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Our Mission: To build an evidence-based, 
consumer-driven Canadian chicken industry 
that provides opportunities for profi table growth

Who We Are 

What We Do

Chicken Farmers of 

Canada (CFC) is a national 

organization, funded 

completely through 

farmer levies paid 

according to the amount 

of chicken marketed. 

We were established in 

1978 under the Farm 

Products Agencies Act. 

CFC operates within a 

regulatory environment 

pursuant to the Federal-

Provincial Agreement 

for Chicken signed by 

federal and provincial 

governments and the 

provincial marketing 

boards in July 2001.

CFC has two primary mandates: 

CFC’s main responsibility is to ensure 

that our 2,800 farmers produce the 

right amount of fresh, safe, high quality 

chicken to meet consumer needs. To do 

so, farmers, processors, further processors 

and members of the restaurant trade from 

across the country meet every eight weeks 

to determine expected market requirements 

and set production levels accordingly. 

This evolving risk management system 

that we operate under is commonly 

known as “supply management.” CFC 

monitors compliance with provincial quota 

allocations, and the inter-provincial or 

market development trade of chicken.

Our other key responsibility is to represent 

the interests of chicken farmers and the 

Canadian chicken industry. We ensure that 

key decision makers in government fully 

understand the views of Canada’s chicken 

farmers and that these are taken into account 

when important agriculture and trade policy 

decisions are made.

We also ensure that the voice of 

Canadian chicken farmers is heard on the 

international scene. 

Our directions and policies are 

determined by a 14-member board of 

directors. The board is comprised of farmers 

appointed by provincial chicken marketing 

boards. Non-farmer directors – one from the 

restaurant industry, another from the further 

processing industry and two representing 

the processing industry – are appointed by 

their respective national associations.

Provincial Ministers of Agriculture

Provincial Supervisory Boards

Provincial Commodity BoardsIndustry Stakeholders

Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food

National Farm Products Council

Chicken Farmers of Canada

CFC Staff

CFC Organizational Structure 

Executive Committee Animal Care Committee

Board of Directors

Food Safety CommitteeFinance Committee Market Development Committee

and  
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As I refl ect on the past year, the number 
of issues and challenges that face our 
chicken industry continues to grow.

The Challenges 
Simply Canadian

As I refl ect on the past year, 

the number of issues and challenges that 

face our chicken industry continues to grow.

One issue that we have faced for 

many years is that of international trade, 

and why we must continue to fi ght for 

Canada’s ability to have an effective 

supply management system under the 

World Trade Organization (WTO) rules.

Our supply management systems in 

Canada have proven, for over 30 years, that 

they are effective in providing high quality 

products at a reasonable price. Our system 

is a privilege to have and is based on 

disciplines, regulations and an agreement 

of partners in the industry including 

provincial and federal governments.

Supply management has provided 

stability and security for the entire chicken 

industry from the farmer up through the 

value chain to, and including, the consumer.

What are we doing now?
We continue to work alongside 

our fellow Canadian farmers, industry 

representatives and governments, both 

provincial and federal. We maintain 

a strong relationship with Canada’s 

negotiating team at the WTO.

I would like to thank each and 

every one of you for your effort in your 

own province with local, provincial and 

federal government representatives on 

the importance of supply management 

during this round of negotiations.

This was evidenced by the presence of 

nine provincial agriculture ministers in Hong 

Kong at the WTO Conference 

in mid-December. There were 

also a number of federal MPs, 

Senators and other provincial 

ministers with the Canadian delegation.  

I would like to personally thank 

the provincial and federal governments 

for their continuing support of our 

industry and supply management.

We are now into the final stages 

of the negotiations and we all must 

continue to work diligently as a team, 

with the right messaging to our elected 

representatives that will allow Canada 

to pursue our interests at the WTO so we 

can all benefi t from an effective supply 

management system well into the future.

Recognizing our partners 
and stakeholders

I would like to thank former Agriculture 

and Agri-Food Minister Andy Mitchell 

and former International Trade Minister 

Jim Peterson for their open-door policies 

and their teamwork approach to the 

WTO. I would be remiss if I did not also 

add a special thank you to Canada’s chief 

negotiator for agriculture, Steve Verheul.

On behalf of CFC’s Board of Directors, 

I would like to express gratitude to Ms. 

Cynthia Currie, Chairperson of the 

National Farm Products Council and the 

other Council members for their guidance, 

cooperation and support over the past year.  

At this time, I would like to express 

my sincere thanks to the CFC Board 

of Directors, and in particular to the 

members of the Executive Committee, 

for their ongoing efforts on behalf of 

and passion for the Canadian chicken 

industry, and in support of the Chairman. 

Special recognition must go to the 

General Manager, Mike Dungate, 

and CFC’s dynamic staff for their 

undivided devotion to and enthusiasm 

for the Canadian chicken industry.

2006 will present a number of 

challenges that will require us to 

work closely together at new levels of 

collaboration and cooperation to reach 

common goals for our industry.

I am extremely confi dent as Chairman 

that we at CFC have the resources that 

will allow us to continue our leadership 

role and face those challenges head-

on. With a solid commitment from the 

CFC Board, Executive and staff, we will 

continue to look after the best interests 

of the Canadian chicken industry. 

David Fuller

Chairman

of Being  
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CFC Board of Directors

David Fuller 
Chairman

Nova Scotia

Martin Dufresne 
1st Vice-Chairman

Quebec

Urs Kressibucher 
2nd Vice-Chairman

Ontario

Eugene Zagrodney 
Executive Member

Saskatchewan

Keith Fuller
British Columbia

Jacob Middelkamp  
Alberta

Danny Wiebe
Manitoba

David MacKenzie
Prince Edward Island

Yvon Cyr 
New Brunswick

Martin Howlett
Newfoundland & Labrador

Matthew Harvie 
Nova Scotia

Luc Gagnon 
Canadian Poultry and Egg 

Processors Council

Ross MacLeod 
Further Poultry Processors 

Association of Canada

Tony Tavares
Canadian Poultry and Egg 

Processors Council

Jacques Dumoulin 
Canadian Restaurant and 
Foodservices Association

CFC Committees
Executive Committee 

Chair: David Fuller (Nova Scotia)
1st Vice-Chair: Martin Dufresne (Quebec)
2nd Vice-Chair: Urs Kressibucher (Ontario)
Member-at-large: Eugene Zagrodney 
(Saskatchewan)

Finance Committee

Chair: David MacKenzie (Prince Edward Island)
Martin Howlett (Newfoundland & Labrador)
Jacob Middelkamp (Alberta)

Animal Care Committee

Chair: Danny Wiebe (Manitoba)
Yves Campeau (Quebec alternate)
Jean Paul Ouellet (New Brunswick alternate)

Food Safety Committee

Chair: Jacob Middelkamp (Alberta)
Yves Campeau (Quebec alternate)
Luc Gagnon (CPEPC)
Matthew Harvie (Nova Scotia)
Tom Posthuma (Ontario alternate)

Market Development Committee

Chair: Urs Kressibucher (Ontario)
Yvon Cyr (New Brunswick)
Martin Dufresne (Quebec)
Jacques Dumoulin (CRFA)
Keith Fuller (British Columbia)
Ross MacLeod (FPPAC)
Tony Tavares (CPEPC)

Canadian Poultry Research 
Council representative

Ian Blenkharn (Nova Scotia alternate)

Canadian Federation 
of Agriculture representatives

David Fuller (Nova Scotia)
Eugene Zagrodney (Saskatchewan)
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Supply management is an important 
Canadian institution that refl ects the 

history, culture and values of Canadians. 

Canada 
Best

Supply management is an 

important Canadian institution that refl ects 

the history, culture and values of Canadians. 

Bred from the rich heritage of farming roots 

in every region of the country, it is built on 

the foundation of cooperative federalism. 

It resonates with both rural and urban 

Canadians and their values of cooperation, 

fairness and equality of opportunity.

Like all unique Canadian institutions, 

it bridges our vast geography and cultural 

circumstances. It is based on the simple 

principle of producing what the market 

demands. It places value on the simple, 

straightforward, hardworking ethic of 

Canadian farmers by giving them a measure 

of negotiating power in the marketplace.

For those who stand in judgment of 

supply management from a distance, it 

might seem to be a static institution. For 

those who take a closer look, they see 

an institution that is constantly evolving 

to address ongoing tensions within 

the system and external pressures. 

CFC has continued to take a leadership 

role in adapting to changing market 

dynamics and consumer preferences. The 

provincial and national allocation systems 

have gone through signifi cant changes to 

address evolving industry structures and 

market demands. The system doesn’t just 

deliver the right amount of supply at a fair 

price to farmers. CFC and the provincial 

chicken boards have also collaborated 

to use their regulatory authorities to 

address consumer preferences for food 

security, food safety and health.

To maintain its relevance 

and sustainability, the system has 

to evolve. CFC is at the forefront of 

driving positive change on Canadian farms 

by developing and delivering on-farm 

food safety, animal care and biosecurity 

programs. This takes leadership – something 

that is ever-present in Canada’s poultry 

industry. The people in our industry are 

straightforward, honest and hard working. 

We take responsibility for our own issues, 

our own farms and our own businesses. 

We do not rely on others to solve our 

problems. Avian infl uenza is a great 

example. We have not thrown this issue at 

the feet of government to solve. We have 

taken responsibility ourselves and sought 

to work with governments as partners as 

we address both the public good and the 

industry’s benefi t of our collective actions. 

At its core, the chicken industry is a 

people business. Those who benefi t from 

the system have sacrifi ced to nurture it, 

not just for their own welfare but, more 

broadly, for the well-being of Canadians. 

They understand that supply management 

is not an inalienable right; it is a privilege 

that must be earned every day.

I count myself extremely lucky to work 

with so many dedicated people on CFC staff 

and the Board of Directors, as well as all our 

stakeholders at provincial boards, within the 

industry and in government. I thank you all.

There are those outside our industry 

and outside this country who have sought 

to put an end to this great Canadian 

experiment, arguing that it has lost its 

place. I would only ask them to take a 

closer look at how this system has evolved 

over the past 27 years to provide ongoing 

benefi ts to farmers, industry and consumers; 

how it has been on the leading edge of 

Canadian and global agri-food policy, 

and how specifi c elements and lessons 

learned can be applied to benefi t others. 

Similar critics once questioned Canada’s 

top place in the hockey world. In 2006 we 

will prove them wrong once again at the 

Olympics and at the WTO on both counts.

 

Mike Dungate

General Manager

at its  

4
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CFC Staff

(left to right)
Standing back row: Jan Rus, Marty Brett, Michael Laliberté, Steve Leech, Mihai Lupescu, James Kelley
Standing front row: Stéphanie Turple, Lisa Bishop-Spencer, Lise Newton-Lalonde, Jennifer Gardner, 
Kim Garamvolgyi, Paula Doucette, Juliet Marvin
Seated: Anh-thi Maixuan, Jennifer McCue, Mike Dungate, Tracy Oliver, Yvon Séguin, Yves Ruel
Front: Johanne Neeteson, Marie Murphy
Absent at time of photo: Janet Noseworthy (maternity leave), Charles Akande (WTO Geneva trade mission)

HR & Administration

2005 had several highlights 

on the human resource front, as there was an 

infl ux of new staff to the organization. There 

were also two internal promotions due to 

restructuring, and several long-standing 

employees celebrated extended years 

of service. 

