
From:                              Blake, Sara (JUS) [Sara.Blake@ontario.ca] 
Sent:                               April‐23‐09 11:49 AM 
To:                                   Wiebe, Alan (OMAFRA) 
Cc:                                   Elbert van Donkersgoed; Rita Felder; Robert Shapiro; Rod de Wolde; Bob Hunsberger; Don 

Davidson; Sean Foran; Geoffrey Spurr; Dan Cohoe; Rob McDougall; Nicholas Richter 
Subject:                          Order of Tribunal to disclose s.17(4) requests to parties 
Attachments:                 08 01 09.pdf; 08 01 19 (1).pdf; 08 01 19 (2).pdf; 08 01 19 (3).pdf; 08 02 12.pdf; 08 04 

16.pdf 
  
Pursuant to the order made orally by the Tribunal on Friday April 17, 2009, attached please find copies of 
the letters that were received by the Commission in respect of the request for a hearing under section 17
(4) of the Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Act. 
  
I wish to remind the parties that they are bound by a deemed undertaking to use documents that they 
receive by way of disclosure in a proceeding solely for the purpose of the proceeding in which they are 
disclosed.  The parties may not use or disclose the documents or the information contained in them for 
any other purpose.  In particular, this means that parties are deemed to have given an undertaking not to 
disclose to the press either the documents or the information contained in them. 
  
Sara Blake, Counsel 
Crown Law Office -- Civil Law 
Ministry of the Attorney General 
720 Bay Street, 8th floor 
Toronto, ON  M4N 2S1 
  
tel. 416.326.4155 
fax 416.326.4181 
sara.blake@ontario.ca 
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January 9. 200& 

Mr. David Hope 
Chair 
Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commissio n 
1 Stone Road West, Slh Floor 
Guelph, Ontario 
N1G4Y2 

Dear Mr. Hope, 

We the undersigned represent a broad cross-section of the Ontario hog and pork indust ry. 
We me wri ting you under the provisions of the Ministry o f Agricu lture, Fuud and R ural 
Affairs Act, Section 17 cla use 4. That section states, "Where a person is affected by any 
regulation made by the Commiss ion, that person may request the Commission to 
reconsider the regul ation by serving upon the Commission written notice of the request" 

We arewriting regarding the Commission regu lations that provide for the marketing 
powers and authorities of Ontario Pork. Weare part ofthe Ontario pork industry, and 
therefore are affected by t hese Commission regu lations . 

Approximate ly ten years have passed since the Commission held hearings into the 
operations an d regulations governing Ontario Pork. At that time the focus of the hearings 
regarded contracti ng between producers and processors and the role and function of 
Ontario Pork in the:marketingprocess. We note that in Quebec a review of marketing 
activities and Board powers is conducted every five years. A similar review is needed in 
Ontario at this critical time for our industry, 

Our concerns include the foll owing: 

1. Farm Products Marketing Act, Regulation 419, Hogs - Marketing is not 
congruent. Section 10 (Powers of Local Board) states "The Commission ve sts in the 
loca l board the following powers" : Section 10, 2 "to determine the quality of each class, 
variety. grade andsize o f hog s that shall be marketed by each prod ucer' ; Section 10, J "to 
prohibit the mark eting of any class, variety, grade or size of hogs"; Section J0,4 "to 
determine from time to time tbe price or prices that shall be paid to produce rs or to the 
local board, as the case may be, for hogs or for any grade of hogs and to determine 
different prices-for different parts of Ontario." 

Meanwhile, Section 11 (Method of Sal e) states: "The local board may sell hogs by 
auction or by contract under the powers vested in it under Section 10." Since producers 
nrc s ignatories to con tracts, it logically foll o~ s that appl ying the pow ers of Section 10 
will not allow the contracting powers granted in Section 11 to properly function . 

As, well , we have concerns regarding various producer settlement and bog delivery 
lo gi sli(\~ powers granted to the lnca l board in Regulation 4 !.9. 

") We. have strong concerns about the strategic di rec tion and tac t ics Il-ta1 On tario 
Pork bas taken the past several years. An undue focus on litigation and rule enforc emen t 
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is seriously interrupting the coordina tion functions of the Ontario hog m arket and is 
foste ring significant barriers to processing investmen t and marketing innovation in this 
province. For example, there are reports of harassment by Ontario Pork enforcemen t 
officers of producers legally moving hogs to u .s. mark ets. Furth ermore, there is no 
evidence that Ontario Pork. is wiIling to re-consider its involvement in the hug marketing 
process. These act ions are adding to the negative impacts that are affecting the future of 
onr industry. 

Indeed, Ontario Pork has become increasingly con frontat ional and inflexible with 
producers and processors who arc seeking to better the ir economic prospects by work ing 
mo re closely together through new or Innovative marketing errorts. We bel ieve this 
confrontational app roach is impairing Ontario's competitive position and deterring th e 
develop ment of the proces sing sector. 1£ Ontario Pork continues to apply its marketing 
autho rities as it has, it is doubtful that any domest ic or in ternationa l business will 
seriously consider Ontario <:IS a place to invest in [he processing industry. 

