or where they choose to sell, daily price determination
is established at the auction market. The very reason that
producers and entrepreneurs got together to open the first
independent rural auction markets, was to eliminate the
terminal markets’ stranglehold on the marketing sector, and
to create another marketing option and open competition
against the country drovers.

Auction markets provide current market information available
at no cost to producers via radio reports, newspapers and
the Internet. Often overlooked is the auction markets’ direct
connection with the primary producers. They have more oneon-one contact with primary producers than any government
or producer association. Producers regularly come to the
market operators and order buyers for advice on market
demand, marketing strategies, management practices, and
government programs. The marketing sector has a great deal
of influence on the cow-calf and backgrounding industries,
a responsibility that they do not take lightly! In many
communities the local auction market is a large employer and
synergies of having an auction market in the area are often
overlooked.
The auction markets are a very valuable part of the livestock
industry. LMAC brings competitors from all across Canada
together for a united voice and solid representation to
promote and protect our industry and give the producers the
opportunity to take part in transparent true price discovery.
It has been my pleasure to serve as the President of this
great organization for the past two years. We have a board
of directors that works very hard on behalf of the LMAC
membership.
We are entering a time when the prices are rebounding, and
there is great optimism in the cattle business. There will be
exciting and challenging times ahead, and LMAC will be there
to assist and represent its members.
Scott Anderson
President

LMAC 2016 ANNUAL REPORT

3

Executive
Administrator’s
REPORT
The past year has been a very busy one
for the Livestock Markets Association of
Canada. The two major issues for this
year have been the proposed changes
in the Transportation of Livestock
regulations and the Movement
reporting file.
Traceability of livestock in Canada is
right around the corner. Last year in Brussels, Ontario, Mark
Elford, the chairman of the Canadian Cattle Identification
Agency, pledged their support for the Cattle Implementation
Plan, which included not scanning cattle arriving at the
auction markets and buying stations. John Maswell was there
from the Canadian Cattlemen’s Association with the same
message. The membership of LMAC agreed that we need a
united voice and agreed to let CCA be the leadership when
representing the cattle industry on the traceability file. Since
that time, LMAC’s representatives Rick Wright and Larry Witzel
have been to many meetings to defend the LMAC stance on
scanning cattle at intermediate sites.
The most successful and productive meeting happened late
in the year when, on very short notice, Larry Witzel went
to Ottawa with representatives of CCA to meet with the
Agriculture Minister and high ranking officials from CFIA and
AAFC. The results of that meeting had CFIA softening their
stance on the CIP and bought industry some time to prepare
for movement reporting.
The government is going to give a modified version of the
CIP a try for three years after the introduction of the new
regulation. Cattle moving into auction markets and buying
stations will use group movement reporting on arrival rather
that individual animal reporting. After establishing a baseline
to compare, the CFIA has agreed to a three-year trial. After
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that time, if compliance from the industry and accuracy of
information is not up to standards, then CFIA has reserved
the right to revisit individual animal reporting. The challenge
before us as an industry is to get our customer to register for a
Premise ID and use an approved movement document when
moving livestock off their primary premise. We also have to
make sure that as the receivers of the cattle, we report their
arrival with the required information to the CLTS within seven
days of arrival. If we fail to meet that challenge to prove that
group movement is a viable alternative to scanning, industry
will ultimately pay the price.
LMAC, along with a number of other industry organizations,
has committed funding to hire an independent third party
to evaluate the EPI study upon which CFIA has based their
movement reporting criteria. The study will also look at
the CIP plan to see if there are any gaps that need to be
addressed. It is hoped that the study will also evaluate the
cost to industry if individual scanning is required at movement
points in the industry chain.
A full report on the Movement file is included in the Annual
Report.
The changes in the Transportation Regulations were
another priority for LMAC. The proposed changes would
directly affect the responsibilities of the staffs of marketing
centres and buying stations, when cattle are being loaded
at those locations. The proposals also call for a reduction
of the number of hours that the cattle can be on the trucks
without feed and water. This was particularly troublesome for
Manitoba, as many destinations are just over the proposed
timelines. The LMAC submitted a very long and detailed
submission to CFIA regarding industries concerns with the
proposed changes. A copy of the submission is included in
this annual report.

Rick Wright continues to represent LMAC on the Canadian
Cattle Identification Agency board of directors. He was
re-elected to the CCIA executive for another term. He chairs
and serves on many CCIA committees. CATS was dissolved
in the past year, as the two major participants, CCIA and
ATQ, could not come to an agreement on licensing of
software and other essential services. CCIA will now be the
service provider of movement information storage outside
of Quebec for the beef, dairy, bison and goats. Larry Witzel
and Rick Wright represent LMAC on the CIP committee. This
committee will be very active over the next 18 months.

LMAC does a lot of work behind the scenes for their
members, attending meeting, filing submissions and
making sure that the “ marketing sector” is not regulated
out of business.
Always remember: “If you are not at the table you could be
on the menu!”
Rick Wright
Executive Administrator
LMAC

Larry Witzel continues to represent LMAC on the
IGAC committee. This all-species group also includes
representatives from both provincial and federal
governments. They meet twice a year to discuss traceability;
this is a very slow moving and tedious committee. Beef
industry representatives have questioned their participation
at IGAC. CFIA wants species harmonization in the
traceability file. Beef industry representatives continue to
attend to protect beef from regulations that are harmful to
beef, but may not be a priority to the rest of the species.
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Cattle
Implementation
Plan (CIP)

CIP REPORT
Over the past year, Traceability
has become one step closer
to reality. The Government of
Canada will introduce regulatory
changes to livestock movement
and movement reporting
sometime in late 2017 or early
2018.

Services, AAFC, Andrea Johnson, (Susie Miller’s replacement),
AAFC.

The Livestock Markets Association of Canada represented the
marketing sector at a number of meetings in 2016. Two of the
most important were in Ottawa in the spring and Calgary in
May.

Each member of the delegation addressed the group for ten
minutes to outline industry concerns from their sector and
explain why the concerns were valid.

The first meeting was in Ottawa, when a delegation
representing the Cattle Implementation Plan and CCIA met
with government. The delegation was made up of Dr. Pat
Burrage, chairman of CCIA, Reg Schellenberg from CCA,
Lyle Miller of the National Cattle Feeders, and Rick Wright,
representing LMAC/National Order Buyers Association.
Support staff included Anne Burgess, G.M. of CCIA, and Kori
Maki-Adair from CCIA.
CIP History
In 2011, industry met in Saskatoon, and the Cattle
Implementation Plan (CIP) was developed by industry and
approved by government at that meeting. The CIP is a living
document and has been changed and upgraded by industry
representatives a number of times to meet changes in the
industry and technology. It was agreed that the CIP be used
as the road map to traceability for the cattle industry. The CIP
committee felt that government, especially CFIA, was ignoring
the CIP in the development of the new livestock regulations.
The meeting in Ottawa was in response to a request from
industry to meet with Agriculture Minister McAuley to
discuss industry’s concerns about the proposed regulatory
changes and the costs to industry. We were advised that the
Minister was not up-to-date on the traceability file at the
time and was not available to meet in person, but would
send representatives from CFIA and AAFC. We met with ten
members of CFIA and AAFC. The key representatives were
Paul Mayers, Vice President of Policy and Programs, CFIA,
Fred Gorrell, Assistant Deputy Minister, Market and Industry
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Others attending were Dr. Jaspinder Komal, Deputy Chief
Veterinary Officer, CFIA, Barbara Jordan, Vice President Policy
and Programs, CFIA, Eric Aubin, CFIA, David Cox, AAFC, Sheila
Jones, AAFC, Lucille McFadden, AAFC, and Mark Burgham,
CFIA. Later in the meeting, a large number of staffers from
both departments joined the discussion.

Reg Schellenberg (CCA) delivered messages from the cowcalf sector. His concerns dealt with movement reporting,
additional stress and shrink (devaluation) on the animals that
had to be scanned at the auction markets, tag tolerance,
and retention and reporting on movement between linked
premises.
Rick Wright (LMAC) talked about the impact on the speed of
commerce that scanning would have on the auction markets.
He addressed animal and human welfare issues that would
occur with mandatory scanning. He expressed concerns
regarding market neutrality issues in the proposed regulations
that would put the auctions at a disadvantage and devalue
the financial value of those businesses. He also addressed the
potential of the erosion of the price discovery mechanism
that producers use on a daily basis. He spoke of the industry’s
concerns about the cost of scanning at the markets and who
was expected to pay.
He referred to the Auction Market Research Study and
reminded government representatives that the approved
equipment available today is the same equipment used in
the study, and that the equipment was expensive, performed
inconsistently and provided no synergies to the marketing
sector. He reminded government that there has been no
accurate cost benefit study completed and there have been
no concrete costs established to equip the industry.
Rick explained, using conservative industry figures, that if
calves in the fall lost an additional 1% shrink as a result of
scanning, the devaluation of the cattle could be as follows:

550-pound calf at $2.25 per pound (steers and heifers combined) net
loss of $12.37 per animal.

Ottawa meeting to discuss movement reporting and CIP. The group
was challenged to find workable solutions to move Traceability in the
cattle industry forward.

2500 head per sale, 10 sales per day, 6 days per week, for 9 months.
Per sale loss of $30,925.00. Total loss to producers $66.96
million dollars for cattle sold in 2015.
Government representatives admitted that they did not take that into
account.
There were a large number of questions from the department
heads regarding the presentations from the delegation. Many of the
government representatives were unaware of the volume of cattle
moved and the short time that they were at the auction markets. Reg
reported that, in Saskatchewan alone, between September 30 and
November 30, 2015, there were 700,000 cattle sold at auctions.
It was also explained that there had been very little consideration
given by the government to the animal welfare issues involved
with the extra handling of the cattle. Employee and producer safety
would also be at a higher risk if the animals were handled more than
necessary.
Lyle Miller (NCF) confirmed that the larger feedlots will do read-in on
individual animals at the time of processing, not arrival. He identified
issues with missing tags and tag retention. He confirmed that the
feedlots would not read out. He supported the suggestion to use a
7-day reporting time frame to the CLTS after scanning the tags. He
raised concerns about replacement tags and the cost of equipping
the industry. He also suggested that feedlots need to be tagging
stations, but not always tag dealers. He supported the use of the CIP
plan and confirmed that scanning at the auctions and buying stations
would cause undue stress and extra shrinkage to the cattle.
Dr. Pat Burrage (CCIA) confirmed that 19 of the major livestock
national and provincial associations continue to support the Cattle
Implantation Plan, and that industry is concerned that government
has not honoured their commitment to use the CIP as the Road Map
to Traceability when developing the new regulations. He advised
the government representatives that the CLTS at CCIA has been
upgraded to receive group movement information.
There were comments made that industry had not invested in
traceability. Dr. Burrage explained that producers have purchased
over 92 million traceability ear tags at an average of $3.00 per tag to
support traceability. Reg commented that the majority of producers
do not use the RFID tags in their management process and that
a simple and cheaper management tag meets their needs. He
confirmed that producers are not prepared to invest more money
into the program than the cost of the ear tag at this time.
The second meeting in Calgary was with representatives from both
CFIA and AAFC and the CIP committee. It was a follow-up from the

The condensed results of the combined meetings were as
follows.