In late spring, CFC hired an 

Administration Coordinator (Tracy 

Oliver) for offi ce services, and a Market 

Information Offi cer (James Kelley) 

to assist with market analysis. 

A succession plan for the Finance 

Department was produced due to the 

impending retirement of our Manager of 

Finance, Yvon Seguin. As of January 1st, 

2006 the Monitoring and Enforcement 

Offi cer, Michael Laliberté, will take 

over managerial responsibilities and Yvon 

will undertake special assignments until 

his offi cial retirement in September of 

2006. As a result of this restructuring, 

a new Monitoring and Enforcement 

Offi cer, Anh-thi Maixuan, was 

hired at the beginning of October. 

Jennifer McCue, our new 

Meeting & Translation Coordinator, 

was hired in October, as Stéphanie 

Turple took on a new role with 

the Communications unit. Lise 

Newton-Lalonde joined CFC as 

the Government Relations Offi cer 

late in the year as a maternity leave 

replacement for Janet Noseworthy.

In late December, Charles Akande 

relocated to Geneva, Switzerland to 

take on responsibilities as the SM-5 

representative at the WTO, as well as Editor 

of Geneva Watch – positions previously 

held by Caroline Emond. Charles’ 

tenure will be a minimum of 18 months.

Paula Doucette, our Manager 

of Administration & Human Resources, 

celebrated 15 years with CFC in June, as 

did Michael Laliberté in December.

The organization continues to 

be located in Ottawa and is staffed 

by 22 employees. We conduct our 

business in both offi cial languages.
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Planning for
Chicken Farmers 
of Canada regularly undertakes 

the task of setting important and 

ambitious goals for itself by defi ning 

its mission, articulating its vision, and 

plotting a course for success in strong 

partnerships, new possibilities and 

higher standards.

In its long-term Strategic Plan, CFC 

aims to become a leader in system 

performance, food safety and quality, 

consumer preference, market expansion 

and organizational capacity. 

Year-to-Year Planning
Each year, CFC’s Board of Directors 

and the Executive Management Team 

take the opportunity to celebrate the 

successes of the previous year and 

determine the priorities for the next. 

The 2005 Strategic Planning Meeting 

was held in Wakefi eld, Quebec at the 

beginning of October and highlighted the 

following list of critical priorities where 

CFC will focus its energies.

Strategic Plan 2004-2008 
Strategic Vision Statements

Ñ Optimize the performance of 

the industry in terms of growth, 

profi tability, stability and predictability.

Ñ Be recognized as a world leader in 

food safety systems and controls.

Ñ Consistently meet or exceed 

consumer expectations for value, 

including quality, health attributes, 

animal care and the environment.

Ñ Profi tably be #1 in per capita meat 

consumption in Canada.

Ñ Enhance the capacity of the CFC Board 

and staff, so that CFC is recognized for 

the quality of its fact-based decisions, 

which take into consideration the views 

of all stakeholders.

2006

Critical Priorities for 2006

Allocation Setting and Market Information 

Create an improved national allocation setting process, with regular production reporting, and a 

central database of pertinent market indicators.

WTO Agriculture Negotiations 

Develop WTO modalities with provisions supportive of the Canadian chicken industry and of 

the three pillars of supply management. Enhance domestic and international alliances.

CFC’s On-Farm Food Safety Assurance Program (OFFSAP) 

Develop solutions for on-farm implementation, audit all farms, and fi nalize Canadian Food 

Inspection Agency reviews of OFFSAP Management System. Begin feasibility review of 

free-range program.     

Animal Disease Strategy 

Enhance CFC Emergency Management Protocols and templates to prevent and/or mitigate 

animal disease outbreaks.
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Processing and Poultry Rejection Project 
Create a positive resolution for chicken farmers to the poultry 

rejection project.

Product Quality
Examine specifi cations for water and protein content in chicken 

products through standards or labeling practices.

Promotion Education Campaign Year Five
Implement public initiatives and enhanced education materials 

for disseminating information and dispelling 

public misperceptions.

Recipe Bank
Develop recipes with photography and nutrient information – 

for CFC usage and ownership, to meet demand on CFC website, 

within CFC media relations and in promotional items.

Research in the Chicken Industry
Enhance scientifi c research programs and implement funding 

mechanisms for initiatives. Seek long-term matching funds. Develop 

an operational granting procedure resulting in a regular call for, and 

review of, proposals based on identifi ed key priority areas.

TRQ Administration and 13% Rule Review
Develop TRQ administration that supports CFC’s national 

allocation system, follows International Trade Canada (ITCan) 

rules and is in compliance with WTO guidelines.

Usage & Attitude Focus Groups/Surveys
Determine areas for expanded study, including consumer 

attitudes regarding avian infl uenza. Conduct focus groups to 

determine necessary refi nements to the Usage & Attitude Survey. 

  

Animal Care Program
Continue work on an animal care program for the chicken 

industry, based on sound science and practical goals.

Antimicrobial Resistance and Antibiotic Issues
Arrive at a long-term decision on the fi nancial support of 

gFARAD (global food animal residue avoidance database). 

Develop an immediate plan to answer questions surrounding 

antimicrobial resistance in poultry products.

Education/Marketing Plan Phase 2
Enhance long-term plan to provide marketing initiatives 

consistent with the needs of chicken stakeholders, and 

support ongoing enhanced education initiatives.

Global Knowledge of the Industry
Obtain a detailed profi le of chicken marketing from farm to 

retail, including a description of specialty production trends and 

their challenges within our system.

Government Relations
Develop initiatives to sensitize department offi cials to the issues 

faced by the chicken (poultry) industry, such as trade, food safety, 

animal care and research.

Market Development Policy Review
Update impact assessment, and ensure provincial market 

development programs are in compliance with the CFC Market 

Development Policy.

Monitoring and Enforcement
Conduct a comprehensive review to strengthen CFC’s regulations 

and policies to ensure they are consistent, and adequately meet our 

monitoring and enforcement responsibilities.

Online Business Initiative 
Further the development of an information management 

system that centralizes information regarding all aspects of the 

chicken industry.

Other Priorities
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Market Information: 
NumbersBy the  

The Canadian chicken market experienced a downward trend 

throughout most of 2005 as the Canadian chicken industry could not isolate itself from the 

world poultry marketplace. The ongoing spread of the Asian form of highly pathogenic H5N1 

avian infl uenza caused signifi cant trade disruptions resulting in an -8% drop in world poultry 

trade. It also caused irregularities in production, prices and consumption. 

Canadian producer and wholesale prices decreased sharply in 2005, whereas retail chicken 

prices increased marginally and there was no measurable impact on per capita consumption.

Coming off the avian infl uenza outbreak in B.C. in 2004, the allocation for the fi rst 

period of 2005, A-63, was set at an optimistic 3.3% increase over the similar period in 2004. 

However, subsequent allocations were set much lower in an effort to balance supply and 

demand. With imports well behind pro rata, the allocations for the last two periods of the 

year, A-67 and A-68, were below last year’s production by -0.7% and -7.2% respectively. 

Excellent growing conditions during A-68 caused signifi cant overproduction that largely 

offset the intended production decrease. When coupled with high levels of imports in the last 

quarter, storage stocks rose to close the year at an all-time high.

On the policy front, CFC Directors agreed in March to renew efforts to secure the fi nal 

four signatures to the proposed Operating Agreement amendments. Both B.C. signatories 

signed in December, while the Newfoundland signatories remain outstanding. In July, CFC, 

in cooperation with the Canadian Poultry and Egg Processors Council (CPEPC), started 

publishing a national wholesale price series. In December, CFC initiated plans to establish an 

Allocation Technical Working Group to develop the means to better analyze the marketplace.

Production
Canadian chicken production increased by 3.7% – 34.8 million kg (Mkg) – to 

981.0 Mkg in 2005, which is the highest annual increase since 2001. This increase can 

almost solely be attributed to the increase in production in British 

Columbia, which experienced a 28.3% (34.0 Mkg) increase over 

last year. 

The largest increases were in May, June, and July, during which 

time production was between 12% and 15% higher than 2004 

for a total increase of 29.0 Mkg. The increase in production during 

these months, and in particular in B.C., is a result of last year’s avian 

infl uenza related production decrease in B.C. that occurred in the 

same period.

Quota Periods  From 
2005

 To

A-63 January 9   March 5  

A-64 March 6  April 30

A-65 May 1  June 25

A-66 June 26  August 20

A-67 August 21  October 15 

A-68 October 16  December 10

The Canadian chicken market experienced a downward trend 
throughout most of 2005 as the Canadian chicken industry 
could not isolate itself from the world poultry marketplace.  
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P.E.I., Ontario, Manitoba, and Newfoundland also reported 

production increases (compared to 2004) of 2.2%, 1.7%, 

1.2%, and 1.1%, respectively. All other provinces recorded 

production decreases, ranging from -0.1% in New Brunswick to 

-2.2% in Saskatchewan.

Per capita chicken consumption in 2005 is estimated 

to be around 31.0 kg, an increase of about 0.6 kg over 

2004. Preliminary numbers indicate that beef and pork

MARKET INFO
1975 1985

1995 2005 
(estimate)

Chicken 
13.0 Chicken 

19.3

Chicken 
24.8 Chicken 

31.0

Beef 
47.4

Beef 
37.9

Beef 
31.8

Beef 
30.1

Pork
25.6

Pork
29.0

Pork
27.8

Pork
25.4

Turkey 4.2

Turkey 4.3

Turkey 3.9

Turkey 4.3

Others 4.9 Others 3.8

Others 3.6 Others 4.0

Annual Production (Mkg, eviscerated weight)
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    % change
 Province  2005 2004 over 2004

 British Columbia 154,498 120,466 28.3%

 Alberta 86,815 86,946 -0.2%

 Saskatchewan 32,446 33,156 -2.1%

 Manitoba 40,461 39,980 1.2%

 West 314,221 280,549 12.0%

 Ontario 325,144 319,760 1.7%

 Quebec 264,750 269,120 -1.6%

 Central 589,894 588,880 0.2%

 New Brunswick 26,754 26,786 -0.1%

 Nova Scotia 33,310 33,393 -0.2%

 Prince Edward Island 3,657 3,578 2.2%

 Newfoundland 13,195 13,051 1.1%

 Atlantic 76,915 76,807 0.1%

 CANADA 981,031 946,236 3.7%

2005 Provincial Production of Chicken 

(‘000 kg eviscerated)

consumption could be 2% and 5% lower, respectively, than 

last year. Per capita beef and pork consumption in 2005 

are therefore estimated at 30.1 kg and 25.4 kg. Turkey 

consumption experienced a small increase in 2005 while veal 

and lamb remained stable. Offi cial per capita consumption 

fi gures will be released by Statistics Canada in July.