3. We have concerns regarding the use of produ cer funds and the apparent growth of 
overhead, notwiths tanding the pending cutbacks. Ontario Pork' s increasing secrecy and 
lack of transparency has tended to fuel these concerns. 

We recognize that Ontario Pork CM play an important and positive role in the On tario 
and Canadian po rk industry. However. both producers and processors are facing 
unpreced ented, rap id cha nges. 11 is not in producers or the public inte rest fOTOntario 
POTK to retain its status quo powers and authorities, Ontario Pork needs to adapt aD<1 
change in order to j usti fy its existence and constructively add to the future oftbe Ontario 
industry. 

We are requesting that the Farm Products Marketing Commission once agai n hold form al 
hearings into the role and function of On tario Pork. It is our hope the Commission will: 

•	 Provide a complete and thorough review ofthe hog marketing powers granted to 
Ontario Por k, and 

•	 Assess the role Ontario Pork should have servi ng prUdUCITS and the entire Ontario 
pork industry in the contemporary marketplace. 

We recommend that the purpose of these hearings would be for theCommission to listen 
to all interested parties and opinions regard ing the most appropriate future authoriti es for 
Ontario Pork and then provide leadership and direct ion regarding the role and subsequent 
powers granted to Omario P ork. 
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January 19, 2009 

Mr. David Hope
 
Chair
 
Ontario Farm Product s Marketing Commission
 
I Stone Road West, Slh Floor
 
Guelph, Ontario
 
NIG 4Y2
 

Dear Mr. Hope, 

A group of deeply concerned pork producers and pork industry representatives have 
signed the attached letter requesting that the Farm Prod ucts Marketing Commission ho ld 
hearings regard ing the role and the su bsequent powers granted to Ontario Pork under the 
authority of the Ontario Farm Prod ucts Marketing Act. Additional people may be 
supporting the letter by email or phone messages to your office. 

You are welcome to contact the following signatories with any ques tions and follow-up 
actions regarding this letter. 

Bob Huns berger 519-577-4593
 
1677 Hopewell Creek Rd, R.R. # I
 
Breslau, Ontario NOB-IMO
 

James Reesor 905-3 09-6735
 
259 Ridge Road E.
 
Grimsby, Ontario L3M-4E7
 

Mark Yungblut 519-29 1-4070
 
Synergy Swine Inc.
 
R.R. #1
 
Listowel, Ontario N4W-3G6
 

Ro b McDougall 519-878-6344
 
General Manager, Para gon Farms
 
13 I Brock Street
 
Tharnes ford, Ontario NOM-2MO
 

</~~i)4~~· .'. 
Boh Hunsberger 

/ 

6



January 19, 2008 

Mr. David I-lope 
Chair 
Ontario Farm Products Marketing Commission 
1 Stone Road West, Slh Floor 
Guelph , Ontario 
NIG 4Y2 

Dear Mr. Hope, 

We the undersigned represent a broad cross-section of the Ontario hog and pork industry . 
We are writing you under the provi sions of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs Act, Section 17 clause 4. That section states, " Where a person is affec ted by any 
regulation made by the Commission, that person may request the Commission to 
reconsider the regulation by serving upon the Commission written notice of the request." 

We are writing regarding the Commission regulations that provide for the market ing 
powers and authorities of Ontario Pork. We are part of the Ontario pork industry, and 
therefore are affecte d by these Commission regulations. 

Approx imate ly ten years have passed since the Commission held hearings into the 
operations and regulations governing Ontario Pork . At that time the focus of the hearings 
regarded contracting between producers and processors and the role and function of 
Ontario Pork in the mark eting process. We note that in Quebec a review of marketing 
activities and Board powers is conducted every five years . A similar review is needed in 
Ontario at this critical time for our industry . 

Our concerns incl ude the follo wing: 

1. Farm Products Marketing Act, Regulation 4 19, Hogs - Marketing is not 
congrue nt. Section 10 (Powers of Local Board) states "The Comm ission vests in the 
loca l board the following powers": Section 10,2 "to determine the qua lity of eac h class, 
variety, grade and size of hogs that shall be marketed by each producer ' ; Section 10, 3 "to 
prohibi t the marke ting of any class, variety , grade or size of hogs"; Section 10, 4 " to 
determ ine from time to time the price or prices that shall be paid to producers or to the 
local board, as the case may be, for hogs or for any grade of hogs and to determine 
different prices for different parts of Ontario." 

Meanwhile, Sect ion I I (Meth od of Sale) states : "The local board may sell hog s by 
auction or by contract under the powers vested in it und er Section 10." Sin ce producers 
are signatories to contracts, it logically follows that applying the powers of Section 10 
will not allow the contracting powers granted in Section II to properly function. 

As well, we have concerns regarding various producer sett lement and hog deli very 
logistics powers granted to the local board in Regu lati on 4 19. 