PROPOSED CHANGES IN
THE REGULATIONS FROM
GOVERNMENT:
Scanning of Livestock:
Under the new regulations, the scanning of individual cattle at
auction markets and buying stations will not be mandatory for
the first three years. Auction markets and buying stations will
report group movement on information provided by the shippers
of the cattle on approved movement documents. Cattle arriving
at feedlots, farms and community pastures will be required to be
scanned and the RFID tag numbers reported to the CLTS within
seven (7) days of arrival. The regulations will define “passive reading,”
and CFIA will not be able to change the “passive” definition without
opening the regulations. There will be no regulatory minimum read
rate that has to be met, however, industry will be responsible for
installation and maintenance of the reader systems. The feedlot or
farm would not be responsible for tags that do not read, and would
remain in compliance, provided the cattle were moved through the
approved scanning device within seven (7) days of arrival. This will
give the feedlots the opportunity to scan the cattle at processing.
The government intends to use the current manifest systems in
B.C., Alberta and Saskatchewan, while the remaining provinces
are expected to develop movement documents that contain the
required data fields.
The CFIA will review group movement reporting three years after
the regulations come into place. If they are not satisfied with the
level of compliance by industry and the accuracy of the information,
they have reserved the right to introduce individual animal reporting
(scanning) at all intermediate sites including auction markets and
buying stations.
As of now, government has indicated that industry will be responsible
for all of the costs of implementing movement reporting in the cattle
sector.
It was indicated that the new regulations will be published in the
gazette in the late fall of 2017 or early 2018.
Response From LMAC
The marketing sector only agreed to group movement reporting of
the information provided on an approved movement document.
At no time did industry agree to scanning livestock at the auction
markets and buying stations.
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Cattle Implementation Plan (CONT’D)
Canadian Cattlemen’s Association supports this as well. The
Auction Market Research Project determined that there was
a considerable slowdown in the speed of commerce, and
that the equipment under-performed expectations. Industry
is not prepared to invest in equipment and technology that
is already outdated. There are concerns over animal welfare
and additional stress. LMAC pointed out that if the cattle are
required to be scanned prior to price determination
at the auctions, but were allowed to be scanned at other
intermediate sites, ie feedlots and buying stations after
price determination, (up to 7 days), market neutrality would
be altered, and producers would look for other avenues to
market their cattle. The regulations do not address electronic
sales or direct sales, which also affect market neutrality. He
advised the government that these regulations have the
potential to erode the “price discovery” mechanism that
producers rely on. It has the potential to close down some of
the smaller auction markets and could devalue the existing
livestock marketing centers.
The government representatives did not address the issue of
cost and who pays. All members of the delegation confirmed
in a united voice that industry is not prepared to support
this change and will not be willing to pay for the technology
required. LMAC reminded the government that nothing
has been settled on the technology required for the group
movement reporting requirements, who pays, or what the
reporting party’s liabilities and responsibilities are regarding
incomplete information or incorrect information provided by
the owner of the livestock.
The LMAC group clearly stated that industry would not
support “suggestive regulatory changes.” They will not agree
to regulations that include what “might” be achievable in the
future. If technology changes, then government can reopen
regulations, but until then, industry will only agree to what is
achievable now.
Tagging Sites:
The new regulations will maintain voluntary tagging sites
at auction markets, buying stations and feedlots. The
regulations would be worded so that auction markets,
buying stations and feedlots would not be AMPed for
receiving untagged cattle. Markets would have to tag at
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arrival any cattle without tags. Currently there are over 300
tagging sites. The unruly animal policy will be continued.
Response from LMAC
That a tag tolerance of 10% be reinstated, based on the CCIA
tag retention study for livestock delivered to an auction mart,
buying station or any other intermediate site. That neither
producers nor owners be AMPed until the number of lost
tags exceeds 10%. That responsibility to make sure that the
livestock carry approved tags be that of the owner of the
cattle, and no other party. That the owner of the cattle prior
to sale, notify the tagging sites, if the cattle require tagging.
The CIP plan recommends that auction markets, buyers and
truckers be exempt from fines levied for receiving, buying or
transporting livestock without approved tags, and the sole
onus and responsibility be placed on the owner of the cattle
for AMPs for noncompliance.
LMAC requested that the intermediate sites be allowed to
take tags from their personal inventory and tag the animal.
The intermediate site would in turn transfer the tag to the
owner of the cattle without having to be a tag dealer. This
would be a “casual tag sale,” however, if the intermediate site
sells groups of tags, then they would be required to become
a tag dealer.
Industries also called for a detailed cost benefit study
to determine the actual cost of equipping the industry for
movement reporting. There was a study done three years
ago, but the results were inaccurate due to the low number
of participants and the short time allowed to complete the
study.
LMAC has indicated that we are not prepared to scan cattle
at the auctions, and that we are not prepared to be saddled
with the costs associated with the proposed regulations.
LMAC has agreed to have the Canadian Cattlemen’s
Association lead the lobbying efforts on behalf of the CIP
plan.
The CIP plan only supports the use of group movement
reporting via movement documents, with a minimum
data set, including a premise ID number. The CIP plan
suggests building on existing infrastructure such as livestock
inspection in the western provinces.

LMAC
LMAC will continue to represent the best interests of its
members and industry when addressing this issue.
At the Calgary meeting, the Meat Council representative,
representing the packers, challenged the government
representatives’ allegation that Canada’s trading partners
would not accept the CIP recommendations. He stated that,
first and foremost our trading partners’ decisions are made on
supply, demand and price point. Other than Australia, none
of our competition have a “Cadillac” traceability system. He
warned that if regulations put too much financial burden on
industry, then we will price ourselves out of the market.
In early 2017, Larry Witzel represented LMAC in meetings with
the Agriculture Minister and other high-ranking CFIA and
AAFC officials. He was part of a small delegation put together
by CCA to discuss industry’s support for the CIP program. The
results of the meeting were positive. Shortly afterwards, the
CFIA announced that they were going to use the three-year
trial period to assess a modified version of the CIP, which
included group movement at the auction markets and buying
stations. This was the first time since the meeting in 2011 at
Saskatoon that CFIA had publicly agreed to group movement
reporting.
The efforts of a united industry are starting to show positive
results on this file. Industry must make the effort to meet the
challenge of showing CFIA that group movement works and
get the compliance and accuracy rates to acceptable levels.
Traceability is not coming; it is here. Expect to the see the
proposed regulatory changes in the Canada Gazette within
the next 12 to 18 months, and be prepared to comment.

Memorial
Honour Roll
The Livestock Markets Association Canada has
introduced the “ Memorial Honour Roll”. The idea
is to recognize persons in the livestock marketing
industry who were influential in and have left a
positive mark on the marketing sector. These
nominees have passed on, but LMAC feels that it is
important to recognize their contributions to the
industry they dedicated their lives to. They were
leaders in the industry and have been nominated
to the Honour Roll by their Provincial Associations
or LMAC.
2017 Inductees:
Leonard Patterson
Patterson’s Auction Mart
Dawson Creek B.C.
Terry Schetzsle
Dryland Cattle Trading Corp.
Veteran Ab.
Sheldon Nicholson
Heartland Livestock Services
Yorkton Sk.
Pete Gregory
St. Boniface Stockyards
Winnipeg Mb.
Bruce McCall
Brussels Stockyards
Brussels Ont.
John Milne
LMAC – Secretary
Lethbridge Ab.
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2015 LMAC

Annual Meeting
MINUTES

GRAND BEND ONTARIO
MAY 14, 2016
President Scott Anderson called the meeting to order. A show
hands from members in good standing established a quorum.
President Anderson welcomed every one and thanked the
owners and staff at Brussels Livestock for an outstanding job on
the auction competition on Friday. He also acknowledged the
host committee on the success of the convention and the local
support.
Each member was given a LMAC Annual Report, which
contained a number of Reports, Financial Statements and
Committee and Membership lists.
The LMAC Executive recommended to the membership that
the financial statements in the Annual Report be approved as
presented.
Moved by Finance Chairman – Stewart Stone, Seconded by
Bryan Danard that financial statements presented in the 2015
Annual report be approved as presented. Carried.
The membership was advised that there were two positions for
Director at Large that were open. The two-year terms of Bryan
Danard and Rick Wright had expired. They were also advised of
the Provincial Delegates for 2016. B.C. Peter Raffan, Alberta –
Rob Bergevin; Saskatchewan – Rhett Parks; Manitoba – Scott
Anderson; Ontario - Larry Witzel.
President Scott Anderson called for nominations from the floor.
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Larry Witzel seconded by Allan Munroe nominated Rick Wright.
Rob Bergevin, Seconded by Brock Taylor nominated Bryan
Danard.
Moved by Jim Abel, seconded by Kevin Mcarter that
nominations close. Carried
Wright and Danard were appointed to the LMAC Board of
Directors for a 2-year term as directors at large.
Moved by Mike Fleury seconded by Rob Bergevin that Rick
Wright be reappointed as Executive Administrator of the LMAC
for the following year. Carried
Rick Wright, the LMAC representative on CCIA, gave a
presentation on the Cattle Implementation Plan and an update
on the traceability file. He explained in detail the LMAC’s
position on traceability and the proposed regulatory changes.
There was a lot of discussion from the membership, and the
clear consensus was to continue to the current path of full
support for the CIP plan.
John Masswell from the CCA, Mark Elford, president of CCIA,
and Ross McCall, President of the National Order Buyers
Association, formed a discussion panel and informed LMAC
members about their organization’s policies and positions on
the traceability file. There were many questions and opinions
offered by the membership and the panel members. It was
agreed that all of the organizations should continue to work
together on this industry issue.
Moved by Rick Wright, Seconded by Larry Witzel that LMAC
support having the Canadian Cattlemen’s Assoc. take the

leadership role in representing the cattle industry on lobbying
the Federal Government on the Traceability file. Furthermore
that LMAC support CCA with representation on committees
and resources representing the marketing sector when
needed.
Carried
Be it Resolved:
Where as:
Incremental costs can be prohibitive:
Worker Safety and Animal Health cannot be negatively
impacted:
Market Neutrality is essential to the effective implementation
of traceability:

Both Xcira and Viewtrak gave presentations on technology
updates and software programs available for auction markets
and order buying programs.
Later in in the meeting, LMAC members discussed other
issues related to the operation of running an auction market.
The major concerns discussed included over regulation by
government, electronic marketing, declining cattle numbers
and a shortage of skilled labour.
It was announced that the 2017 Convention and Canadian
Auctioneering Championships would be held at Perlich Bros.
Auction Market at Lethbridge Alberta. May 11 -14/2017.
Rob Bergevin moved that meeting be adjourned.