Per Capita Consumption (kg)

Producer Prices
The average Canadian producer price in 2005 was $1.195 per 

kg, 2.8 cents lower than in 2004 and 1 cent lower than in 2003. The 

average live price in the fi rst period of 2005, A-63 was $1.280. The live 

price dropped to $1.260 for the next two periods (A-64 and A-65), and 

then took a plunge to $1.133 in A-66 and A-67. The producer price 

then dropped, again, to $1.121 in A-68, and then ended the year on a 

very slight increase in A-69 to $1.122, for a total decrease of 15.8 cents 

during the course of the year. The average Canadian producer price in 

2005 was only 9.9 cents (9.1%) higher than the price was ten years ago.

Wholesale Prices
The new weekly wholesale price series consists of one market 

composite and four market complexes (breast, wing, whole bird and 

leg). The series is based on actual invoice data from eight Canadian 

processors (initially six), and covers a signifi cant percentage of the 

total Canadian wholesale volume.



M
AR

KE
T 

IN
FO

RM
AT

IO
N

: B
Y 

TH
E 

N
U

M
BE

RS
 Ñ

A
nn

ua
l R

ep
or

t 
20

05
 Ñ

10

$/kg

1.
21

9

1.30

1.25

1.20

1.15

1.10

1.05

1.00

 A
-5

6
A

-5
7

A
-5

8 
A

-5
9 

A
-6

0 
A

-6
1

A
-6

2 
A

-6
3

  
 

A
-6

4
A

-6
5

A
-6

6
A

-6
7

A
-6

8

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

1.
21

9
1.

20
3

1.
20

5 1.
22

0
1.

22
2

1.
28

0
1.

28
0

1.
26

0
1.

26
0

1.
13

3
1.

13
3

1.
12

1

1.
09

6
1.

25
9

1.
26

3
1.

22
3

1.
14

6
1.

14
0

1.
19

2
1.

14
6

1.
20

5 1.
22

3
1.

19
5

Annual average

Canadian Weighted Average Producer Price ($/kg)

2004                2005

The average market composite for 2005 was $2.73, down 

40 cents (-12.7%) compared to 2004. Breast meat and wings were 

signifi cantly weaker in 2005 compared to the previous year. 

The breast complex averaged $4.37; $1.31 (-23%) lower than 

in 2004 and 44 cents (-9%) lower than in 2003. The average wing 

complex in 2005 was $3.52, 93 cents (-21%) lower than in 2004 

but 18 cents (5%) higher than in 2003, while the average whole 

bird complex was $2.73, 19 cents (-6%) lower than in 2004 but 6 

cents (2%) higher than in 2003.

Dark meat prices remained strong for most of the year. The EMI 

leg complex averaged $1.93 in 2005, 14 cents (8%) higher than in 

2004 and up 21 cents (12%) compared to 2003.

Retail Prices
The only national indicator for national chicken retail prices, 

the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as reported by Statistics Canada 

for fresh and frozen chicken, saw a marginal increase in 2005. The 

CPI for chicken in 2005 was 133.3 compared to 133.1 in 2004 for 

an increase of 0.2 (0.1%). The previous two annual increases were 

much greater at 9.5 (7.7%) and 6.9 (5.9%), respectively.

In comparison, the consumer price index for all items combined, 

better known as the “cost of living” index, in 2005 was 2.2% higher 

than last year and the one for all food items was 2.5% higher. 

Chicken prices at the retail level fl uctuated throughout the year but 

in general rose during the fi rst nine months of the year and then 

decreased sharply in the winter months to end at their lowest level 

since April. 

The CPI for chicken reached its peak in October at 136.5. From 

then on, retail prices decreased somewhat and the CPI ended the 

year at 132.0, slightly lower than the beginning of the year. Similarly 

to previous years, the CPI for chicken started the year above the 

previous year’s mark, but unlike other years, it failed to show a 

signifi cant increase in the summer months, and remained stable 

throughout the year.

(Note: Statistics Canada monitors retail prices for fresh whole chicken, boneless skinless 
breast and legs and calculates a monthly price index based on the prices for these products).

Retail prices for all competitive meats decreased even more than 

chicken throughout the year. Overall, meat prices at the end of the 

year were down -0.7% from the start of the year. Chicken showed 

the smallest decrease at -0.5%, followed by beef prices which were 

-0.8% lower than the start of the year.

The most signifi cant decrease was in pork, whose prices 

decreased by -2.9% over the course of 2005, followed by fi sh & 

seafood, which experienced prices -1.4% lower than the beginning 

of the year. Compared to 2004, both beef and pork showed increases 

in 2005 that were higher than the increase in average chicken prices: 

the CPI for beef and pork in 2005 were 141.0 and 126.4, up 

1.8% and 0.6% from the previous year. The 2005 CPI for fi sh & 

seafood was -0.3% lower than in 2004.

Imports
According to reports from International Trade Canada (ITCan), 

a total of 116.5 Mkg of chicken was imported into Canada during 

2005. ITCan is responsible for issuing import permits for chicken and 

products made primarily of chicken. Under Canada’s NAFTA obligations, 

the tariff-rate quota (TRQ, also known as global imports) is 

automatically set at 7.5% of chicken production in the previous year. 

The TRQ for 2005 was calculated as 72,538,098 kg – 2,840,598 kg 

more than in 2004. According to preliminary year-end statistics, a 

total of 72,551,635 kg of chicken and chicken products was imported 

under the TRQ, a fi ll rate of 100.02%. The TRQ for 2006 is expected 

to be around 73.3 Mkg.

In 2005, chicken parts (bone-in and boneless) accounted for 

83.6% of all TRQ imports which is slightly less than the 83.9% of 

2004. Further processed chicken, live chicken imports, and whole 

eviscerated chicken imports accounted for 16.0%, 0.16%, and 

0.23% of all TRQ imports, respectively. 

The U.S. was the most important supplier of chicken products 

imported under the TRQ with a total of 46.2 Mkg (63.7%) at a 

total value of $106.162 million. Imports from Brazil were 24.4 Mkg 

(33.7%) at a value of $36.672 million. The other country of origin in 
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2005 was Thailand at 1.9 Mkg ($4.985 million). The total 

value of all products imported under the TRQ was $147.8 million, 

$31 million less than 2004. 

ITCan also issued additional import permits under the “import to re-

export” and “import to compete” programs. The “import to re-export” 

program allows imports of chicken and chicken products into Canada 

to be further processed but all imports under this program must be 

exported within six months. In 2005, a total of 41.4 Mkg was imported 

under this program, 9.4 Mkg (29.5%) more than in 2004. 

The “import to compete” program allows chicken imports for 

Canadian manufacturers to import processed chicken products that 

are not on Canada’s import control list (non-ICL). This list includes 

specialized products such as chicken dinners. A total of 2.3 Mkg was 

imported under this program in 2005, 0.9 Mkg more than in the 

previous year.

In 2005, CFC received two requests, a total of 177,840 kg, for 

supplementary imports for market shortages. One supplementary 

import permit was issued by ITCan for 38,912 kg of bone-in parts. 

CFC received an additional six sourcing requests from non-ICL 

manufacturers for dark meat that could not be supplied by CFC’s 

Market Development Policy.

Exports
According to a combination of AAFC export data and an 

estimate of Canadian exports to the U.S. based on USDA import data, 

approximately 94.1 Mkg of Canadian chicken was exported in 2005, 

up 13% compared to 2004.

The most important destination for Canadian chicken in 2005 was 

the U.S. with 31.2 Mkg, 3.0 Mkg (11%) more than in 2004. The second 

largest export market in 2005 was South Africa, where 12.6 Mkg was 

shipped, more than double the 2004 amount. Other important export 

markets in 2005 were the Philippines (10.2 Mkg) and Russia (7.2 Mkg).

Note: Export statistics do not have a consistent reporting mechanism from country to 
country and thus can vary widely depending on the sources.

Storage Stocks
Frozen chicken inventories during all but two months of 2005 were 

higher than in any of the previous fi ve years. The only exceptions being 

in May and June, at which point inventories were only lower than the 

corresponding 2002 levels. At the end of 2005, frozen inventories had 

increased by 5.3 Mkg.

Inventories actually decreased by 4.1 Mkg from January (with 

levels of 33.1 Mkg) to September, at which point they stood at 

28.9 Mkg, only to increase 9.4 Mkg by the end of the year to fi nish 

2005 at 38.4 Mkg. This signifi cant increase was caused by various 

factors, most importantly a late rush of TRQ imports, a situation of 

oversupply in the North American chicken market, overproduction 

of allocations due to excellent growing conditions and export 

disruptions because of avian infl uenza-related decreases in chicken 

consumption in various parts of the world.

Over the course of the year, further processed chicken inventory 

levels increased by 0.9 Mkg in the boneless breast category and 

3.2 Mkg in the “other” category for a total increase of 4.1 Mkg. 

Inventories in the cut-up section only increased 0.5 Mkg despite 

an increase of 1.4 Mkg in the leg and leg quarter inventories. 

The breast and other categories increased by 0.2 and 0.6 Mkg, 

respectively. The wings section of cut-up chicken showed the 

only decrease in inventory levels as it was 1.4 Mkg lower on 

December 31, 2005 than on January 1, 2005.

* estimate

Mkg

Frozen Chicken Inventories (Mkg)
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TRQ: Working toward 
the reduction of 
supplementary imports

As in 2004, the Minister of 

International Trade decided in 2005 to 

limit the volume of imports allowed above 

the Canadian 7.5% market access level. 

The 2005 allocation methodology limited 

the special supplementary imports to 

1.2 million kg. 

The Minister’s decision stipulated 

that import allocations exceeding the 

annual Tariff Rate Quota (TRQ) volume 

be supplied from special supplementary 

imports (61%), and from a claw-back 

from the traditional, processor, distributor 

and foodservice pools (39%). The sharing 

of the excess requirements was the same 

as in 2004, but it translated into lower 

volumes as the excess requirements were 

more limited in 2005. However, the year 

2005 saw a signifi cant increase in the 

imports-to-compete category where a 

total of 2.3 million kg was imported. 

Those imports are for the manufacturers 

of non-import control products, and they 

enter Canada above the TRQ. 

In addition, it was decided to 

implement a “meat-on-meat” pool 

limiting the allocation for these products 

(e.g. tournedos) to 5.7 million kg. This 

was recommended by the Tariff Rate 

Quota Advisory Committee (TQAC) 

in order to limit the pressure on the 

TRQ from products that do not contain 

a signifi cant portion of non-meat 

ingredients. Although these products 

are covered under the 13% rule, it was 

never the intent and they face no foreign 

competition. The TRQ allocation for these 

products will always be limited to their 

2003 allocation of 5.7 million kg, 

which they share pro rata. In 2005, their 

requirements totalled 6.8 million kg, 

therefore resulting in an allocation of 

84% of their total requests.

In the meantime, CFC is still 

pursuing a review of the 13% rule, 

a rule that defi nes the products not 

subject to Canada’s import controls. The 

multitude of chicken products covered 

under this generous rule pose a threat 

to the industry by eroding the market 

for fresh chicken items. A modifi cation 

to the 13% rule would greatly simplify 

the tariff rate quota allocation and 

eliminate the recourse to special 

supplementary import allocations. 

WTO: Is Hong Kong 
the Conclusion?