Cattle Industry organizations are united in support of the Cattle
Implementation Plan (CIP) for Traceability.
Be it further resolved that LMAC strongly support the Canadian
Cattlemen’s Association’s efforts to ensure that the auction
market operators not be compelled to scan cattle into or out of
their auction and storage facilities.
Moved by Ken Perlich, Seconded by Stewart Stone.
Carried
Brian Perlliat from CanFax gave a detailed market outlook for
the fall cattle prices. His predictions were that there would
be further declines in the cattle prices, with the value of wet
nosed calves declining the most in the fall of 2016.
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LMAC

Board of Directors Meeting

May 13, 2016 • Grand Bend Ontario
Present: Scott Anderson, Rob Bergevin, Larry Witzel, Rick
Wright, Brock Taylor, Rhett Parks, Jim Abel, Ken Perlich, Bryan
Danard and Bob Miller.
Regrets: Kevin McArter, ( was preparing for the Auction
Competition )
Guests: Mark Burgham CFIA, and Sid Atkinson Dairy Farmers
of Canada
Scott Anderson opened the meeting at 2:00 P.M. and
welcomed everyone on behalf of LMAC.
It was established that there was a quorum in attendance. It
was noted that Bob Miller was a substitute for Peter Raffan
representing Mountain Markets Assoc. from B.C.
The minutes of the LMAC semi annual meeting held in
Winnipeg on Jan. 16 were reviewed. There was one error in the
minutes.
Moved by Rhett Parks, seconded by Rob Bergevin that minutes
of the Jan.16 2016 meeting be approved with the following
amendment.
“In the event that a convention loses money, and the host
committee has met their obligations as host with regards to
the sponsorship drive, fund raising and approved expenses;
LMAC will split the loses evenly up to a maximum LMAC
liability of $2,500.00. Any loses over $5,000.00 will be the sole
responsibility of the host province or market “
Carried
There was one action item from the minutes: The directors
were asked at the Winnipeg meeting to go back to their
Provincial Organizations and discuss the option of having the
Provinces pay for the expenses for their Provincial appointees
to the LMAC Board of Directors. LMAC would continue to pay
for the Directors at Large, the President and the Administrator.
A round table discussion took place. The general consensus
was that currently LMAC has been able to meet its financial
obligations under the current membership fee and expense
policy. There was a fear that not all provinces would be able to
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afford both the membership fee and their appointed delegate’s
expenses. LMAC is very sensitive to maintaining and expanding
their membership base. Administrator Rick Wright reminded
the board that a number of delegates do not claim their
travel expenses to the meetings. It was decided to table the
discussion until a future date.
The Directors reviewed the 2015 financial reports.
Moved By Rob Bergevin, Seconded by Brock Taylor that the
2015 financial reports be accepted and approved presented.
Carried
Sid Atkinson from the Dairy farmers of Canada made a brief
presentation from their organization. There was discussion
about cull cows and ‘bob calves’. The biggest concern from
the DFC was that some of their members have delivered
cows that were sold “live” at the markets, when the cows were
delivered to the packing plants a small percentage of the cows
have been condemned. When happened the original owner
of the cow has been billed for the cost of the cow and the
disposal fee. This situation was happening mainly in Ontario
and sometimes in Quebec.
There was a long discussion about “spent dairy cows” being
delivered to the markets and what kind of “owner warranty”
falls on the owner of the cow. The problem seemed to be
regional with no recorded complaints from DFC members in
Alberta and B.C. both which have large dairy populations.
LMAC members explained that they are caught in the middle, if
the packer does not pay for the cow then they have no choice
but to ask for the a refund from the seller. It was suggested
that each case be treated individually and that the reason
for carcass condemnation be reviewed to try and determine
liability and that seller work with the market where they sold
the cow.
Both DFC and LMAC agreed that they need to work more
closely in the future on shared issues such as Traceability,
Movement Reporting and Transportation regulations. Sid was
granted permission to sit in on the Traceability discussions with
Mark Burgham from CFIA.
Mark Burgham from CFIA reviewed LMAC’s responses to a
number of questions on Traceability and Movement reporting

from CFIA that had been sent out to LMAC prior to the
meeting. There was a great deal of discussion on this topic.
( Questions and Answers are in the May 12/2016 meeting
handbooks).

The Alberta Auction Markets Assoc. made a formal request and
letter of support to have Perlich Bros. Livestock in Lethbridge
host the 2017 convention in Alberta.
Moved by Bryan Danard, Seconded by Rob Bergevin.

LMAC repeatedly reinforced its support of the CIP plan and
the concerns with the CFIA’s proposals. Mark advised that
the LMAC proposal of using “Incorporation by Reference” to
set metrics on the development of scanning software and
hardware could not be used under the current proposed
regulations.

That Perlich Bros. at Lethbridge, be the host location of 2017
LMAC Convention and the Canadian Livestock Auctioneering
Championships May 11-14.
Carried

Both parties agreed that there has been some compromise
and forward movement made by both parties. LMAC
representatives reminded Mr. Burgham that all of the major
issues between the two parties are still outstanding and that
LMAC is not prepared to compromise on those issues until
after the CIP has been given a fair chance to be implemented
and evaluated in a true working environment.

Provincial Appointments for 2016 were confirmed by the
Provincial secretaries. B.C. Peter Raffan, Alberta – Rob Bergevin;
Saskatchewan – Rhett Parks; Manitoba – Scott Anderson;
Ontario Larry Witzel.

Rick Wright gave a report from the Canadian Cattle
Identification Agency. The full report is available in the May
2016 meeting handbook.

There being no new business Larry Witzel moved the meeting
adjourn. Carried.

Byran Danard and Rick Wright’s positions as Directors at Large
will expire at the annual meeting May 14, 2016.

Larry Witzel have a report on IGAC. Funding for this group
is about to run out, and currently the Federal government
pays half of the expenses for delegates. Rick Wright had
attended the most recent meeting in Calgary. Both Larry
and Rick commented that IGAC was a very slow process but
LMAC needs to be there. This is the only venue that all of the
species gather at one time. It gives LMAC and other livestock
organizations the chance to voice their opinions on the issue of
“species harmonization” in the regulations. The majority of the
species in attendance do not see the same issues as the cattle
sector does. It gives LMAC a chance to work with CCA and
other cattle groups to get the right message to government.
Rick Wright gave a brief update on the 2016 convention.
Attendance is up with a lot of new conventioneers.
Sponsorship both nationally and locally was very good. All
things were pointing to a very successful event. He noted that
the Ferraro family and Kevin Mcarter had done the majority of
the work on the host’s side with assistance from Larry Witzel.
He thanked Rob Bergevin for his help on the National side.
He advised that Heartland Order Buying was sponsoring a
buckle for the Most Improved Auctioneer. This is open to any
auctioneer that competed in last year event.
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Financial REPORTS

LMAC 2016 BALANCE SHEET
INCOME
FEES*
DTN
CONVENTION

TOTAL

23986.89
0.0
17209.20

41196.09

EXPENSES
DIRECTOR’S LIAB INSUR
CONVENTION
CONFERENCE CALLS
ADVERTISING
DTN ADMIN (2015)
DIR EXP (2015)
DIR EXP (2016
WEB EXPENSES
JAN 2016 MEETING EXP
BRONZE AWARDS (2)**
AUCTIONEER PRIZE MONEY
ADMINISTRATOR - 2016
TOTAL

737.64
16837.02
177.12
464.59
5500.00
8598.14
2714.73
1110.00
3341.46
2047.50
1200.00
16000.00
58728.20

OPENING BALANCE
JAN 1/16
INCOME
EXPENSES
Cheques not cleared
Bank balance as of
December 31/16
*FEES - SEE DETAIL BELOW
** 1 BRONZE IN INVENTORY
FEES* (2016 PAID)
MB
MTN
HART
AB
ON
TOTAL

71557.94
41196.09
58728.20
54025.83
337.02
54362.85

6500
1500
3000
8431.13
4555.76
23986.89

LMAC 2016 OUTSTANDING
O/S ACCOUNTS REC
CONVENTION PROFIT
SK FEES (2015)
SK FEES (2016)
DTN (2016)

O/S ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
JAN/16 MTG EXP (RW)
MAY/16 MTG EXP (RW)
DIR EXP
2016 ADMIN
2016 DTN ADMIN
O/S CONVENTION EXP
PAYOUT 1/2 CONV PROFIT
TO OLAMA

47694.49
5000.00
8000.00
7000.00
67694.49

136.67
382.91
1952.82
16000.00
5500.00
1807.02
23.847.25
49626.67
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** NOTE: CONVENTION PROFIT IS THE ACTUAL PROFIT
ON HAND SO FAR. THE CONVENTION HAS A/R OF $7560.
THIS MONEY WILL BE SHARED 50/50 IF AND WHEN IT IS
COLLECTED.

Transportation
Comments
LMAC COMMENTS TO CFIA ON PROPOSED
Transportation of Livestock Regulations.
To: Dr. Con Kiley; CFIA
The Livestock Markets Association of Canada (LMAC)
would like to give you some context and background that
support the reasons for our comments on the proposed
transport regulations:
The LMAC is a National Organization that represents over 200
auction markets, order-buyers, buying stations, assembly yards,
electronic auctions and feedlots from all over Canada. The
members are involved with approximately 75% of the cattle
that are sold by public auction and direct cattle sales each year
in Canada.
Its members routinely arrange for the transportation of
hundreds of thousands of cattle that are transported to new
destinations across Canada and into the United States. In many
cases they are also the owners of the cattle being transported.
LMAC supports “Made in Canada” solutions that deal with
unique challenges that arise from transporting animals in
Canada. We understand that there is a desire from CFIA to
have Canada in line with other countries’ transport regulations,
however, first and foremost, any regulations must meet the
needs of Canada first.

THE BUSINESS PROCESS

the purchase weight and the delivered weight of the animals)
that occurs during transit, based on the number of miles that
the cattle have been transported. If the shrink exceeds the
normal industry standard, then the purchaser will reject the
load or seek a financial adjustment on the price.
Also, if the cattle arrived dehydrated, stressed, over fatigued,
sick or injured, the purchaser will reject the load.
If the shipper feels that the transporter is responsible for any of
the above issues, they may withhold payment for transport and
will probably not use the firm for future loads. In an extreme
case, the issue is reported to the CFIA.
The shipper/owner has a vested interest in making sure that
the cattle being transported arrive in a healthy condition.
The cattle marketing sector takes the transportation and
handling of animals very seriously. It works very hard with its
members and other industry sectors to maintain a positive
reputation.
The majority of the cattle being transported are insured. If
there were an excessive amount of claims, there would be
no companies willing to cover livestock transport over long
distances. A number of insurance companies continue to offer
coverage to the owners of the cattle at a very reasonable cost
per head.

The shipper/owner of the livestock retains ownership until the
cattle are delivered.

Cattle that are being transported for slaughter are usually sold
on a carcass grade basis, which means the value of the animal
is determined after slaughter. The owner is penalized for any
bruising, and for any parts of the carcass that are deemed unfit
for human consumption or for any condemned carcasses.

No payment is made until the cattle arrive and are accepted by
the purchaser on delivery.

The disposal fees for the condemned carcasses are usually the
responsibility of the owner.

The cattle in question are normally sold on a price per pound
basis with the purchase weight determined prior to the
loading of the livestock.

Once again it is in the best interest of both the owner and
the transporter to make sure that cattle are delivered to the
destination in good health and in good condition.

There are industry standards for shrink (the difference between

The Livestock Markets Association of Canada would like to

The business process in shipping livestock is very clear.
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formally submit the attached comments on the proposed
amendment to the Transport of Animals regulations.
Throughout the Regulations, Auction Markets and Assembly
Yards are singled out as places at which animals cannot be
unloaded. The Regulators that develop these regulations
should be aware that many auction markets, assembly yards
and buying stations also offer feed, water and short term
storage to transporters hauling livestock long distances.
Auction markets, assembly yards and buying stations are
also a critical part of the contingency plans required in the
regulations in the events of bad weather, road closures and
mechanical breakdowns on trucks. Many of those same
intermediate sites, as an industry service, allow transporters
to stop and use their facilities to deal with animals that
have been injured or compromised during the trip. These
intermediate sites are an integral part of the infrastructure
required across Canada to assist in Humane Transportation.
Throughout the regulations there is an attempt to have
all of the species covered under generalized regulations.
Concerns that are more prevalent in swine, equine or poultry
transportation should not always apply to cattle. There needs
to be more species-specific reference within the regulations.
Section 137: Knowledge and Skills
What metrics will be used in the enforcement of this section
to determine if the persons referenced in this part have the
knowledge and skills to conduct the activities in compliance
with the regulations?
In section 136: (2) states that loading begins when an animal
is handled, moved or caught for the purpose of placing it
in a conveyance. Is it the intent to require all intermediate
site employees that bring the livestock to the loading area
to have some type of formal training? Intermediate site
employees are often required to bring the cattle in question
to the loading area, at times under the direction of the
transporter. They assist in dividing the consignment into
groups that are loaded into the different compartments.
Work, Health and Safety policies at most intermediate sites
prohibit them from entering the trucks.

TRANSPORT COMPROMISED
ANIMALS:
Section 136: (1d) Definition of Compromised

16

LMAC 2016 ANNUAL REPORT

Animals that have had pink eye in the past but have healed
may have a white cloud on the eye that may impair their
sight. Animals with this condition are not usually stressed
or liable to cause injury to themselves when loaded for
transport. What metrics will be used to determine if this type
of animal is considered compromised under this definition?
(f.) Slightly Lame: The term ‘lame’ has never been adequately
defined by CFIA, this definition is far too broad and too open
to individual interpretation by enforcement officers. A usable
definition of any condition that could characterize an animal
as compromised must be 1) objective, 2) easily identifiable 3)
based on some quantifiable scientific analysis. The definitions
of terms under this section often miss one or more of these
criteria. The definition of lameness misses all three and
should be removed or reworked entirely.
Slight lameness can be caused by a variety of conditions, and
there needs to be more detail in the definition of “slightly
lame” and “slightly imperfect locomotion.”
Section 142: (1)
(d) The reference to auction market or assembly yard
should be removed from this section when referring to the
definitions in 136 (1) (d) and (f ).
Section: 159(e):
Current regulations are at 48 hours and can be extended
to 52. Since the time that transportation for livestock has
switched from rail service to trucks, the 48-hour provision
has served the industry very well. We are not aware of
any instances where loads of beef cattle have been under
investigation by CFIA for showing symptoms of dehydration
and stress because they were on the truck for 48 hours,
provided that they were fed, watered and rested prior to
loading. The beef cattle industry should not be punished
because of issues with other species. As mentioned
previously, industry practice is to feed, water and rest the
cattle prior to loading, in order to ensure healthy strong
animals on arrival.
Consideration must given to the fact that there is not enough
infrastructure and facilities to accommodate the volume of
cattle moved during peak times (fall and spring) if the 36hour regulation is implemented.
For example: East of Winnipeg, the only feed and water
stations in Northern Ontario are at Thunder Bay. There are

two locations: Western Canada Feeding and M & M Cattle
Rest and Feeding Station. Combined, they have 38 pens. If a
transport has a split load, which is common, and needs to have
the animals segregated, one truck may require two or more
pens. Transporters leaving from west of Manitoba routinely use
these locations to feed, water and rest their loads. The owners
of the two locations have indicated that they are normally
fully booked Tuesday through Saturday during the peak times
(fall and spring). Travelling the most direct route through
the north, there are no other locations between Thunder Bay
and Ottawa to unload cattle destined to Eastern Ontario or
Quebec. Cattle leaving from Manitoba going east require 10
to 12 hours to reach Thunder Bay. The cattle on those loads
have been fed, watered and rested prior to loading. Neither
the cattle nor the drivers of the trucks are ready to unload after
that short trip. There will more stress and chance of injury to
the animals loading and unloading than the benefits they will
gain by stopping after that short time on the truck. They will
consume very little feed and water, especially freshly weaned
calves. A common practice is for the drivers to drive until they
require a rest break. The truck is stopped on level ground in a
well-ventilated area. The driver checks the load prior to resting
and sleeps for 8 to 10 hours. Before proceeding, the driver
rechecks the load, gets the cattle up, and moves on. Barring
bad weather, the cattle reach the final destination within the
current 48-hour requirements. This has allowed shipments
from Manitoba to reach their destinations within the current
regulated time without stopping at Thunder Bay.
If the regulations are changed to 36 hours, this will create
a bottleneck at Thunder Bay, and trucks may have to wait
hours to unload, while waiting for room at the feed and
water stations. The next closest location is Winnipeg to the
west. Winnipeg Livestock Sales in an auction market, but they
conduct their largest sales of the week on Friday and may have
limited room as a service provider for loads in transit during
the peak times. They currently provide feed and water pens for
their customers who are purchasing livestock at their market
and assembling loads at their location.
Section 159 (2): Are CFIA inspectors going to be conducting
compliance checks at these feed and water locations on a
regular basis under this section? Who is responsible to make
sure there is adequate feed and bedding in the pens, clean
water bowls and that the cattle are not over crowded?
The Federal government decided that the West Hawk Lake
inspection point, which checked loads of livestock while in

transit, was no longer needed, which further questions some
of the need to reduce the hours from 48 to 36. Obviously, the
West Hawk inspectors did not find loads of cattle that were
dehydrated or over-stressed on a regular basis.
Section 159.3 (1) (a)
If the intent of this section is to reference the leaving of a
compromised animal or one that has become unfit during
transportation, then that should be made clear in the
regulation and not left to policy.
However under the Proposed Section 159.3 (1) (a) and (b), this
requirement would be a burden to industry and not equate
with the current business practice. Industry does not offer
24/7 service to receive and unload cattle at the majority of
the auctions, buying stations, assembly yards and feedlots.
There are many situations where this proposal would be an
unrealistic expectation and would impose unnecessary costs
to industry without additional benefits. Requiring the cattle
to remain on the transport until the receiving site opens or
employees are called in would have more potential harm
than the current practice. The current practice is that for cattle
arriving outside regular business hours, the transporter will call
ahead and will advise of a projected arrival time. A receiving
pen, usually with feed and water, will be set up and reserved for
that shipment. The driver will unload and put the cattle in the
pen upon arrival. In the event that there are animals that are
stressed or injured, the truck will call dispatch and dispatch will
in turn call the receiver of the cattle. Requiring a representative
of the company to physically be there to unload would result
in some loads of cattle remaining on the transport longer
than necessary while waiting for the vendor to open, or for an
employee to arrive. This section should only apply in the event
that there are injured or compromised cattle unloaded.
Subsection 159.3 (b): We question the purpose of this sub
section. What will be done with the information required
under (b)? This would require all shippers to have a feed
declaration accompany the livestock and have the consignee
or their employee be physically there to accept the document.
What purpose would this document serve on short haul cattle
for example that transported less than 8 hours? For cattle
that are consigned to a intermediate site such as an auction
market the time and date when the cattle were last fed would
not be needed nor could it be validated by the receiver. In
the event that the cattle arrive under the regulated hours, this
information is irrelevant. This requirement will create more
unnecessary record keeping.
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Section 159.4 (1) Records
Most of the requirements in this section are already
covered or will be covered under the Movement Reporting
Regulations that are being developed by CFIA. The majority
of shippers already use Manifests provided by the shipper.
What is the purpose of (c) (d) (g)? In (g) This proposal’s
wording is ambiguous, as it leaves too much room for
interpretation Does this mean, when the cattle were fed and
watered, or when was the time and date the cattle last had
access to feed and water?
In (f ), the allowable weight for each truck varies due to the
different weights of the trucks and trailers and the seasonal
“road weight restrictions” allowed by each province. CFIA
already has loading density guides that are used by industry.
159.4 (3): LMAC does not see the necessity for this
section. In many cases, a third party vendor provides
the feed and water. In this case, is it the responsibility of
the service provider to supply the declaration? Are these
declarations then forwarded to a third party or retained by
the transporter?
It is LMAC and industry’s understanding that regulations
should be deliverable and enforceable. Many of the proposed
changes are neither deliverable nor enforceable, nor are they
practical. CFIA does not have the manpower in the field nor
the budget to enforce many of these changes. It is also our
understanding that many of the details will be determined by
policy. This is a concern for LMAC as we have learned from
the past that policy can change with no consultation with
industry. It opens the door for interpretation from individual
inspectors, which in turn leads to inconsistent enforcement
causing confusion within the industry. Regulatory changes
should be based on science rather than public opinion.
There has been very little research done in Canada on long
haul transportation of cattle. The regulators need to be
aware that dehydration is closely linked to temperature and
weather conditions and that Industry is very conscientious
about making sure that cattle handled in a humane manner
and are delivered to the next destination in the best health
possible. Problems with other species should be taken
into consideration when formulating regulations for cattle.
Species harmonization may be the easiest route from CFIA
but in many cases it may hinder the cattle industry.
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One other concern is the cost benefit analysis. If all of these
recommended changes are included in the new regulatory
amendments there will be considerable cost to the industry
with limited benefits. In closing, the LMAC strongly supports
leaving the hours of transport for Beef Cattle at 48 hours. This
time allowance has served the industry well in the past and
there is very little research to support the reduction in hours.
Studies conducted by the Beef Canada Research Center and
Alberta Beef Producers showed that 99% of the cattle hauled
on 9000 loads arrived without injury and were in good
health. As pointed out at the start of our comments, LMAC
and its customers have a vested interest in ensuring that
cattle are well cared for during handling and transporting.
LMAC looks towards CFIA and government to develop
regulations that are “Made in Canada” to address Canadian
challenges without putting unnecessary regulatory burden
and undo cost on to the cattle industry.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed
changes.
Livestock Markets Assoc. of Canada
Board of Directors:
Appendix Comments on the
Impact Analysis Statement and the Executive Summary
Highlighted in green are comments from LMAC.

REGULATORY IMPACT
ANALYSIS STATEMENT

(This statement is not part of the Regulations.)
Executive summary
Issues: The current provisions of the Health of Animals
Regulations (HAR or the Regulations) dealing with the
transportation of animals do not reflect current science
regarding the care and handling of animals, do not align
with the standards of Canada’s international trading partners,
(Canada’s Trading Partners are not asking for Canada to
change the regulations nor are they restricting trade due to
the current regulations) and are not aligned with the World
Organization for Animal Health (OIE) welfare standards for
animals transported by land, air, and sea. This leads to a
continuing risk that animals will suffer during transportation.
Description: The HAR would be amended to
• Provide clarification by adding definitions (for example

definitions for compromised and unfit animals) and
establishing clear requirements for regulated parties to
better understand what is expected of them;
• Improve animal welfare and reduce risk of suffering during
transportation by establishing clear and science-informed
requirements that better reflect animals’ needs and current
industry practices;
• Better align with the standards of Canada’s international
trading partners and the OIE animal welfare standards for
animals transported by land, air, and sea; and
• Remove obsolete or unnecessary requirements to reduce
the burden on the industry.
Cost-benefit statement: It is anticipated that a small
portion of commercial carriers that transport animals by
land would bear additional costs, as an estimated 98% of
all shipments are already in compliance with the proposed
amendments. (There has been no consideration given to
the industry’s costs of having to have personnel physically
on site to receive cattle on arrival. ) Some processors in
the poultry industry may experience incremental costs
associated with changes in management practices, but will
realize cost savings in relation to the benefits resulting from
these changes. The present value of the total industry costs is
estimated to be approximately $3.9 million.
In addition to improving animal welfare, the
proposed amendments would reduce transport losses
and improve marketability and product quality, leading to
benefits for consumers.
“One-for-One” Rule and small business lens: The “Onefor-One” Rule would apply to the proposed amendments.
The total administrative cost increase is estimated to have
an annualized value of approximately $320,000. The small
business lens would also apply. The total cost savings of the
flexible option for small business is estimated to have an
annualized value of approximately $87,000.
Domestic and international coordination and cooperation: Protecting animal welfare in Canada is a shared
responsibility between federal, provincial and territorial
governments, producers, transporters, processors, retailers,
and many other stakeholders.
The proposed amendments to the HAR would significantly
improve alignment with the OIE animal welfare standards for