In order to progress towards the 

conclusion of the Doha Development 

Round, the WTO negotiations had to 

build on the August 2004 Framework 

Agreement to develop a set of modalities 

for adoption at the 6th WTO Ministerial 

Conference in Hong Kong. The modalities 

are a greater level of specifi cation from 

in   Trade 
Our Stock   

As in 2004, the Minister of International Trade decided 
in 2005 to limit the volume of imports allowed above the 
Canadian 7.5% market access level.  
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the framework. They stipulate precisely 

the percentages of cuts or increases 

that WTO members must perform over a 

defi ned number of years. 

The year 2005 showed the 

increasing level of diffi culty to advance 

negotiations that are becoming very 

complex and detailed. Once countries 

are confronted with specifi c proposals 

that would really impact them, advances 

become much more diffi cult. 

The fi rst example of this arduous 

progress in the negotiations came from 

the requirement to convert all non ad 

valorem tariffs into ad valorem equivalents 

(AVE). It took more than four months 

for agriculture negotiators to agree on a 

formula to convert these tariffs. Although 

it might appear simple to convert a 

tariff expressed in a dollar per unit into 

a tariff expressed as a percentage over 

the import price, the implications for the 

next steps in the negotiations forced 

countries to be extremely cautious in the 

AVE formula determination. For example, 

sugar remains unresolved. Once all 

tariffs, except sugar, were converted, the 

negotiations on the development of a 

general tariff reduction formula were not 

any easier. The negotiators had to defi ne 

the transition points for the tiers, and the 

respective percentage of tariff cuts for 

each of those tiers. Those are arbitrary 

decisions that have signifi cant implications 

on the next steps of the negotiations. 

This slow progress toward the 

agreement on complete modalities at the 

6th WTO Ministerial Conference in Hong 

Kong forced negotiators to adjust to reality. 

The July 2005 meeting of the WTO General 

Council, fi rst expected to produce a draft 

text of complete modalities in preparation 

for Hong Kong, became an event where 

a fi rst approximation of the modalities 

was to be developed. Finally, it was an 

event where the agriculture negotiations 

Chair could only present a status report 

of the negotiations. The WTO was 

seriously behind schedule to conclude 

an agreement on full modalities, and 

new WTO Director General Pascal Lamy 

started to talk about two thirds of the 

modalities to be discussed in Hong Kong.

Then, the fall saw an increasing 

level of activity at the ministerial level 

to force progress in the negotiations. 

It was becoming more political than 

technical. Mini-ministerial meetings 

were held in China (in July), Paris, 

Zurich and Geneva. Negotiations 

picked up steam in September after 

the summer break, and from October 

onward were running full-time.

In early November, it became obvious 

that complete modalities would not be 

ready for approval in Hong Kong, and the 

expectations for the ministerial meeting 

had to be lowered. The overall ambition 

for the Doha Development Round was 

not reduced, but the expectations for the 

Hong Kong meeting had to be 

re-calibrated, as stated by WTO Director 

General Lamy.

The 6th WTO Ministerial Conference 

in Hong Kong resulted in an agreement, 

but as expected, progress was slow 

and diffi cult. The ministers agreed that 

modalities should be completed by 

April 30, 2006 and countries’ schedules 

of commitments by July 31, 2006, with 

the completion of the fi nal agreement 

by December 31, 2006. In agriculture, 

it was also agreed that export subsidies 

must be eliminated by the end of 2013. 

For domestic support and market access, 

the Hong Kong declaration specifi es more 

clearly that there will be three bands for 

the trade-distorting support reductions, 

and four bands for the general market 

access tariff reduction formula. 

The agreement defi nes the structure, 

but all the work remains to be done on 

the exact numbers that will specify the real 

achievement of the Doha Development 

Round. The Hong Kong declaration was 

mainly an opportunity to recognize some of 

the requests of the African cotton producing 

countries and the Least Developing 

Countries (LDC) by eliminating export 

subsidies on cotton and providing duty-free, 

quota-free access for the vast majority of 

products originating from LDCs.
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In the case of sensitive products, we 

applaud Canada’s success in negotiating 

the removal of a sentence from the text 

that would have jeopardized the future 

of the Canadian dairy, poultry and egg 

industries. CFC has accepted the federal 

government strategy to negotiate for 

aggressive tariff reductions in the regular 

tariff formula to benefi t Canadian export 

interests, on the understanding that 

there would not be a link to the sensitive 

products category, under which Canadian 

chicken products have to be treated. 

The language of the adopted text 

was a signifi cant improvement from an 

earlier draft that demanded that the 

greater the deviation from the general 

tariff reduction formula, the greater 

the increase in market access. CFC 

will continue to work closely with the 

Canadian government to ensure that 

adequate treatment of sensitive products 

is developed in future negotiations 

leading to the agreement on modalities.

In 2005, CFC was represented 

during several key negotiating sessions 

in Geneva and in Hong Kong at the 

WTO Ministerial Conference. We also 

participated in meetings of the Cairns 

Group Farm Leaders, the International 

Federation of Agricultural Producers, the 

North American-European Union Farm 

Leaders, and the WTO Symposium for 

Non-Governmental Organisations.

CFC used every opportunity 

to explain our views to other 

Canadian commodity organizations 

or Non-Governmental Organizations 

interested in WTO trade issues. CFC’s 

pragmatic approach to trade calls for 

improved trade rules, and options 

for developing countries to foster 

sustainable agriculture development.

Finally, many communications and 

government relations initiatives were 

undertaken by CFC to complement our 

trade activities. In collaboration with our 

Canadian dairy, poultry and egg colleagues, 

we met with the editorial boards of 

major newspapers in Canada to explain 

the potential implications of the WTO 

negotiations, and the key importance of 

the three pillars of supply management 

(production discipline, producer pricing 

and import controls). Any weakening of 

one of these pillars, such as a reduction 

of our over-quota tariffs, would create 

a serious threat to our industry.

The editorial meetings were 

complemented by an advertising 

advocacy campaign in October and 

November where we presented a series 

of three ads explaining the merits 

of maintaining an effective supply 

management system in Canada in more 

than 100 newspapers across the country. 

All those efforts pursue the overall 

goal of communicating the positive 

contribution of the Canadian chicken 

industry to the Canadian economy, and 

the importance of maintaining the three 

essential pillars of supply management. 
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Chicken Farmers of Canada provides great 
leadership in the provision of information to 
farmers, industry partners and consumers. 

Online 
Update 

Chicken Farmers of 
Canada provides great leadership 

in the provision of information to farmers, 

industry partners and consumers. While 

technology constantly evolves, one constant 

is the need to build a culture of fact-based 

information and decision making that 

focuses on performance measurements.

Phase I of CFC’s Online Business 

Initiative was kicked off in 2004. The 

main objectives of Phase I were to 

establish the infrastructure and the basic 

content for the project. In essence, the 

two main components of the project 

are a new public website that provides 

a wide range of information about CFC 

and chicken to the general public, and 

a private portal that gives CFC staff, 

directors, alternates, provincial boards 

and other industry stakeholders access 

to information, documents and data.

CFC’s redesigned public website, 

www.chicken.ca, was launched in late 

2004. The technology behind the new 

website makes it easier for staff to manage 

and make instant changes to content, 

which results in a dynamic web presence 

that changes frequently and encourages 

repeat visitors. It also enables staff to adjust 

the site content when there is an immediate 

need to provide relevant information to 

the public, which proved very useful when 

media and public attention on avian 

infl uenza reached unprecedented levels.

CFC’s private portal site will have a 

signifi cant impact on how our business 

is conducted. Its main goal is to improve 

and streamline data management at CFC. 

A signifi cant amount of time was spent 

in 2005 on the design, development, 

fi ne-tuning and testing of the new system 

that will become operational in 2006. 

In this context, data means data 

exchange within CFC and between CFC 

and external parties such as provincial 

boards and directors. An example of 

this data exchange within CFC will be a 

central contact database that facilitates 

the maintenance of all of CFC’s contacts, 

making mailings, both via regular mail 

and e-mail, and event management 

more effi cient. Other examples include 

modules to simplify Interprovincial 

Movement (IPM) and Market Development 

Policy (MDP) data management. 

The data that fl ows between CFC and 

its stakeholders will move from a paper-

based system to an electronic system 

with the implementation of modules 

for expense claims, archived board and 

committee minutes and market information, 

among others. The architecture of the 

system is such that those with a web 

browser and a connection to the Internet 

will be able to access the information to 

which they are entitled. Strict measures 

have been put in place to ensure the 

safety and security of the system.

Users of the new system will require 

some training in the beginning, but the 

fact that the system is web browser 

driven, and is designed to be user-

friendly, will make the transition easy.

With Phase I of the project close to 

being completed, preliminary planning 

for Phase II, the advanced feature phase, 

has begun. As a matter of fact, some 

features that had been planned for Phase 

II have been incorporated into Phase I to 

increase the functionality of the modules. 

It is expected that a signifi cant amount of 

time will go into the planning of Phase II 

in 2006. Areas that will be focused on are 

food safety, promotion & education, as well 

as enhanced market information.

Business Initiative   



CFC’s on-farm food 
safety assurance 
program (OFFSAP) – 
or Safe, Safer, Safest – 
has been designed to 
be implemented 
simply and effectively 
on all Canadian 
chicken farms. 
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CFC’s on-farm food safety 

assurance program (OFFSAP) – or Safe, 

Safer, Safest – has been designed to be 

implemented simply and effectively on all 

Canadian chicken farms. Safe, Safer, Safest 

provides record-keeping tools, and uses a 

standardized framework for chicken farmers 

to follow that is based on good production 

and sound animal husbandry practices.

CFC took the initiative to develop an 

on-farm food safety program in 1996, 

which represented a marked departure 

from other regulatory jurisdictions that 

saw food safety requirements being 

imposed by government. The innovative 

program was developed by farmers in 

close consultation with government 

and industry stakeholders. The Food 

Safety Committee has the responsibility 

of overseeing the review process and 

of ensuring delivery of the program.

As CFC developed its program, 

the benefi ts of Canadian practices, 

and the differences in comparison to 

other countries came to light. Today, 

the program is an excellent tool, 

highlighting the good production 

practices used on Canadian farms.

OFFSAP – Enhancements 
and Improvements

Now that the program has begun 

certifi cation across Canada, the Food 

Safety Committee initiated a review of 

the Safe, Safer, Safest program in late 

2004 and early 2005. The benefi ts 

of the on-farm food safety program 

have resulted in signifi cant uptake of 

implementation across the country. 

Although voluntary in nature at the 

outset, several provinces have taken 

steps to make the Safe, Safer, Safest 

program mandatory. Alberta was the fi rst 

province to make the program mandatory 

followed by British Columbia, Manitoba, 

Ontario and Saskatchewan. As a result, 

nearly 70% of chicken farmers have 

been audited and certifi ed. Certifi cation 

will continue in 2006 as the remaining 

provinces continue to implement 

the program.

The Food Safety Committee’s 

review was conducted, in part, as a 

result of the avian infl uenza outbreak 

in the Fraser Valley, to take into account 

recommendations from farmers and 

auditors, to examine new scientifi c 

evidence, and to clarify certain sections.

As a result of this review, the Board 

of Directors approved a revised set of 

strict biosecurity requirements in January 

2005, and a series of more general 

amendments to the manual in March 

2005. The amended manuals were 

circulated to farmers in late 2005 and 

will become part of the audit process in 

2006. It is important to note the scope 

of changes made to biosecurity, as well 

as the effort being made to incorporate 

these changes into the next round of 

audits.