animals transported by land, air and sea. Furthermore, based
on a comparative review conducted by the Canadian Food
Inspection Agency (CFIA), the proposals respecting feed,
water and rest would align Canada’s regulatory outcomes
more closely with those of its trading partners, such as New
Zealand, Australia, the United States, and the European
Union (EU). One cannot compare the transporation of cattle
in Canada to that in New Zealand, Australia, the United
States, and the European Union. The climate, geography, the
distance covered, terrain and commerce in Canada is unique
to Canada. Just because it is practical in those countries does
not mean that their standards are applicable in Canada.
Background
Animals are valued by people for social, cultural, economic
and emotional reasons. They provide food, fibre, and
companionship; are used in sport, recreation, education, and
scientific study; and have increasing importance as aesthetic
assets in their own right. Canadians strongly support
animal-handling processes that allow animals to express
normal behaviours and do not result in animal pain, injury,
or ill health. (see footnote 1) Good animal welfare practices
contribute to reduced food safety risks and increased
environmental sustainability by reducing the risk of disease.
(see footnote 2) Similarly, poor animal welfare practices can
contribute to economic losses. (see footnote 3)
The transportation of animals in Canada is a complex
and wide-ranging activity carried out by a diverse set of
stakeholders. Humane transportation of animals is a shared
responsibility between several partners, including owners,
producers, buyers, sellers, auction markets, assembly points,
abattoirs, and transporters. Businesses range from small
operators that move one animal to vertically integrated
systems that transport multiple animals over short and
long distances. It is estimated that 700 million animals are
transported per year in Canada.
Transportation is an unfamiliar event for animals that can
cause significant anxiety. (see footnote 4) Poor welfare
leads to increased physiological and psychological stress,
which in turn can lead to increased susceptibility to disease
among animals and increased shedding of pathogens due to
increased intestinal motility. This poses a risk to human and
animal health. (see footnote 5)
Animals are transported, sometimes for long distances, for
many reasons, including breeding, shows, feeding, sale,
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and slaughter. The continual consolidation of growing
and finishing operations in the Canadian agriculture
sector, as well as processing plants, has contributed to an
increase in the distances animals are transported to reach
production points. For example, the number of federal
facilities processing beef decreased from 400 in 1976 to
30 in 2015. Similar consolidation has occurred at the farm
level. For example, the number of farms decreased by 45.8%
between 1976 and 2001. (see footnote 6)
Due to these increased distances, animals may be loaded
and unloaded multiple times, over prolonged periods, and
can be exposed to adverse environmental conditions such
as excessive heat, cold, snow, and rain. The equipment used
to transport animals is similarly varied, ranging from homemade trailers to commercial stock liners to containerized
jumbo jets and specialized ships.
Part XII (Transportation of Animals) of the Health of Animals
Regulations (HAR), which was first passed into law in 1977
pursuant to the authorities of the Health of Animals Act (the
Act), regulates animal transportation, including the loading
and unloading of animals within Canada as well as entering
into or leaving Canada, by imposing requirements on those
individuals involved in the transportation of animals and
setting out prohibitions to address the welfare (humane
treatment) of animals during transportation.
Issues
Part XII of the HAR was enacted to address animal
welfare problems encountered during the long distance
transport of cattle by rail. At the time, there was little
research or information pertaining to the effects or risks of
transportation on the well-being of animals. The provisions
of the HAR were consequently written in general terms,
using words such as “undue” as it applies to suffering, to
qualify prohibitions. This can lead to inappropriate decisions,
such as loading animals deemed unfit for transportation
or loading compromised animals for transportation over
long distances without special measures. This, in turn, may
increase the risk of animal welfare issues.
By extrapolating from the rate of compliance in inspection
data, it can be estimated that 2% of all shipments of animals
being transported in Canada are not in compliance with
the current regulatory requirements. This represents an
estimated 14 million animals per year that may be suffering
during transportation, of which 1.59 million animals per
year are reported as dead on arrival at their final destination.
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Given the strong public support for preventing the suffering
of animals, and the risk to human and animal health, this
must be addressed. This statement is misleading and reenforces the cattle industry’s view that these new regulations
need to be species specific. Of the 1.59 million animals that
are supposedly dead on arrival, how many are cattle? The
cattle industry would argue and rightfully so that only a very
small percentage of the 1.59 million are cattle. The proposed
changes lump all of the species together suggesting that
all species have the same percentage of animals that die on
transport. This in turn leads to regulations that have a major
negative impact and regulatory burden to certain species
and industry sectors.
More recent scientific evidence shows that transportation
can be one of the most stressful experiences for animals,
when animal welfare is not taken into account and
addressed. (see footnote 7) The HAR do not reflect current
science regarding the care and handling of animals, and
frequently do not take the physical, behavioural, and
physiological needs of animals into consideration. In
addition, the HAR do not consistently align with current,
generally accepted industry practices. The joint industry–
government National Farm Animal Care Council (NFACC)
develops codes of practice, which are nationally developed
guidelines for the care and handling of farm animals. A
code of practice for the transportation of farm animals was
released in 2001. While the transportation code of practice
considered the current requirements of the HAR when it
was drafted, the recommendations in more recent codes of
practice for the care and handling of farm animals meet, and
in certain circumstances exceed, the requirements of the
HAR.
Finally, the HAR do not consistently meet the standards of
Canada’s international trading partners, such as the United
States and the European Union (EU), and are not adequately
aligned with the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE)
welfare standards for animals transported by land, air and
sea. As a member country of the OIE, Canada is expected to
meet or exceed OIE standards. This lack of alignment could
compromise market access for Canadian products in the
future. For example, a recent European survey concluded
that 93% of Europeans agree it is important to establish
animal welfare standards that apply to products sourced
from within and outside of the EU. (see footnote 8) The EU
does not restrict trade with Canada on beef because of our
transportation regulations the trade barriers are based on
hormone use in Canada.

Objectives
The proposed amendments to the HAR would
• Move towards a more outcome-based regulatory
framework (for example replacing the requirement for a
plane to “provide a change of air not less than once every
five minutes” with a requirement to provide “adequate
ventilation to prevent injury, suffering or death”), which
would give regulated parties greater flexibility to
apply technological advances in transportation, while
maintaining high standards for animal welfare;
• Clarify expectations and better reflect new science
regarding the care and handling of animals, thereby
reducing the risk to animal welfare during loading,
transportation, and unloading;
• Better align Canada’s requirements with those of other
jurisdictions (for example the United States, Australia and
the EU) and the OIE’s animal welfare standards for animals
transported by land, air and sea; and
• Satisfy Canadian societal expectations regarding the
responsible care of farm animals and the humane
treatment of animals during transport, including loading
and unloading.
Description
The HAR would be amended to
• Provide clarification by adding definitions (for example
definitions of compromised and unfit animals) and
establishing clear requirements for regulated parties to
better understand what is expected of them;
• Improve animal welfare and reduce the risk of suffering
during transportation by establishing clear and scienceinformed requirements that better reflect animal needs
and current industry practices; Throughout this document
there are references made about science and science –
informed and science based studies, however in Canada
there has been very little modern research and studies in
this field under Canadian conditions to support many of
the changes proposed in the regulations.
• Better align with the standards of Canada’s international
trading partners and the OIE’s animal welfare standards for
animals transported by land, air, and sea; and
• Remove obsolete or unnecessary requirements.
Clarifications — definitions and outcomes
The proposed amendments would provide clear
requirements for animal transportation to allow regulated
parties to better understand what is required of them to be

in compliance. The proposed amendments would establish
either prescriptive requirements (in which case the process
or procedure requirements are defined in regulation) or
outcome-based requirements (in which case the required
outcome or level of performance is defined in regulation),
where appropriate. Prescriptive requirements would be
established in cases where any alternative to the prescriptive
requirements or ambiguity would predictably result in animal
suffering, injury, or death. In other situations, outcome-based
amendments were deemed appropriate for obtaining desired
results.
(i) Definitions and outcomes for “compromised” and
“unfit” animals
Definitions for both “compromised” and “unfit” would clarify
whether an animal could be transported with special
measures (compromised) or not transported at all (unfit).
The proposed amendments state that compromised animals
can be transported provided that they are segregated from
other animals; that measures are taken to avoid injury, death,
or suffering; and that the animals are transported directly to
the nearest place, other than an auction market or assembly
yard, where they can receive care, receive treatment, or be
humanely killed. A compromised animal may be transported
with one other animal with which it is familiar. A list of
conditions that would mean an animal has an impaired
capacity or is in a compromised state would be provided in
the amendment as part of the proposed definition.
Unfit animals would only be able to be transported for
diagnosis, care or treatment on the advice of a veterinarian. A
list of conditions that would mean an animal is unfit would be
provided as part of the proposed definition.
To prevent suffering or further injury, the proposal also
includes options for how an animal is to be treated, cared for,
or humanely killed when it is found to be in a compromised
or unfit condition on board a vessel, in a conveyance or in a
container during transportation. The options provide for some
flexibility when situations arise in which an animal’s status
changes during transportation.
Provisions are proposed that would clarify when the activities
of loading and unloading would be considered to begin and
end, which should contribute to defining critical periods
when transfer of responsibility for the animal’s care occurs
between regulated parties.
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A definition of confinement is also proposed to support
improving animal welfare. The proposed definition would
include the period of time an animal is held in a container
prior to being placed on a conveyance, the period during
transportation, and the period of time after the container is
removed from the conveyance.
(ii) Clearer, science-informed standards of conduct
As stated previously, the current HAR are written in general
terms, which may lead to misunderstanding of the required
conduct for ensuring animal welfare. In order to address
this, provisions in the proposed regulatory amendments
described below would provide clear standards of conduct
for regulated parties.
Knowledge, skills, and training
The proposed amendments would establish standards of
knowledge and of care in the Health of Animals Regulations
(the Regulations) for any person loading, transporting, or
unloading animals.
Commercial carriers would be responsible for training,
or ensuring that training is or has been received by, their
employees or agents to conduct activities in compliance
with Part XII of the HAR. The training would cover animal
behaviour, animal handling, restraint, loading densities, and
transportation methods for the species being transported,
as well as risk factors that can impact animal welfare and
contingency plans.
Risk factors and contingency planning
There are a number of interrelated factors that must be
included in a regulatory framework if animals are to be
transported safely and humanely. Therefore, it is proposed
that any person loading, transporting, or unloading
animals would be required, prior to loading, transporting,
or unloading, to assess risk factors that could reasonably
be viewed as having an impact on the animal’s capacity
to withstand the loading, transportation and unloading
(for example foreseeable weather conditions, duration of
transportation, loading density).
As a complementary element to this risk factor assessment
prior to loading, it is further proposed that every person
who transports an animal, or causes one to be transported,
establish a contingency plan for unanticipated events,
for example what to do in case of a mechanical failure
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while en route. This contingency plan would need to be
communicated to any person involved with the loading,
transportation, or unloading of animals. Once the cattle are
loaded, those that were involved with the loading but not
directly involved with the transportation should be relieved
of their responsibility. Once the cattle have been delivered
and accepted by the receiver the transporter should then
be relieved of their responsibility for the care and control of
those cattle.
Having a contingency plan would support mitigating the risk
of injury, suffering, or death of an animal on the conveyance
should an event occur while in transit that could place the
welfare of the animals in the conveyance at risk.
Animal handling
The proposed regulatory amendments would include
prohibitions against unacceptable handling practices by
persons involved in the loading, transportation, confinement,
and unloading of animals. It would be prohibited to handle
an animal in any way that would likely result in suffering,
injury, or death to the animal.
The regulatory proposal would limit the use of an electric
prod during the loading, confinement, transportation, or
unloading of an animal. While electric prods are commonly
used to encourage animals to move in a required direction
(for example to move animals onto a conveyance), the
regulatory proposal would prohibit the use of an electric
prod on sensitive areas or regions on an animal’s body (for
example belly, genital, or facial regions) and if animals do not
have a clear path to move forward.
Loading density and overcrowding
The proposed requirements related to loading density
would establish clear parameters for what conditions would
constitute overcrowding in a container or conveyance.
Loading, confining, or transporting animals in a conveyance
or container that is overcrowded would be prohibited. CFIA
already has loading density parameters and segregation
policies for cattle.
Overcrowding would occur when, due to the loading density
or the size of the conveyance or container, the animal
cannot maintain its preferred position or adjust its body
position to protect itself from injuries or from being crushed
or trampled; the animal is likely to develop conditions such
as hyperthermia, hypothermia, or frostbite; or the animal is