Some changes to Safe, Safer, Safest 

include:

Ñ renewed emphasis on controlling 

access to the farm 

Ñ identifying and controlling possible 

disease vectors 

Ñ strict boot biosecurity protocol that all 

visitors and workers must follow 

Ñ update to the procedure for notifying 

the CFIA and provincial board if a 

reportable disease is found

On-Farm Food Safety: 

is Simple
Safe, Safer, Safest  
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Most of these items were already 

a part of the program, but some may 

have been given higher priority, or 

different protocols. Many of these 

changes were made in consultation 

with Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 

and the Canadian Food Inspection 

Agency (CFIA). The program is a living 

document – changing as we learn.

The amendments to the manual 

requirements indicated the need for 

training sessions (in the form of an 

update) for the on-farm auditors that 

were held in November and December. 

These updates were conducted to ensure 

that the program is applied consistently, 

and ensures that all farmers across 

Canada are being audited to the same 

standard. Accordingly, the auditor’s 

checklist has been revised and will be 

distributed early in 2006.

The national on-farm food safety 

recognition program was developed 

with the CFIA, the provinces, and 

the territories through the On-Farm 

Food Safety sub-committee of the 

Federal-Provincial-Territorial Agri-

Food Inspection Committee. The CFIA 

recognition process uses one standard 

to give government recognition to 

on-farm food safety programs for all 

national commodities – a system that 

is simple and unique to Canada. 

OFFSAP Management 
Manual Development

While CFC received technical 

recognition of the on-farm manual 

from the CFIA in 2002, full recognition 

requires CFC to develop, implement and 

verify the management system associated 

with the on-farm food safety program. 

The management manual is a 

tool that impacts the national and 

provincial offi ces and will help prove 

to the CFIA that CFC’s food safety 

system is proceeding as planned. 

In 2005, CFC fi nalized the draft of the 

management manual in cooperation with 

the provincial board offi ces. This will lead 

to a technical review of the management 

manual with the CFIA in early 2006. 

This review will be a gap analysis in 

order to determine if CFC’s management 

manual meets the requirements as 

stipulated by the government. 

Once this gap-analysis is successfully 

completed, CFC will move to fully 

implement the management protocols, 

and proceed to obtain full recognition 

from CFIA for OFFSAP. Obtaining full 

recognition will involve undergoing a 

third party audit by a CFIA accredited 

organization to ensure that CFC is 

meeting the requirements as directed 

by the management manual. This will 

be an audit of the whole program and 

differs from the certifi cation farm audits.

Safe, Safer, Safest is tightly linked 

with current food safety standards 

throughout Canada. The collective 

goal for farmers is to have a clear, 

transparent program to prove that 

these rigorous standards are not only 

being met, they are being exceeded.

The food safety program had always been promoted as an encompassing 

program designed to: 

Ñ streamline approaches and requirements from industry, government and 

other stakeholders

Ñ meet consumer demands for demonstrable food safety practices

Ñ be ahead of the curve in relation to other commodities 

developing programs

Ñ serve as a risk management tool to reduce liability

Ñ sustain market demand

Ñ help demonstrate to consumers the care with which Canadian farmers 

grow chicken

The signifi cant implementation of Safe, Safer, Safest represents extensive work 

by farmers and provincial marketing boards to make this program a success. It now 

provides an opportunity to promote the program to all stakeholders and consumers. 
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The 2004 outbreak 
of avian infl uenza (AI) in British Columbia 

taught the Canadian poultry industry many 

important lessons. As a result, a signifi cant 

amount of work has been carried out on 

strengthening the animal disease strategy. 

Throughout 2005, this  work proved 

to be a testament to the stakeholder 

relationships that have been fostered 

or enhanced as a result of the crisis.

The strategy further developed 

protocols for disease prevention and 

mitigation. As animal disease is not 

solely a chicken issue, much of the 

work was done collectively by the 

four national feather organizations 

and the Canadian Poultry and Egg 

Processors Council (CPEPC).

Early in 2005, these fi ve organizations 

jointly hired an Avian Infl uenza Project 

Coordinator to manage the animal 

disease portfolio, and to move it forward 

over the course of the year. This was to 

address the need for the coordination of 

activities associated with AI preparedness 

and to ensure consistent communication 

between all parties. Overall, there were 

many successes in this portfolio.

The animal disease strategy has 

evolved into a three-step approach:

➊ The fi rst step is prevention, 

focusing on how to prevent the 

disease from entering commercial 

fl ocks in the fi rst place. This 

involves key areas such as 

biosecurity and an avian infl uenza 

surveillance program. 

➋ The second step is dealing with a 

reported case of avian infl uenza 

in the fi rst 24-72 hours. This 

involves reducing the period of 

time to confi rm avian infl uenza 

through lab diagnostics, quickly 

stamping out any confi rmed 

cases and quarantining 

specifi c areas to ensure that 

the virus does not spread.

➌ The third step is an overall approach 

to AI, including mortality disposal 

and provincial operational plans.

Prevention
While there are many vectors by 

which a virus can gain access to a barn 

and come into contact with a fl ock, a 

large percentage of these can be reduced 

by having a strict biosecurity program in 

place at the farm. 

Biosecurity programs serve as an 

effective risk mitigation tool. CFC’s 

on-farm food safety assurance program 

contains a strict biosecurity component 

which includes several tools for farmers. 

As a result of lessons learned during 

the 2004 AI outbreak in B.C., some 

amendments have been made to the 

program and will be part of the audit 

process in 2006.

The poultry industry also worked 

with the Canadian Food Inspection 

Agency (CFIA) on the establishment of an 

avian infl uenza surveillance program. 

This is timely because all countries 

will be required to have surveillance 

programs for H5 and H7 avian infl uenzas 

as a result of new rules adopted by the 

International Organization for Animal 

Health (OIE). The OIE has redefi ned the 

Avian Infl uenza,  

Disease Management
Animal Health &   
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reportable forms of avian infl uenza to 

include low pathogenic forms of both 

H5 and H7. The highly pathogenic forms 

have always been reportable.

As part of these initiatives, the 

CFIA is surveying the prevalence of low 

pathogenic avian infl uenza in Canada. 

The objectives of the survey are 

to determine the prevalence of low 

pathogenic (H5 and H7) avian infl uenza 

in Canada and to help establish 

protocols for an on-going avian infl uenza 

surveillance program. The results of the 

preliminary survey will be used to analyze 

the risk to the poultry industry, and to 

determine future disease strategy policies. 

Reacting Quickly
The 2004 outbreak pointed to the 

need for an effective pre-emptive cull 

protocol. This is crucial to reducing 

the fi rst response time to the fi nding 

of a contagious animal disease in a 

commercial poultry fl ock.

Within this new protocol, CFIA 

can use test results from accredited 

laboratories in the federal-provincial 

laboratory network. Prior to this, only test 

results from the federal laboratory could 

be used to make depopulation orders, 

which could cause a signifi cant delay in 

reaching a decision regarding next steps. 

Currently, accredited laboratories exist 

in B.C., Alberta, Manitoba, Ontario 

and Quebec.

The CFIA gains the fl exibility to order 

a fl ock depopulated based on preliminary 

test results indicating an Infl uenza A 

virus (results available within one day), 

in conjunction with positive clinical signs 

of avian infl uenza in the fl ock. Before 

the new protocol was developed, the 

depopulation order would not be made 

until both a positive test for Infl uenza A 

and the virus had been isolated (usually 

requiring several days of additional 

testing). Speed is crucial in determining 

the severity or type of disease in a fl ock.

The benefi t of the new protocol was 

demonstrated in mid-November 2005, 

following a fi nding of low pathogenic 

H5N2 on two B.C. duck farms. As a 

result, all birds on the index premises 

were depopulated. Poultry farms in the 

surrounding areas were quarantined 

but none were impacted by the virus.

This pre-emptive cull protocol will be 

reviewed in early 2006.

The Canadian poultry industry has 

also been working with the CFIA on a 

review of the compensation maximums 

under the Health of Animals Act. More 

specifi cally, to develop a standard 

calculation in order to determine the 

fair market replacement value of birds 

ordered culled. Compliance and reporting 

will be much more effective and accurate 

if the farmers are fairly compensated for 

depopulated fl ocks. It is in everyone’s 

best interest to have a transparent system 

of reporting that is recognized by the 

international community.

Operational Protocols
The key to a successful disease 

management strategy is to have 

operational plans in each province. 

To this end, provincial boards have 

been working to develop or improve 

current emergency response protocols. 

One of the key issues is disposal. 

The standard means of preparing the 

depopulated birds for disposal will be 

in-barn composting but there will be a 

need for local/regional/provincial plans 

to disperse the fi nished product.

These regional plans will include 

strategies developed at the national level 

such as the pre-emptive cull protocol and 

communication plans. 

These procedures are much more 

detailed in terms of operational protocols 

during an outbreak, and the benefi t 

of these plans is demonstrated by 

the variety of groups working in each 

province to develop them. These include 

the provincial departments of agriculture, 

environment, health, and industry 

representatives that include farmers, 

processors, suppliers and catchers. Also 

involved are provincial, municipal and 

regional governments.

A series of mock table-top exercises 

have begun to test the components of 

the plans. Drills are an effective means of 

determining strengths and weaknesses 

before trouble strikes.

The animal disease strategy will 

remain a high priority throughout 

2006, as CFC and the provincial boards 

continue to focus on the three key areas 

of importance to ensure that the industry 

as a whole is doing its job to prevent or 

mitigate the impact of the next outbreak. 



CFC has a long history 
of working with its 
stakeholders to 
ensure that stringent 
regulations and 
recommendations on 
the care and handling 
of chickens are met 
and followed.  
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20 CFC has a long history of working 

with its stakeholders to ensure that 

stringent regulations and recommendations 

on the care and handling of chickens are 

met and followed. After all, it is in the best 

interest of all that our birds are raised in the 

most careful and conscientious manner.

CFC’s Animal Care Program
In 2003, CFC began developing a 

comprehensive program designed to 

demonstrate the appropriate care given 

to chickens raised on Canadian farms. The 

Animal Care Program is based on the Code 

of Practice supported by our industry 

stakeholders. CFC has worked diligently 

with our partners in order to create the 

best possible program for Canada.

In 2004, provincial boards, the 

Canadian Poultry and Egg Processors 

Council, the Further Poultry Processors 

Association of Canada and the 

Canadian Restaurant and Foodservices 

Association were consulted on 

the fi rst draft of the program. 

Based on the feedback received 

from these organizations, the program 

was revised and was later piloted in 

the provinces. Farmers participating 

in the pilot projects provided direct 

feedback on the practicality and ease 

of implementation of the program. It is 

important that all participants understand 

the importance of the program and 

contribute to making it more effective. 

Over the past two years, more than 

40 Canadian stakeholders representing 

industry, academia, and the federal and 

provincial governments were consulted 

on the program. 

Continued consultations with the 

provincial boards, and developing 

cohesiveness with CFC’s on-farm food 

safety program, Safe, Safer, Safest, are 

planned in the next phases of the 

program. Incorporating the Animal 

Care Program into the audit process 

for Safe, Safer, Safest will signifi cantly 

reduce overall administration 

and make the program easier for 

farmers to implement and follow.