likely to suffer, sustain an injury, or die.
Segregation
The prescriptive nature of the current requirements
respecting segregation by species, age, and weight would
be replaced with an outcome-based provision that would
prohibit loading, transporting, or confining animals that
are incompatible (by reason of their nature, species,
temperament, gender, weight or age, which are likely to
result in injury, suffering or death to any animal transported
in the same conveyance), unless they are segregated.
This outcome-based approach is consistent with OIE
standards, and provides the flexibility for animals that prefer
travelling together to be kept together; under the current
requirements, these animals would need to be segregated
irrespective of compatibility.
Guidance would be made available to industry to assist in
the determination of compatibility in respect of species,
class, size, level of fitness, familiarity with one another, and
behaviour. The guidance would be available on the Canadian
Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) Web site.
Container or conveyance requirements
These amendments would also provide additional clarity
about the preferred position of various species during
transportation and propose outcome-based requirements
respecting the height of the roof or top of the conveyance or
cover of the container needed to accommodate the animal’s
natural behaviour. For example, horses may wish to hold
their heads straight or hold their heads up, depending on the
breed, size and type.
Condition, maintenance, and use of conveyances
Requirements respecting the condition, maintenance, and
use of conveyances and containers used for transporting
animals, including sea vessels and aircraft, would be clarified
by these amendments. In addition, requirements that pose
an unnecessary regulatory burden would be removed, such
as specific ventilation requirements for aircraft or vessels. The
proposed amendments would also provide clarity on what
conditions would be prohibited due to the potential for an
animal to be injured, suffer, or die.
Feed, water, and rest for animals
Recent scientific studies provide more conclusive speciesspecific guidance than what was available at the time
Part XII of the HAR first came into force. (see footnote 9) (see

footnote 10) (see footnote 11) (see footnote 12) Significant
advances have been made in determining animals’ needs
for feed, water, and rest to prevent suffering from extreme
hunger, dehydration, or excessive fatigue. (see footnote 13)
With this new information, there is a basis for redefining time
periods during which animals can be without feed, water, or
rest to reduce their risk of suffering, injury, or death during
transportation. The regulatory proposal establishes new
maximum intervals without access to feed and water, which
are summarized in Table 1 by species and class.
Once the proposed maximum time intervals without feed
and water are reached, a minimum rest period of eight
hours, increased from five hours in the current Regulations,
would be required during which animals would be provided
with access to feed and water. The rest period could be
conducted on a stopped conveyance that is suitably
equipped to provide space for the animals to lie down
at the same time, to eat and to drink, while providing
adequate ventilation and other acceptable environmental
conditions. Alternatively, animals could be unloaded to a
suitable rest area. In addition to the feed, water, and rest
time requirements, the regulatory proposal also includes
an outcome-based requirement to provide feed, water, and
rest to animals to prevent them from becoming dehydrated,
suffering from nutritional metabolic abnormality, or suffering
from fatigue during transportation. Both the prescriptive
requirements and the outcome-based requirements
would need to be met. The combination of prescriptive
and outcome-based requirements would provide flexibility
and clear expectations to the regulated party without
compromising animal welfare.
Interpretive guidance is being developed to accompany the
proposal, which would also provide additional information
for clarity. For example, the guidance would define when an
interval of time is considered to have ended and the next
interval begun. This information would assist in improving
compliance and would reduce the risk of animals suffering.
If there was a continuous problem with cattle arriving at
destination between 36 and 48 hours of transit that are
dehydrated, over fatigued, in poor health or suffering undue
stress, there would be limited to no demand for cattle that
would have to travel that far. There is a strong demand for
these cattle especially originating from western Canada to
Ontario and Quebec. The profitability of the these cattle is
directly tied to performance in the feed yard. Cattle arriving
that are dehydrated, over fatigued, in poor health or suffering
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undue stress do not perform well and would likely be rejected
by the receiver. This happens very rarely, commerce dictates
that in the beef cattle both the vendor and the transporter
have a vested interest in making sure that the cattle arrive in
good health with as little as stress as possible.
Table 1: Proposed maximum intervals for access to feed and
water
iii) Transfer of responsibility
Many people are involved in the transportation of animals.
The chain of responsibility for animal welfare during transport
begins with the owner or their agent, and extends to the final
receiver of the animals. The welfare of animals during loading,
transport, and unloading is the joint responsibility of all those
involved. Producers, handlers, shippers, drivers, and receivers
share important responsibilities, as they ensure animals are
transported safely.
According to the proposal, it would be prohibited for any
person who transports an animal to leave the animal at a
slaughter establishment, auction market, assembly yard, or
feedlot without a representative of those locations being
present and accepting responsibility for the animal’s care
upon arrival, in writing. 24/7 service is not currently a part of
the movement process! Cattle are delivered at all hours of the
day and night. One of the priorities is getting the cattle off the
transport and into a feed and water pen as soon as possible.
The common practice is when a load is delivered outside
of normal business hours a feed and water pen is assigned
and set up. Having the cattle wait on the transport until
the receiving yard opens or an employee arrives is counterproductive to the health and welfare of the cattle. Agriculture
is and has been facing an acute shortage of skilled labour for
quite some time. Having to employ more employees or pay
overtime would be an unfair burden to the industry especially
the smaller operations.
Moreover, the person accepting responsibility for the animal’s
care at the destination location would be responsible for
taking the measures that would be necessary to prevent
suffering, injury, or death of the animal, including meeting
feeding and watering requirements.
(iv) Record-keeping
Record-keeping is essential to encouraging compliance,
ensuring a complete chain of custody for shipments, and
further enabling CFIA enforcement activities. All commercial
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carriers would be required to maintain records of animal
transport for each shipment of animals, including, for
example, the amount of floor space in the conveyance
available to the animals, the last time the animals were fed
and watered prior to loading, ( how would the carrier be
able to validate this information? Does this mean that when
the cattle were last fed, or the last time they had access to
feed and water?) the date, time and place the animals were
unloaded at destination, This information is currently being
include in the movement reporting regulations that are
being developed. and the name of the person who accepted
responsibility for their care. Records are currently required
for carriers engaged in the inter-provincial or international
transportation of livestock, and must be retained for a
duration established in Part X of the HAR. The proposed
amendments would only constitute a change for commercial
carriers either transporting non-livestock animals, such as zoo
animals, or operating intra-provincially.
(v) Application of animal welfare transportation
requirements to import and export shipments
Currently, all shipments of animals transported into,
transported within, or leaving Canada must comply with
Part XII of the HAR. In terms of export of animals, this
means that the CFIA is unable to take enforcement actions
in situations where the shipment is compliant as it leaves
Canada, but may not be compliant once it reaches its
destination. The proposed amendments prohibit the export
of an animal unless the person has reasonable grounds to
believe that the animal will be transported in accordance
with Part XII of the HAR. Therefore, for example, for animals
in a shipment that would require a feed, water, and rest stop
during the transport, the person exporting the animals would
be required to have reasonable grounds to believe that the
feeding, watering and resting requirements could be met for
the entire journey. This amendment would better allow the
CFIA to take enforcement action in situations where there are
reasonable grounds to believe that the animals cannot be, or
would not be, transported in compliance with Part XII of the
HAR.
Regulatory and non-regulatory options considered
Option 1 — Status quo
Under this option, the CFIA would maintain the regulatory
requirements for the transportation of animals as currently
prescribed in Part XII of the Health of Animals Regulations.
This option would result in a continued risk that animals
transported in Canada could be injured, suffer, or die. An

estimated 14 million animals are transported every year in
a way that is not compliant with Part XII of the HAR, and
1.59 million animals each year are reported dead on arrival at
their final destination. Continuing with the current humane
transport requirements would result in continued use of
general terms in the HAR, ineffectiveness in protecting
animals often due to the regulated parties’ misunderstanding
of the required conduct for ensuring animal welfare, gaps in
enforceability, lack of relevance regarding current practices,
and a continued misalignment with the OIE animal welfare
standards for the transport of animals and the animal welfare
standards of Canada’s international trading partners. While the
current code of practice, developed jointly by industry and
Government, outlines best practices during transportation,
it is not law. Further revisions to the transportation code of
practice are pending, and have been delayed for some time in
the hopes that amendments to Part XII are made first.
This option would not move towards meeting societal
expectations regarding responsible farm animal care and
the humane treatment of animals during animal transport,
including loading and unloading.
Option 2 — Amend Part XII using a combination of
outcome-based and prescriptive requirements
Under this option, Part XII of the HAR would be amended to
clarify and modernize requirements, using a combination of
outcome-based and prescriptive requirements. Modernized
requirements would better reflect the needs of the animals.
This option would clearly define prohibitions. Greater clarity
would allow regulated parties to better understand the
standards of conduct expected of them in order to comply
with the requirements and would make the requirements
more easily enforceable.
Benefits and costs
It is anticipated that the following stakeholders would be
affected by the proposed regulatory amendments:
• Commercial carriers transporting livestock (pigs:
480 businesses, horses: 96 businesses, cattle:
470 businesses, sheep/goat: 71 businesses); Not all carriers
are commercial. Does this mean that private carriers and
transports that carry their own cattle are exempt?
• Commercial carriers transporting poultry (135 businesses);
• Commercial carriers who either transport non-livestock
animals or operate intra-provincially;

• Livestock and poultry producers (approximately
84 000 businesses);
• Retailers and consumers;
• The Canadian public; and
• The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA).
The proposed regulatory amendments would reduce the
maximum time limits for animals to be without access to
feed, water, and rest. Training would also be required for
drivers who cannot demonstrate the knowledge and skills
needed for transporting animals. Finally, commercial carriers
transporting non-livestock animals, or those who operate
only intra-provincially, would be required to keep records for
each shipment of animals. Commercial carriers transporting
animals by land would be expected to carry incremental costs
as a result of these proposed requirements.
Benefits
The potential benefits associated with the regulatory proposal
would be the following.
Increased compliance with regulatory requirements
The amended Regulations would clarify expectations and, in
turn, make it easier for industry to comply with the HAR. For
example, the record-keeping requirements for commercial
carriers who transport non-livestock animals, and those who
operate intra-provincially for commercial purposes, would
facilitate enforcement by the CFIA. This, in turn, is expected
to lead to increased compliance rates, which would improve
the welfare of animals and reduce the resources allocated to
respond to non-compliance. It is similarly expected that the
requirements for regulated parties to assess risk factors and
have a contingency plan would also increase compliance.
Furthermore, the move from prescriptive to outcome-based
regulatory requirements would provide the industry the
flexibility to choose the least costly option to achieve the
required outcome under the proposal. This is also expected
to contribute to improved compliance with the regulatory
requirements. For example, the current segregation
requirement of species, age, and size is based on those
differences alone, while the proposed amendment would
instead focus on incompatibility of the animals in load. A
further example is the removal of the specific number of
attendants per number of animals transported by sea, to
focus instead on the provision of adequate care.

• Abattoirs (i.e. meat product processors) [348 businesses];
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Improved animal welfare and prevention of animal
suffering during transportation
The implementation of the proposed regulatory
amendments, and the resulting increased compliance, would
prevent animal suffering, thus improving animal welfare and
ensuring that animals are free of pain. Added clarity, such as
defining a compromised or unfit animal, would provide clear
expectations for producers and transporters. This, in turn, is
expected to reduce the number of compromised and unfit
animals loaded and transported.
The implementation of the proposed regulatory amendments
would also benefit Canadian livestock and poultry producers
by reducing economic losses as a result of animals being
injured, dying, or being severely bruised in transport. Bruising
and losses due to shrinkage (depletion of body reserves)
increase with increased transportation times. (see footnote
14)
According to the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of
the United Nations, the benefits of animal welfare extend to
consumers through the availability of a secure and safe food
supply. (see footnote 15) Consuming safe food is important
for Canadians. Stressed animals are more likely to shed
pathogenic organisms and, as a result, increase the risk to
food safety. It is anticipated that the improved animal welfare
during transportation resulting from the proposed regulatory
amendments would contribute to reducing risks to food
safety from animal-based food products.
Improved regulatory alignment
The regulatory proposal would also lead to improved
regulatory alignment between Canada and international
trading partners (for example the United States and the
European Union) and would contribute to improving
alignment with the OIE animal welfare standards related to
the transport of animals by land, sea, and air. This, in turn,
could facilitate or maintain trade and market access for
Canadian products, by avoiding trade barriers that could arise
due to differences in regulatory requirements. This statement
is purely speculative and should not be considered when
evaluating regulatory changes with regards to transportation.
Once again our trading partners are not requiring the
proposed changes to continue commerce with them.
If amended, the HAR would better reflect current science
regarding the care and handling of animals and animal needs.
Since the transportation of farm animals code of practice
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was drafted with consideration of the current Regulations,
subsequent updates of this code of practice would be
strengthened.
Increased consumer confidence in animal food products
As a result of the previous three benefits — increased
compliance, improved animal welfare, and improved
regulatory alignment — the proposed regulatory
amendments would move towards meeting Canadian
societal expectations that animals be free of pain, be healthy,
and have the ability to express natural behaviours. (see
footnote 16) (see footnote 17) Decisions on animal welfare are
therefore considered an ethical issue, not just an economic
one. (see footnote 18) Consumers consider animal welfare
when making purchasing decisions and assessing the quality
of animal products, whether implicitly or explicitly, (see
footnote 19) and improved management practices during
transportation would help ensure that those consumers
have the assurances they need to make those decisions. (see
footnote 20)
Since the regulatory proposal is designed to improve animal
welfare conditions that are of importance to consumers, such
as transportation and maximum intervals without feed, water,
and rest, it is expected that the proposed amendments would
contribute to increased consumer confidence in animal food
products purchased. In this section the regulators seem to
feel the need to speak on behalf of the consumer and their
purchasing decisions. The information also insinuates that
an ethical decision must be taken into consideration, which
may indicate that the regulator have the opinion that the
producers, and the additional parties involved in the raising
and transportation have no ethics when it comes to their
livestock. Nothing could be further from the truth; producers
take great pride in the livestock and do not require the
government to make ethical decisions on their behalf. These
types of comments are out of scope when looking for reason
for change.
Costs
Costs associated with feed, water, and rest
The CFIA conducted a survey of businesses that would be
potentially affected by the proposed regulatory change to
feed, water, and rest provisions. Based on survey results and
CFIA inspection data collected at federally registered abattoirs,
it was concluded that, overall, 98% of current shipments
would not be affected by the proposed requirements, as the
shipments already meet the proposed maximum intervals.

This percentage varies across commercial carriers depending
upon the animal being transported.
The proposed maximum interval for access to feed and
water for pigs is 28 hours, compared to the 36 hours under
the baseline scenario (i.e. in the current regulation). With the
shorter time interval, some commercial carriers transporting
pigs currently exceed the proposed time limits. These carriers,
representing approximately 1% of all commercial pig carriers,
would assume additional upfront costs associated with
potentially retrofitting or installing feed and water systems
in the conveyances and ongoing costs associated with
maintaining the feed and water systems in the retrofitted
conveyances in order to comply with the proposed
requirement. These upfront costs are estimated to be
$5,000 per retrofit with annual maintenance costs of $1,000.
Also, based on current industry practice, pigs are not offloaded during rest periods. These conveyances would also
require sufficient space for all animals to lie down at the same
time, and to be fitted with equipment which would allow
animals to eat and drink while providing adequate ventilation
and protection. The costs of these measures were also
estimated to be $5,000 per retrofit with annual maintenance
costs of $1,000.
For some commercial carriers transporting slaughter and
feeder horses that would exceed the time limit, there would
be a need to off-load the animals at stations (off-loading is an
industry practice), to allow them to rest and be provided with
feed and water. Approximately 14% of all commercial horse
carriers would assume the incremental cost of the amount
paid to the owners of rest stations for the entire duration of
the stay of the animals. This amount was estimated to be
$200 per 8–10 hour stay.
For commercial poultry processors, less than 1% would
assume the incremental costs of changing the management
of their operation to reduce the lairage times, that is,
the length of time that poultry are kept in containers at
processing establishments waiting to be slaughtered. This
would be required to comply with the proposed maximum
intervals for access to feed and water. The costs associated
with change would be the time and salary required for a
scheduling expert to make adjustments to their standard
operating procedures in order to comply with the
requirements. This reduction in lairage time could benefit
some businesses, due to the reduced costs associated with

keeping the lairage area lit, cooled, and heated. The rest of
the poultry processors are already in compliance with the
proposed feed, water, and rest requirement.
Provincial and federal regulations have been enacted that
outline driver hours of service and rest requirements during
long-haul transportation. These requirements were taken into
consideration when analyzing the impact of the proposed
regulatory amendment. It is anticipated that animal and driver
rest stops can be managed to occur at the same time and, as
a result, the affected commercial carriers would not expect to
carry additional feed, water, and rest costs due to additional
stops. The above information deals with pigs, equine and
poultry but there is no reference to beef cattle.
Costs associated with training
The proposed regulatory amendments would require the
training of those drivers who operate under a commercial
carrier. Some commercial carriers would assume training
costs for their drivers who have not received training. It was
estimated that approximately 1.45% of commercial carriers
transporting pigs, horses, cattle and sheep/goat and 2.45% of
commercial carriers transporting poultry would be impacted.
Due to a lack of data and information, the CFIA estimated the
number of drivers who would require training by analyzing
CFIA inspection data for the rate of shipments that were
not compliant with the current regulatory requirements
for animal transport. Non-compliant shipments can be
considered evidence that those drivers require training or
retraining.
The Canadian Livestock Training (CLT) program is considered
to provide drivers all the required competencies referred
to in this amendment. It is therefore used as a reference for
estimating training costs.
The livestock transportation industries have been proactively
making livestock transport training mandatory for drivers.
As a result, the training costs attributable to the proposed
regulatory requirements would be expected to decrease over
time, and to be negligible within five years, as this training will
be the livestock transportation industry standard.
Costs associated with record keeping
There would be incremental costs associated with recordkeeping requirements assumed by all commercial carriers
who transport non-livestock animals and those who
operate for commercial purposes intra-provincially. Costing
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assumptions for these incremental costs can be found in
the “One-for-One” Rule section below. Note that commercial
carriers of poultry would not assume incremental costs in this
respect, since they are already required to maintain records
for inter-provincial and international movements, and flockbased records for all loads of commercial poultry irrespective
of destination. In addition, the proposed Regulations would
not specify technical formats for record keeping, which
would allow commercial carriers to select the method that
involves the least cost or greatest efficiency to them. There is
no consideration for the cost that would be applicable to the
shipper and the receiver, and what would be done with the
documents required after delivery.
Methodology
All of the identified costs have been monetized in the analysis,
while all of the identified benefits are described qualitatively.
The standard cost model was used to estimate incremental
costs associated with feed, water, and rest; training; and
administration. The standard cost model takes into account
the time required for individuals to perform a task, the
individuals’ wage rate and how often the task must be
performed. Data sources used for the analysis include industry
survey data, the CFIA’s Compliance Verification System (CVS)
database, the input of program subject matter experts, and
published data. The assumptions used in the cost estimation
were made based on the best available information.
Consultation
The CFIA has consulted with stakeholders on this initiative,
in both broad and targeted consultations, starting with
informal consultations in the early 2000s, a Web consultation
in 2006, and one-on-one meetings with industry stakeholders
from 2006 to 2016. Taken together, a broad cross-section of
Canadians has been consulted, including representatives from
each of the affected industry groups, veterinarians, animal
welfare advocates, federal and provincial governments,
researchers, and the general public.
Most stakeholders agree that regulatory amendments are
needed, and support the need for them. Opinions, however,
are polarized. For example, with respect to the changes to
feed, water, and rest periods, animal welfare groups believe
that the proposed maximum periods without access to
feed and water are too long, and the rest periods too short,
which would in turn impact the animal’s well-being. In
order to address the concerns raised by animal welfare
groups, the CFIA is proposing to include an outcome-based
requirement in addition to the proposed reduced maximum
intervals without feed, water and rest. This outcome-based
requirement will ensure that animals’ needs are met at all
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times to prevent the animals from suffering from dehydration,
nutritional metabolic abnormalities or exhaustion, irrespective
of the proposed durations. Conversely, some industry
representatives believe that the proposed maximum
durations are too short and would impact the profitability
of their businesses. Profitability is not the only concern;
the lack of infrastructure in certain regions of Canada to
accommodate the unloading of cattle for feed and water
if the hours are reduced from 48 to 36. There is also little
consideration by the regulators to the stress and possible
injury of the loading and loading cattle over allowing them
to rest on the vehicle while parked. This is especially true for
cattle moving from Manitoba to Ontario and Quebec. If the
cattle are forced to stop at Thunder Bay after approx. 10 hours
on the road, to reach their destination within 36 hours after
reloading, the cattle gain very little benefit by stopping for
8 hours at Thunder Bay as they will not be hungry or thirsty
if they have been fed, watered and rested prior to loading in
Manitoba. If both the driver and the cattle are allowed to rest
on truck for 8 hours they will arrive at the destination in under
48 hours the current regulations. Cattle brokers have years
of experience in shipping cattle long distances with minimal
stress on the animals. If the cattle do not arrive in good
condition they do not get paid so they have a vested interest
in delivering cattle in good health.
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delegate from Ontario on the LMAC Board. He has
served as both President of LMAC and OLAMA. He
represents LMAC on the IGAC committee, and also
serves on the CIP, Movement Reporting, Traceability,
and Enforcement and Compliance committees. Larry is
also a LMAC Past President.

PETER RAFFAN shares the duties of the Mountain
Livestock Markets Association representative with
Mark Canart on the LMAC Board of Directors. Peter is
a second-generation livestock market operator and
has been supporting LMAC for a number of years. This
is Peter’s second year on the LMAC Board. Peter is a
professional auctioneer and a partner in Valley Auctions
in Armstrong, BC.
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BRYAN DANARD is a partner and General Manager
of the Calgary Stockyards Strathmore Ltd., and a
partner in TEAM, The Electronic Auction Market. He has
worked in the auction market business for 23 years. He
is the current Chairman of the International Livestock
Auctioneer Championship at the Calgary Stampede and
has served on that committee for 13 years. The Calgary
Stockyards hosted the 2013 LMAC convention and have
been members of LMAC since 2013. Bryan was elected
as a Director-at -Large in 2014.