The Animal Care Committee has 

targeted 2006 for the completion of the 

Animal Care Program, and will continue 

to work closely with key stakeholders, 

including the Canadian Federation 

of Humane Societies, poultry welfare 

specialists and the Canadian Veterinary 

Medical Association.

CFC looks forward to continuing its 

work with industry partners to ensure 

that a high level of animal care is 

maintained on Canadian chicken farms, 

and that this high level of animal care is 

demonstrated to consumers. A successful, 

auditable Animal Care Program will help 

rank Canadian chicken farmers among 

the world leaders in terms of animal care.

The Code of Practice
For over two decades, CFC has 

played an active role in the support and 

development of the Recommended code 

of practice for the care and handling of farm 

animals: Chickens, Turkeys and Breeders from 

Hatchery to Processing Plant.

The Code represents the signifi cance 

that all poultry stakeholders place on 

achieving appropriate animal care 

standards. They provide guidelines which 

promote sound animal care practices. A key 

emphasis of the latest review process was 

placed on updating the industry, and on 

updating the Code to meet contemporary 

management practices.

The Canadian Agri-Food Research 

Council (CARC) provided leadership by 

carrying out a coordination role during 

the review process of the Codes of 

Practice. Printed copies are available and 

may be obtained directly from CARC 

or viewed electronically on the CARC 

website (www.carc-crac.ca). 

The review process involved 

participation from several different levels 

of government, the Canadian Veterinary 

Medical Association, the Canadian 

Federation of Humane Societies, the 

Canadian Council on Animal Care, 

and academics specializing in animal 

behaviour, to ensure that the appropriate 

standards for the care and handling of 

chickens were outlined in the Code. 

Animal Care:    

Simple
Keeping it   
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Research is a priority for 

maintaining the health, growth and future 

success of the chicken industry in Canada. 

In 2001, CFC created a Research Fund with 

an initial investment of two million dollars. 

Each year, a contribution is made 

towards the fi nal goal of $10 million. The 

amount varies from year to year.

In 2005, $185,000 was transferred to 

the fund bringing the total to approximately 

$4.26 million. The fund confi rms our 

long-term commitment to research in 

the Canadian chicken industry. Research 

allows our sector to grow, domestically 

and internationally, as we respond to 

evolving consumer needs and preferences. 

The Canadian Poultry 
Research Council

The Canadian Poultry Research 

Council (CPRC) was established in 2001 

by the fi ve national poultry organizations 

in Canada. The mandate of CPRC is to 

implement programs for poultry research 

and development that address industry 

needs. Ian Blenkharn from Nova 

Scotia was CFC’s representative on the 

CPRC Board of Directors in 2005.

The CPRC and Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) hosted a workshop 

in May entitled “Canadian Poultry Research – 

Strengths and Weaknesses”. Over 

80 representatives from academia, industry 

and government participated in the workshop. 

Its objective was to update Canada’s 

poultry research priorities, and to provide 

recommendations to advance the future of 

research in Canada. 

Six research priority areas were 

identifi ed at the workshop:

Ñ Food Safety

Ñ Animal Welfare

Ñ Poultry Health and Disease

Ñ Antibiotic Replacement

Ñ Environmental Concerns

Ñ Product Development/

Value-Added Products

AviMicroNet
In 2004, the CPRC Board of Directors 

approved four research projects for 

funding under CPRC’s Avian Microbiology 

Research Network (AviMicroNet) for a 

total of $352,900 over two years; CFC 

contributed $200,000. Matching funding 

from other sources, CPRC funds were 

leveraged almost 4:1 in some cases.

Food Safety and Quality Research
In October, CPRC sent out a request 

for applications to researchers working 

in the areas of food safety and quality 

(specifi cally, the impact of poultry health 

and disease), as well as the welfare 

of growing turkeys (with a focus on 

fl ushing syndrome). The deadline for 

applications was December 16, 2005.

CPRC’s Scientifi c Advisory 

Committee will have met in January 

2006 to review proposals that 

were received. The CPRC Board of 

Directors plans to make its funding 

recommendations in early February.

Innovation    
through  

Environmental Research
In 2005, the CPRC approved $199,000 for six research projects on the 

environment. CFC has contributed $75,000 toward these projects. 

The environment projects approved for funding are:

➊ Development of a Dynamic Model of Ca(lcium) and P(hosphorus) flows in 

Layers. Lead Researcher: J. France, University of Guelph 

➋ Activity-specific workplace exposures of poultry barn workers. 

Lead Researcher: S. Senthilselvan, University of Alberta

➌ Distribution uniformity and emission reduction potential of a precision 

applicator for surface and sub-surface land application of poultry manure. 

Lead Researcher: C. Lague, University of Saskatchewan

➍ Reducing pollution from veterinary pharmaceuticals in agriculture runoff from 

poultry manure. Lead Researcher: S. Prasher, McGill University

➎ Ammonia emissions from poultry litter, poultry manure and poultry buildings under 

warm and cold weather conditions. Lead Researcher: J. Feddes, University of Alberta

➏ Mitigation of odour and dust from the aerial environment in poultry housing 

facilities using botanical systems. Lead Researcher: M. Dixon, University of Guelph

All six projects have been submitted to the Natural Sciences and 

Engineering Research Council/Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (NSERC/

AAFC) research grant program for consideration (2:1 matching funding).

Research
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Over the course of the 

past year, Chicken Farmers of Canada, 

along with our partners in the fi ve national 

supply management industries (the SM-5), 

have closely monitored and analyzed the 

current World Trade Organization’s (WTO) 

negotiations on the road to Hong Kong. 

As part of our proactive approach to 

infl uencing these discussions, and thereby 

attempting to secure the future of supply 

management in Canada, CFC developed 

a structured plan that included many 

supportive activities. All of the initiatives 

were designed to complement one another 

and ensure that we do our outmost to 

reach our overall goal of maintaining the 

three pillars of supply management. 

Constituency Captains’ 
Training Program

In early 2005, CFC, along with our 

poultry industry partners, worked with a 

Government Relations fi rm to develop and 

deliver training to selected farmers across 

the country. The training was held during 

the last two weeks of August in Moncton, 

St. Hyacinthe, Calgary, Abbotsford, London 

and Kingston. Based on the feedback, 

these sessions were a complete success.

In the fi rst two weeks of September, 

this group of farmers met with the MPs 

in their ridings to discuss WTO trade 

negotiations, as well as other issues of 

concern. The farmers also encouraged their 

MPs to participate in the Feather Caucus 

meetings in Ottawa. The follow-up from 

those sessions has been strong, with close 

to 40 meetings taking place and most MPs 

agreeing to get involved and take specifi c 

action in support of supply management. 

Key Political Meetings – WTO 
On October 2, CFC and its SM-5 partners 

met with the Honourable Jim Peterson, 

Minister of International Trade. At this meeting, 

the SM-5 outlined concerns regarding the 

status of the WTO negotiations. The SM-5 

partners also met with the Honourable 

Andy Mitchell, Minister of Agriculture and 

Agri-Food and Canada’s chief agriculture 

negotiator, Steve Verheul. At these 

meetings, the SM-5 outlined the concerns we 

had with the proposals on the table in Geneva, 

in particular those dealing with market access.

In addition to these meetings, CFC and 

its SM-5 partners also met with other key 

ministerial staff, Parliamentary Secretaries, 

Agriculture and Trade Critics from the 

opposition parties, and MPs who have an 

interest in supply management. The purpose 

of these meetings was to explain, “what’s at 

stake” in the WTO agriculture negotiations.

The Feather Caucus
The Feather Caucus was re-

launched with the help and support 

of the Honourable Don Boudria, 

and once again proved to be a 

good forum to gather Members of 

Parliament of ridings where the poultry 

and egg industries are signifi cant 

contributors to the local economy. 

The House of Commons dealt 

several times with supply management 

and the WTO negotiations. On June 7, 

there was a special debate on supply 

management and on November 22, 

the House unanimously adopted a 

motion that gave specifi c directions 

to the agriculture negotiators. The 

approval of this motion was a strong 

show of support from all parties.

The motion reads, “That, in the 

opinion of the House, the government 

should give its negotiators a mandate 

during the negotiations at the World 

Trade Organization so that, at the end 

of the current round of negotiations, 

Canada obtains results that ensure that 

the supply management sectors are 

subject to no reduction in over-quota 

tariffs and no increase in tariff quotas, 

and also ensures an agreement that 

strengthens the market access position of 

Canada’s agricultural exporters so that all 

sectors can continue to provide producers 

with a fair and equitable income.”

Advocacy Campaign 
The SM-5 launched a national 

advertising campaign on October 31, 

2005. A series of three ads were placed 

in major daily and weekly newspapers 

across the country. The SM-5 also 

established a website 

The 2005 Political Spectrum:  
Government ReportThe Minority   

Over the course of the past year, Chicken Farmers of Canada, 
along with our partners in the five national supply management industries 
(the SM-5), have closely monitored and analyzed the current World Trade 

Organization’s (WTO) negotiations on the road to Hong Kong. 
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(www.farmsandfood.ca) where 

consumers and producers could read 

about the SM-5, show support for 

supply management, get tips and tools 

for the 2006 election, and view updates 

on the status of the WTO negotiations. 

Documents were prepared to galvanize 

support from farmers across the country. Key 

messages and leave-behinds were distributed 

to help farmers simplify the message when 

promoting the industry at the grassroots level.

The purpose of the advocacy campaign 

was to promote the role of, and ensure 

the future of supply management in 

Canada. The ads were very successful and 

sent a clear message to MPs, candidates, 

and consumers that Canada must stand 

fi rm during the WTO negotiations.

CFC Parliamentary Event and 
Supply Management 

On November 22, 2005, Chicken 

Farmers of Canada hosted a Parliamentary 

reception for Senators, MPs and senior 

political and departmental staff.

The event provided CFC’s board 

members and staff the opportunity to 

meet Ministers, Senators, Parliamentary 

Secretaries, government and opposition 

MPs, as well as senior political and 

departmental staff in an informal setting 

to discuss the issues of the day. 

Among the attendees were over 105 

MPs and Senators and approximately 50 

senior political and departmental staff who 

met with representatives from CFC and 

other industry partners. This event provided 

CFC an opportunity to increase our visibility 

at the political level, thus helping to raise 

awareness among decision-makers of the 

current state of negotiations at the WTO, as 

well as what was at stake in Hong Kong. 

Legislation Monitoring
Over the course of the past year, CFC has 

monitored the following Bills in the House 

of Commons and the Senate due to their 

potential impact on the chicken industry: 

Ñ C-50 (Cruelty to Animals) – Debates at 

Referral Stage – First Reading – 

November 21, 2005, but Parliament was 

dissolved and an election was called. 

Ñ C-28 (Food and Drugs) – Received 

Royal Assent in the Senate on 

November 24, 2005 but not in force as 

of yet. 

Ñ C-264 (Lynn Myers – Private 

Member’s Bill on Supply Management) 

– Received First Reading in the House 

but stalled because an election 

was called. 

On November 28th, the federal 

Liberal government was challenged on 

a non-confi dence motion put forth by 

the Conservative Party of Canada and 

supported by the Bloc Québécois and 

the NDP. On November 29th, the Prime 

Minister visited the Governor General and 

asked that Parliament be dissolved and a 

general election be called immediately with 

election day set for January 23, 2006.

CFC, and its supply management 

partners, will continue to provide 

the necessary tools and messaging 

for farmers to advocate on their 

own behalf. The messages need 

to be sent clearly, simply, and 

consistently. Supply management 

is not on the negotiating table.
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One of the primary mandates of 

Chicken Farmers of Canada is to represent 

the interests of chicken farmers, both 

domestically and on the international 

stage. This requires that the views of 

Canada’s chicken farmers be clear and 

readily available. Working closely with 

public and farmer audiences to deliver crisp, 

simple messages, CFC has been diligent 

in responding to hundreds of consumer, 

media and other calls and interview 

requests on avian infl uenza, in particular. 

This dossier was reopened in 2005, and 

while a large number of the media were 

familiar with the issues due to the coverage 

of the 2004 outbreak in British Columbia, 

there were still some fundamental challenges 

and misperceptions that needed addressing. 

Despite the responsive nature – rather than 

proactive – of these opportunities, favorable 

results and further positive dialogue can be 

considered successes.

Late in the year, several issues 

came to a head at the same time that, 

in actuality, had little or no correlation, 

other than the fact that avian infl uenza 

was involved in some way.

➊ First there was the overall “pandemic 

fear” that has been a global issue since 

2003, which drew more attention this 

year as highly pathogenic H5N1 had 

been found in a number of countries in 

Asia and across Europe. 

➋ Secondly, there was a wild bird survey 

to gather baseline information of 

avian infl uenza prevalence in the wild 

population (specifi cally H5 and H7 

types). Finding avian infl uenza in the 

wild bird population was expected. 

➌ Thirdly, there was the detection 

of low pathogenic H5N2 in two 

B.C. commercial duck fl ocks during 

a routine test. In both the survey 

and the commercial duck fl ocks, no 

clinical signs of illness were observed 

and there was no indication 

of mortalities.

The general confusion about avian 

infl uenza and a concern that this would 

alter consumption led to CFC conducting 

a survey on avian infl uenza toward the 

end of the year. Like the previous surveys 

conducted during the 2004 outbreak, this 

one assessed consumer behaviour and 

attitudes, determined who is most trusted 

to speak on the subject, and tested the 

general knowledge of consumers and 

several key messages. 

This survey found signifi cantly 

higher avian infl uenza awareness and 

the association of it with chicken. It also 

indicated a favourable public environment 

in terms of consumption, confi dence in the 

health & safety of chicken, and of CFC’s 

communications efforts.

Putting Things Simply:   

Highlights
Communications   

One of the primary mandates of Chicken Farmers of 
Canada is to represent the interests of chicken farmers, 
both domestically and on the international stage.   



PU
TT

IN
G

 T
HI

N
G

S 
SI

M
PL

Y:
 C

O
M

M
U

N
IC

AT
IO

N
S 

HI
G

HL
IG

HT
S 
Ñ

A
nn

ua
l R

ep
or

t 
20

05
 Ñ

25

For example, 93% of the survey 

respondents were very (53%) or somewhat 

confi dent (40%) in the health and safety of 

eating Canadian chicken. 

Some other key results included: 

Ñ 93% of Canadians are aware 

of avian infl uenza and strongly 

associate it with chicken 

Ñ 41% of Canadians think they can 

catch avian infl uenza from eating 

cooked chicken

Ñ 62% of Canadians say they need more 

information about avian infl uenza

Ñ 77% of Canadians believe that it 

is very to somewhat likely that the 

avian infl uenza virus will mutate 

and spread among humans

It is clear that the role of CFC to inform 

and to continue dispelling myths needs to 

continue and will be a factor in maintaining 

the popularity of chicken.

July 1st was no Friday the 13th! 
For the 13th consecutive year as 

National Sponsors of Canada Day festivities 

in Ottawa, Chicken Farmers of Canada 

once again served nearly 10,000 chicken 

sandwiches and salads at The Great 

Canadian Chicken Barbecue. As in previous 

years, the Boys and Girls Clubs of Canada 

received 50 cents from the sale of each 

chicken item, making the event 

a success on many levels.

The sandwich served in 2005 was 

“The Taste of Summer Chicken Sandwich”, 

which won Tina Lissemore, of Port 

Williams, Nova Scotia, and her family, a trip 

to Ottawa for Canada Day in a nation-wide 

contest held in Canadian Living and Coup 

de Pouce magazines.

This recipe and many more are 

now available on the Chicken Farmers of 

Canada website.

Education and Marketing 
The Promotion/Education Campaign 

was extended for an additional year in 

2005 while a sub-committee of the Market 

Development Committee – made up of 

marketing and promotion experts from 

throughout the industry – developed 

a proposal for a long-term Education/

Marketing Plan for the whole chicken 

industry. This initiative adheres to CFC’s fi ve-

year strategic plan developed by CFC and 

its stakeholders back in 2003.

The goal of the Education/Marketing 

Plan, and the overall strategic plan, is to 

further enhance the relationship between 

consumers and chicken. The Education/

Marketing Plan contains initiatives that 

are consistent with the needs of chicken 

stakeholders and builds on current 

promotion/education initiatives. 

Upon approval, the plan will be further 

developed for implementation in 2007. 

Promotion and Education
The fourth year of the Promotion/

Education Campaign saw the further 

development of many of the initiatives from 

previous years. Workshops for the Education 

Ambassador Program were held in most 

provinces, completing the fi rst round of 

media and/or presentation skills training for 

farmers and provincial board staff.

It was felt to be a critical priority for 

2005 based on lessons learned during the 

2004 AI outbreak in B.C. Providing farmers 

and staff with the tools to respond to media 

inquiries, act as community spokespeople, 

and be proactive on key issues has enabled 

more of CFC’s messages to be heard. It also 

provides an unparalleled local perspective 

and a personal touch on issues.

CFC also developed two resources for 

dietitians and other health professionals 

that were distributed during the Dietitians 

of Canada annual conference in Toronto 

and the Canadian Diabetes Association 

professional conference which took place in 

Edmonton in the fall. 

One resource demonstrated how to 

include chicken as part of a healthier diet, 

for weight management, diabetes and 

heart disease. The other resource is a food 

journal where patients can record what they 

eat, and share this information with their 

dietitian or health professional. Requests for 

these two items have been steady.

CFC also continued building its 

relationship with agriculture educators and 

policy makers by sponsoring the National 

Agriculture Awareness Conference held in 

November in Edmonton. The goal of this 

conference is to bring together people 

who have a common interest in agriculture 

awareness programs including educators, 

provincial and federal government agencies, 

Agriculture in the Classroom administrators 

and industry representatives. 

Communicating the key messages 

of CFC and its members to a variety of 

audiences continues to be critical to 

achieving the goals set out in CFC’s fi ve-

year strategic plan. The message is simple: 

Canada’s chicken farmers are proud to 

grow safe, healthy and nutritious chicken 

that consumers love.



In 2005, staff audited 
the provincial commodity 
boards and processing 
facilities for compliance 
with CFC policies for 
periods A-58 to A-65.  
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Monitoring   
Enforcement&   

Interprovincial Movement of Live Chickens (in kg live weight) 

Province (2005)   To From (2004)   To From

British Columbia 1,035,000 —  —     —   

Alberta 238,000 —  10,116,000   —   

Saskatchewan — 2,093,000  —     10,420,000 

Manitoba 820,000 —  304,000   —   

Ontario 24,895,000 26,164,000  21,232,000   18,650,000 

Quebec 26,164,000 24,371,000  18,650,000   21,232,000 

New Brunswick — —  —     —   

Nova Scotia 4,728,000 370,000  4,884,000  —   

Prince Edward Island — 4,882,000  —     4,884,000 

Newfoundland & Labrador — —  —    —   

Total 57,880,000 57,880,000  55,186,000   55,186,000

The movement of live chickens between Ontario and Quebec has increased signifi cantly in 2005 since  more producers marketed their  

production to out-of-province processing facilities.  In November and December 2005, live chickens were shipped from Saskatchewan’s 

new processing  facility to out-of-province facilities during its start-up.  In 2004, live chickens from Saskatchewan were shipped to out-of-

province processing facilities due to  a 3 month strike at the province’s only processing facility.

Auditing the system

In 2005, staff audited the 

provincial commodity boards and 

processing facilities for compliance with 

CFC policies for periods A-58 to A-65. 

The report for periods A-58 to A-61 was 

presented and approved by CFC Directors 

in 2005, and the report for periods A-62 

to A-65 will be presented in early 2006.

Overmarketing Assessment
During the audit of periods A-58 and 

A-59, three provincial commodity boards 

were assessed overmarketing levies 

totalling $39,041. The report was presented 

and approved by directors in March 2005 

and the levies were collected in April 2005. 

During the audit of periods A-62 and 

A-63, one provincial commodity board was 

assessed overmarketing levies totalling 

$57,140. The report was presented and 

approved by directors in November 2005 and 

the levies were collected in December 2005. 

In December 2005, directors agreed to 

refund $30,379 of the overmarketing levies 

assessed in 2004 against one board. The 

board was unable to collect levies assessed 

against one of its farmers, and had used its 

best efforts to collect the levies owed, as 

outlined in the Federal Provincial Agreement.

Back in 2003, CFC directors approved 

that a levy assessed against a provincial 

commodity board be paid with an initial 

payment and the balance over thirty months 

with principal and interest. In 2005, the 

balance of the levies owed from the 2003 

assessment was received, totalling $75,727.

Market Development
During the audit periods A-56 to A-65, 

nine primary processors failed to meet their 

market development commitments and 

were assessed market development levies 

totalling $1,270,247. Six of the processors 

paid their levies totalling $1,029,809. 

One primary processor did not pay its 

assessment of $59,549 and has fi led an 

application for judicial review in the Federal 

Court. The case is still pending.

Market development levies of 

$180,889 for periods A-64 and A-65 were 

assessed against two primary processors. 

The processors have requested a review of 

the board’s decision. They are still pending.

CFC also collected $53,000 of market 

development levies assessed against one 

processor in 2004. 

In 2004, a primary processor made a 

levy payment of $414,946 in protest, fi led 

a complaint with the NFPC, and asked that 

the complaint be held in abeyance. In 2005, 

the processor withdrew its complaint and 

informed CFC that the payment “in protest” 

was also withdrawn.

Interprovincial Movement
CFC monitors the number of live 

chickens that move in interprovincial and 

export trade, and reports the fi gures weekly 

to each provincial commodity board.

Inter-Period Quota Transfers
In 2005, CFC received six requests for 

inter-period quota transfers totalling 606,036 kg 

live weight compared to three requests in 

2004 totalling 154,500 kg live weight.