JIM ABEL is the co-owner of the Stettler Auction Mart
in Stettler, AB. He is a Past President of the Alberta
Auction Markets Association. Jim is a member of the
Hall of Fame committee. Jim has served three (3) terms
as Director on AAMA, one (1) term as Vice, one (1) term
as President, two (2) terms as Director on LMAC, and
one (1) and a half terms as President. He currently sits
on the LIS board, Alberta Beef Council as the AAMA
representative. He has represented AAMA, and LMAC
on many committees over the past 15 years. He was
re-elected to the LMAC Board last year.

RHETT PARKS is the appointed delegate from the
Saskatchewan Livestock Marketers Association. He
is the owner-operator of Whitewood Livestock Sales.
He has taken part in many LMAC auctioneering
competitions. He was on the host committee for the
2014 LMAC Convention in Regina/Moosejaw. Rhett
obtained worldwide recognition when a clip from his
auctioneering at the LMAC competition in Strathmore
was mixed by a “rap” producer; the video went viral on
the internet.

KEVIN McARTER is the main auctioneer at Brussels
Livestock in Ontario. He was elected as a Director-atLarge to the LMAC Board of Directors last year. As well
as auctioneering, Kevin has a cattle feeding operation.
He has been instrumental in the organization of this
year’s convention in Ontario.
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LMAC

HALL OF FAME
INDUCTEES
2010
RALPH VOLD
ALBERTA
2011
ROY RUTLEDGE
SASKATCHEWAN
2012
KEN HURLBURT
ALBERTA
2013
JIM WIDEMAN
ONTARIO
2014
RICK WRIGHT
MANITOBA
2015
LARRY WITZEL
ONTARIO
2016
MIKE FLEURY
SASKATCHEWAN

2016-17 LMAC

Membership List
ALBERTA

Bow Slope Shipping Association
Lachie McKinnon · Brooks, AB
Calgary Stockyards Strathmore
Bryan Danard · Strathmore, AB
Dryland Cattle Trading Corp. Ian
Goodbrand · Veteran, AB
Foothills Auctioneers Inc. Rob
Bergevin · Stavely, AB
Innisfail Auction Market Danny
Daines · Innisfail, AB
Medicine Hat Feeding Co. Lyle
Taylor · Medicine Hat, AB
Olds Auction Mart Ltd. Dan Rosehill,
Greg Sanderson - Olds, AB

Fraser Valley Auctions (1983) Ltd.
Langley, BC

Killarney Auction Mart Allan
Munroe · Killarney, MB

Renfrew-Pontiac Livestock Ltd. Codben, ON

Miane Creek Livestock
Mike Nikolaisen - Armstrong, BC

McDowell Stock Farms

Vankleek Hill Livestock Exchange Vankleek Hill, ON

McSherry Livestock Farms Jeff
McSherry · Teulon, MB

Valley Auction Ltd.
Don and Peter Raffan - Armstrong,
BC

Keith Montgomery · Wapella, SK

VJV, Dawson Creek
Don Fessler -Dawson Creek, BC
Western Marketing Solutions Aaron Canart –Kamloops, BC

P. Quintaine & Son
Jim Quintaine · Brandon, MB

MANITOBA
3 K Holdings Ltd.
Darren Keown · Roblin, MB

Provost Livestock Exchange Jerry
Hewson, Dean Lawes - Provost, AB

007 Cattle Feeders Clive Bond ·
Elgin, MB

S.A.L.E. – Fort MacLeod Auction
Allan Lively · Fort MacLeod, AB

Alert Agri Distributors
Harvey & Jackie Dann - West Saint
Paul, MB
Anderson Livestock
Scott Anderson – Winnipeg,MB
Interlake Cattlemen’s Association–
Kirk Keisman – Ashern, MB

VJV Rimbey
Dean Edge - Rimbey, AB

Bond Farms/AgLand Dana Johns ·
Kenton, MB

VJV Beaver Lodge
Don Fessler - Beaver Lodge, AB

Ben Fox - Dauphin, MB

VJV Westlock
Morris Thalen , Gary Jarvis Westlock, AB
Vold, Jones & Vold Auction Co.
Ltd. Henry Thalen, Nanson Vold Ponoka, AB
VJV Dawson Creek
- Dawson Creek, BC
Western Pride Auction Co. Ltd. Marc
Jubinville · Bonnyville, AB
BRITISH COLUMBIA
B.C. Livestock Producers Co-op
Kevin Johnson · Kamloops, BC
B.C. Livestock Producers Co-op
Shawn Carter · Okanagan Falls, BC
B.C. Livestock Producers Co-op Al
Smith · Vanderhoof, BC
B.C. Livestock Producers Co-op
Wade McNolty · Williams Lake, BC
Canart Cattle Co.
Mark Canart · Kamloops, BC

Norman Anderson & Sons - Souris,
MB

Western Cattle Co. Kamloops, BC

Picture Butte Auction Market
Erik Dunsbergen · Picture Butte, AB

Thorsby Auction Mart Ltd. Chance
Martin, Corey Lawrence, Jeff Fritz ·
Thorsby, AB

Montgomery Stock Farms

Penno Livestock
Cliff Penno · Rivers, MB

Perlich Bros. Auction Market Ltd.
Bob Perlich · Lethbridge, AB

Stettler Auction Mart - Gary
Rairidan · Stettler, AB

Darrell McDowell · Deleau, MB

Patterson Auction Mart
Connie Patterson - Dawson Creek,
BC

BAR M Stock Farms
Brad & Lyle McDonald - Portage la
Prairie, MB

Ransom Cattle Co.
Gord Ransom · Boissevain, MB
Rockin U Feeders, Norm Unrau –
Macgregor MB
Scott Bros. Livestock
Clair Scott · Boissevain, MB

SASKATCHEWAN
Candiac Auction Mart
Kevin and Janet Czerwonka Glenavon, SK
Cowtown Livestock Exchange Tyler
Cronkhite · Maple Creek, SK
Edwards Livestock Centre Bruce
Edwards · Tisdale, SK
Gibson Livestock (1981) Ltd. Ryan
Gibson · Moose Jaw, SK
Greiner & Sons Livestock Ltd. Terry
Greiner · White City, SK
Heartland Livestock Sales Stewart
Stone · Regina, SK
Holdstock Livestock
Roger Holdstock · Weyburn, SK

South East Livestock
Dave Penner · Winnipeg, MB

Jameson Gilroy and B & L Livestock
Bill Jameson, Todd Hudson - Moose
Jaw, SK

Ste. Rose Auction Mart
Myles Masson - Ste. Rose du Lac,
MB

Johnstone Auction Mart Ltd. Scott
and Wayne Johnstone - Moose
Jaw, SK

Taylor Auctions
|Ross and Brock Taylor · Melita, MB

Just Livestock
Lyal Fox · Prince Albert, SK

TJ Livestock
Thor Jonasson · Oakview, MB

Kelvington Livestock - Kelvington,
SK

Winnipeg Livestock Sales
Scott Anderson · Winnipeg, MB

Mankota Stockmen’s Weigh Co. Ltd.
John Williamson · Mankota, SK

ONTARIO

Meadow Lake Stockyards Ltd. Brent
Brooks · Meadow Lake, SK
Miller Livestock/ Order Buy Co. Ltd.
Deryl Miller · Saskatoon, SK

Brad Martin Livestock Brad Martin ·
Elkhorn, MB

Aylmer Stockyards Inc. - Aylmer, ON

Cattlex Ltd.
Ken and Andy Drake · Hamiota, MB

Mark Ferraro · Brussels, ON

Prairie Livestock
Kirk Sinclair · Moosomin, SK

Dave Carson Auctions Dave Carson
- Listowel, ON

Saskatoon Livestock Sales Michael
Fleury · Saskatoon, SK

D. H. Hickson Limited
Dave Denure · Campbellford, ON

Shaunavon Livestock Sales (88) Ltd.
Ralph Oberle · Shaunavon, SK

Kawartha Lakes Co-operative
Auction Market Inc. - Woodville, ON

Spiritwood Stockyards (1984) Ltd.
Brian Jacobson · Spiritwood, SK

Maplehill Auctions Ltd. Chris Pletch
· Hanover ON

The Hartford (Associate Member) ·
Saskatoon, SK

Ontario Stockyards Inc. Wayne
Small · Cookstown, ON

Whitewood Livestock Sales Rhett
Parks · Whitewood, SK

Fraser Auction Service Ltd.
Scott & Lori Campbell - Brandon,
MB
Gladstone Auction Mart Ltd. Tara
Fulton · Gladstone, MB
Grunthal Auction Market Robert
Krentz, · Grunthal, MB
Hamiota Feedlot Ltd.
Larry Schweitzer · Hamiota, MB
Heartland Livestock Brandon Keith
Cleaver - Brandon, MB
Heartland Livestock Virden Robin
Hill · Virden, MB
Heartland Order Buying Co. Rick
Wright · Virden, MB
Jay Jackson - Winnipeg, MB

Brussels Livestock

Ontario Livestock Exchange Inc.
Larry Witzel · Waterloo, ON
Ottawa Livestock Exchange Steve
Spratt · Greely, ON
Parks Livestock of Canada L.L.L.P.
John Nicholson · Milverton, ON
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ViewTrak
The Livestock
Information Leader
ViewTrak became the Livestock Information Technology leader through the development of
hardware and software solutions to serve all sectors of the livestock industry. Over the years,
ViewTrak has developed, acquired, or partnered with, existing and emerging technologies
and companies to develop, collect and utilize information, to enable food supply chain
stakeholders to capture data and provide value far beyond what has been historically
available.
Whether working with ranchers, auction markets, feedlots, packers and processors, or
governments, the ViewTrak Team of dedicated individuals share a deep commitment to
creating tools that help the livestock industry achieve higher values and increased profitability.
Visit with Ted Power at the convention to learn more!
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Blue Ball, PA

Brooks, AB

The 2016 Canadian Champion will receive a full one (1) year use of a new Eby 20’ Maverick All Aluminum Gooseneck Livestock Trailer: retail value will be $ 25,000.00.
The trailer will come fully equipped for farm and ranch use and logo’d with the Champion’s name and status, as well as sponsor information.
The trailer must be insured with all perils at new replacement cost coverage in the Champion’s name, showing T-Down Trailers Ltd. as the payee and plated in the
Champion’s name in their respective province showing T-Down Trailers Ltd. as the lessor. The Champion will be responsible for these two costs. A written contract will
be signed at the Convention agreeing to the terms and conditions, and arrangements will be made for delivery of the trailer.
At the end of the one (1) year term the Champion will agree to return the trailer to a designated Eby Dealership, or to T-Down Trailers Ltd. in clean condition with
normal wear and tear, or will have first option to purchase the unit at a reduced rate from T-Down Trailers Ltd. Financing or a lease-to-own can be arranged on request.
A further option will be available to the Champion. If the Champion wishes to upgrade the trailer to a diﬀerent unit with the intention of keeping the trailer in the
future, he may do so by paying the upgrades at the beginning of the term and realizing the discount at the end of the one (1) year.
Ross W. Annett
T Down Trailers Ltd.
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Silver SPONSORS
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Gold SPONSORS
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Head Office
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Rick Wright
P.O. Box 1923
Virden, Manitoba
ROM 2CO
Phone: 204-748-7676
Fax: 204-748-2638
Email: rickwright.lmac@gmail.com

PRESIDENT
Rob Bergevin
Foothills Auctioneers Inc.
Stavely, Alberta
Work (403) 549-2120
Cell 403 652 7171
rob@foothillsauctioneers.com

www.lmacmarkets.ca

Diamond SPONSORS

Platinum SPONSORS