The inter-period quota transfer policy 

offers flexibility to meet market needs. Requests 

are in response to short-term, market- driven 

requirements between two specifi c quota 

periods. Inter-period quota transfers cannot 

be used to adjust slaughter schedules or 

affect quota utilization in a given period. 
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C h i c k e n  F a r m e r s  o f  C a n a d a

KPMG LLP Telephone (613) 212-KPMG (5764)
Chartered Accountants Fax (613) 212-2896
Suite 2000 Internet www.kpmg.ca
160 Elgin Street
Ottawa, ON K2P 2P8
Canada

AUDITORS' REPORT

To the Minister, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
The National Farm Products Council
The Members, Chicken Farmers of Canada

We have audited the statement of financial position of Chicken Farmers of Canada (“CFC”) as at
December 31, 2005 and the statements of operations and changes in fund balances for the year
then ended. These financial statements are the responsibility of CFCʼs management. Our
responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit.

We conducted our audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform an audit to obtain reasonable assurance
whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes examining,
on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements. An
audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by
management, as well as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.

In our opinion, these financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial
position of CFC as at December 31, 2005 and the results of its operations and its cash flows for 
the year then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles.

The comparative figures for December 31, 2004 were reported on by another firm of chartered
accountants.

Chartered Accountants

Ottawa, Canada

February 10, 2006
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Statement of Financial Position 
December 31, 2005, with comparative figures for 2004

    2005 2004

 Assets

 Current assets:
   Cash  $      860,119 $        98,728
   Cash, restricted (note 6) 875,956 —  
   Short-term investments (note 3) 3,528,500 2,615,348
   Accounts receivable (note 4) 950,609 1,408,849
   Prepaid expenses 31,720 50,707

    6,246,904 4,173,632

 Investments (note 3) 8,802,149  8,729,360

 Capital assets (note 5) 205,081 222,622

    $ 15,254,134 $ 13,125,614

 Liabilities and Fund Balances

 Current liabilities:
   Accounts payable and accrued liabilities $      675,409 $      607,910
   Deferred revenue (note 6) 875,956  —  
  
    1,551,365  607,910

 Fund balances:
   Invested in capital assets 205,081 222,622
   Internally restricted - Promotion Fund 2,640,066 1,568,173
   Internally restricted - Research Fund 4,257,475 4,028,509
   Unrestricted   6,600,147 6,698,400
   
    13,702,769 12,517,704

Commitments (note 7)

    $ 15,254,134 $ 13,125,614

See accompanying notes to fi nancial statements.

On behalf of the Board:

David MacKenzie, Finance Committee, Director
 
Jacob Middlekamp, Finance Committee, Director

Martin Howlett, Finance Committee, Director
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    General Promotion Research
    Fund Fund Fund 2005 2004

 Revenue:
   Levy and fee revenue $ 5,858,912 $             —   $          —   $ 5,858,912 $ 5,646,574
   Interest and other revenue 287,235 76,994 143,966 508,195 369,651
   Overmarketing and market 

     development levies  —   1,224,338 —   1,224,338 703,452

    6,146,147 1,301,332 143,966 7,591,445 6,719,677

 Expenses:
   Amortization of capital assets 68,849 —  —   68,849 54,101
   Canadian Poultry 
       Research Council —   —   100,000 100,000 100,000
   Committees 140,387 —   —   140,387 158,268
   Communication 435,220 —   —   435,220 451,086
   Directors and alternates 1,199,914 —   —   1,199,914 1,003,464
   Membership fees 127,535 —   —   127,535 118,522
   Offi ce 440,710 —   —   440,710 505,994
   Professional fees 329,273 —   —   329,273 338,971
   Promotion activities —   20,512 —   20,512 12,142
   Salaries, benefi ts and travel 1,982,164 —   —   1,982,164 1,814,033
   Special studies 187,878 208,927 —   396,805 286,759
   Trade 495,838 —   —   495,838 290,527
   Translation 99,328 —   —   99,328 92,159
   On-line business initiative 108,475 —   —   108,475 507,811
   Avian infl uenza remediation 26,692 —   —   26,692 215,666
   Bad debt – promissory note 434,678 —   —   434,678 600,000

    6,076,941 229,439 100,000 6,406,380 6,549,503

   Excess of revenue over expenses $      69,206 $ 1,071,893 $   43,966 $ 1,185,065 $    170,174

See accompanying notes to fi nancial statements.
 

Statement of Operations 
Year ended December 31, 2005, with comparative figures for 2004
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    General Promotion Research
    Fund Fund Fund 2005 2004

 Balance, beginning of year $ 6,921,022 $ 1,568,173 $ 4,028,509 $ 12,517,704 $ 12,347,530

 Excess of revenue       
  over expenses 69,206 1,071,893 43,966 1,185,065 170,174

 Interfund transfers (note 8) (185,000) —   185,000 —   —  

 Balance, end of year $ 6,805,228 $ 2,640,066 $ 4,257,475 $ 13,702,769 $ 12,517,704

 Consists of:
   Invested in capital assets $    205,081
   Unrestricted 6,600,147

    $ 6,805,228

See accompanying notes to fi nancial statements.

Statement of Changes in Fund Balances 
Year ended December 31, 2005, with comparative figures for 2004
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Notes to the Financial Statements 
  Year ended December 31, 2005

1. ACTIVITIES OF THE ORGANIZATION

(A) OBJECTIVE OF THE ORGANIZATION:
Chicken Farmers of Canada (CFC), incorporated pursuant to 

the Farm Products Agencies Act, was established to ensure 

the orderly marketing of chicken in Canada. CFC is exempt 

from income taxes under section 149(1)(e) of the Income 

Tax Act.

(B) LEVY AND FEE REVENUE:

CFC charges levies to farmers based on chicken marketings 

in inter-provincial and export trade and receives fees in 

relation to intra-provincial trade.

2. ACCOUNTING POLICIES

These financial statements have been prepared in 

accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting 

principles for not-for-profit organizations and reflect 

application of the following significant accounting policies.

(A) FUND ACCOUNTING:
Resources are classified for accounting and reporting 

purposes into funds that are in accordance with specific 

activities, or objectives. Accordingly, separate accounts 

are maintained for the General Fund as well as for the 

Promotion and Research Funds, which are internally 

restricted.

The General Fund accounts for operating and administrative 

activities as well as all transactions related to capital assets.

The Promotion Fund reports the overmarketing and 

market development levies collected and expenses that 

relate to the promotion and marketing of chicken, as 

indicated in the Market Development Policy and the 

Monitoring and Enforcement Policy.

The Research Fund reports interest earned on resources 

held for research purposes and expenses for research 

projects related to the chicken industry in Canada.

(B) REVENUE RECOGNITION:
CFC recognizes revenue using the deferral method 

of accounting.

Levies are recognized as revenue when received or receivable 

if amounts can be reasonably estimated and collection is 

reasonably assured.

(C) INVESTMENTS:
Short-term investments are carried at the lower of cost 

and market value.

Long-term investments are recorded at cost net of 

amortization of discounts or premiums and are written 

down when there has been a loss of value that is other 

than temporary.

(D) CAPITAL ASSETS:
Capital assets are recorded at cost. Amortization of capital 

assets is calculated using the straight-line method over 

their anticipated useful lives. Terms are as follows:

Asset    Useful life

Office equipment   10 years

Computer equipment   3 years

Leasehold improvements  Term of the lease

(E) USE OF ESTIMATES:
The preparation of financial statements in conformity with 

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles requires 

management to make estimates and assumptions that 

affect the reported amounts of assets and liabilities and 

disclosures of contingent assets and liabilities at the date 

of the financial statements and the reported amounts of 

revenues and expenses during the period. Actual results 

could differ from those estimates. These estimates are 

reviewed annually and as adjustments become necessary, 

they are recognized in the financial statements in the 

period they become known.

3. INVESTMENTS

Short-term investments are comprised of Government 

of Canada bonds in the amount of $3,528,500 (2004 – 

treasury bills $952,378 and bonds $1,662,970) which 

mature over the next year. Interest rates for these 

securities are 5.75% (2004 – 1.75% to 6.0%).

    2005     2004
     Market    Market
  Cost  Value  Cost  Value 

 Short-term
    investments $  3,528,500 $  3,545,115 $  2,615,348 $  2,623,981

Government of
    Canada savings
    bonds 6,612,312 6,566,455 8,041,719 8,197,813

Farm Credit 
    Canada notes 999,366 982,972 687,641 701,447

Canada Housing 
    Trust bonds 1,190,471 1,182,896 —   —  
     
  8,802,149 8,732,323 8,729,360 8,899,260

  $12,330,649 $12,277,438 $11,344,708 $11,523,241
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3. INVESTMENTS (continued)

Bonds and notes are debt obligations paying interest rates 

appropriate to market at their date of purchase. The bonds 

and notes mature at face value on a staggered basis over 

the next five years (2004 – five years). Interest rates for 

these securities range from 3.5% to 5.75% (2004 – 3.7% 

to 6.0%).

(A) INVESTMENT RISK:

The maximum investment risk to CFC is represented by 

the cost of the investments. Investments in financial instru-

ments also include the risks arising from the failure of a 

party to a financial instrument to discharge an obligation 

when it is due.

(B) CONCENTRATION OF RISK:

Concentration of risk exists when a significant proportion of the 

portfolio is invested in securities with similar characteristics 

or subject to similar economic, political or other conditions. 

Management believes that the concentrations described 

above do not represent excessive risk.

4. ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE

Accounts receivable consist of levies and fees receivable 

from the provincial organizations and accrued interest 

on investments.

5. CAPITAL ASSETS

  2005  2004
Accumulated Net book Net book

Cost amortization value value

Office equipment $275,202 $191,703 $  83,499 $  97,913

Computer equipment 185,868 124,346 61,522 51,303

Leasehold 
   improvements 97,316 37,256 60,060 73,406

$558,386 $353,305 $205,081 $222,622

Cost and accumulated amortization at December 31, 

2004 amounted to $543,692 and $321,070 respectively.

6. RESTRICTED CASH AND DEFERRED REVENUE

In 2005, CFC received $875,956 as full and final payment 

of a vitamins class action settlement. CFC is committed 

in future years to use the monies received to decrease 

the cost of on-farm audits of CFC’s food safety assurance 

program, to enhance or increase on-farm biosecurity, 

and to allocate funds to research and development for 

protocols and methods to alleviate and contain any foreign 

animal disease outbreak in Canada.

7. COMMITMENTS

CFC is committed under the terms of lease contracts with 

various expiry dates for the rental of premises and office 

equipment. Minimum lease payments are:

2006 $ 131,892

2007 131,892

2008 119,071

2009 114,576

2010 57,288

 $ 554,719

8. INTERFUND TRANSFERS

During the year, the Board of Directors approved the 

transfer of $185,000 (2004 – $250,000) from the General 

Fund to the Research Fund with the objective of building 

the Research Fund to $10,000,000.

9. EMPLOYEE PENSION PLAN

CFC has a defined contribution pension plan providing 

benefits to employees. The contribution is a net 

percentage of the employees’ annual income. The total 

contributions made by CFC under this plan in 2005 were 

$54,278 (2004 – $51,140).

10. FAIR VALUE OF FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS

The carrying value of cash, cash restricted, short-term 

investments, accounts receivable and accounts payable and 

accrued liabilities approximates their fair value because of 

the relatively short period to maturity of the instruments.

Market value of long-term investments consisting of bonds 

and notes is based on published market quotations and is 

disclosed in note 3.

11. STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS

A statement of cash flows has not been presented as it 

would not provide additional meaningful information. 