2. We have strong concerns about the strategic directi on and tactics that Ontario 
Pork has taken the past several years. An undue focus on litigation and rule enforcement 
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is seriously interrupting the coordination functions of the Ontario hog market and is 
fostering significant barriers to processing investment and marketing innovation in this 
provi nce. For example, the re are report s of harassment by Ontario Pork enforcement 
officers of producers legally moving hogs to U.S. markets. Furthermore, there is no 
evidence that Ontario Pork is willing to re-con sider its involvement in the hog marketing 
process. These actions are adding to the negative impacts that are affecting the future of 
our industry. 

Indeed, Ontario Pork has become increa singly confrontational and inflex ible with 
producers and processors who are seeking to better their economic prospects by wo rking 
more closely together through new or innovative mar keti ng efforts. We believe this 
confrontational approach is impairi ng Ontario's competitive position and deterring the 
development of the process ing sector. If Ontario Pork continues to apply its marketing 
authorities as it has, it is doubtful that any domestic or international -business will 
seri ously consider Ontario as a place to invest in the processing industry. 

3. We have concerns regard ing the use of producer funds and the apparent growth of 
overhead, notwithstanding the pending cutbacks . Ontar io Pork's increasing secrecy and 
lack of transparency has tended to fuel these concerns. 

We recognize that Ontario Pork can play an important and positive role in the Ontario 
and Canadian pork industry. However , both producers and processors are facing 
unprecedented, rapid changes . It is not in producers or the public interest for Ontario 
Pork to retain its status quo powers and authorities . Ontario Pork needs to adapt and 
change in order to justify its existence and constructive ly add to the future of the Ontario 
industry. 

We are requesting that the Farm Prod ucts Marketing Commission once again hold formal 
hearings into the role and function of Ontario Pork. It is our hope the Commission wi ll: 

•	 Provide a complete and thorough review of the hog marketing powers granted to 
Ontario Pork, and 

•	 Assess the role Ontario Pork should have serving producers and the entire Ontario 
pork industry in the contemporary marketplace. 

We recommend that the purpose of these hearings would be for the Commission to listen 
to all interested part ies and opinions regarding the most appropriate future authorities for 
Ontario Pork and then prov ide leadership and direction regarding the role and subseq uent 
powers granted to Ontario Pork. 

We look forwa rd to your respon se. 

Signa tories 

2
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Ja nuary 19, 2008 APR - 7 2008 

Mr. David Hope 
Chair 
Ontar io Farm Products Marketing Commiss ion 
1 Ston e Road West, s" Floor 
Gu elph , Ontario 
N IG 4Y2 

Dear Mr. Hope, 

We th e und ersigned represent a broad cross- section of the Ontario hog and por k industry. 
We are writ ing you under the provisions of the Ministry of Agricu lture, Food and Rural 
Affairs Act, Section 17 clause 4. That sect ion states, "Where a person is affect ed by any 
regul ation made by the Commission, that person may request the Commission to 
reconside r t he regulation by serving upon the Commission writte n notice of the request." 

We are wri t ing regarding the Commissio n regulations that provide for the marketing 
powers and authorit ies of Ontario Pork. We are part of the Ontario pork industry, and 
therefore are affected by these Co mmission regu lations 

Approximately ten year s have passed since the Com mission held hearing s into the 
operations and regul ati on s governing Ontario Pork. At that time the focus of the heari ngs 
regarded contracting between producers and processo rs and the ro le and function of 
Ontari o Pork in the market ing process. We note that in Quebec a revi ew of marketing 
activit ies and Board powers is cond ucted every five years. A simi lar rev iew is needed in 
Ontario at th is critical t ime for our industry . 

O ur concerns include th e follow ing : 

1. Farm Products Marketing Act, Regulation 419, Hogs - M arketi ng is not 
congruent. Section 10 (P owers of Local Board) sta tes "The Commission vests in the 
lo cal board the fo llowing po wers" : Section 10, 2 "to determine the quality of each class, 
variety , grade and size of hogs that shall be marketed by each producer' ; Section 10, 3 "to 
prohibit the ma rketi ng of any class, variety, grade or size of hogs " ; Sect ion 10, 4 "to 
determine fro m time to time the price or prices that shall be paid to producers or to the 
local board, as the ca se may be, fo r hogs or for any grade of hogs and to determine 
d iffere nt prices for differen t parts of Ontario ." 

M eanwhile , Sec tion II (Method of Sale)' states "The local board may sell hogs by 
auction o r by contract under the powers vested in it under Section 10 " Since producers 
are sig nato ries to contracts, it logicall y foll ows that applying the pow ers of Section 10 
will not allow the co ntracting pow ers granted in Section 1J to properly functi on . 

A s well , we have concerns regard ing various produ cer settlement and hog de live ry 
logi stics power s granted to the local board in Regulation 4 19. 

2. We have stro ng co nce rns about the strategic directi on and tactics that Onta rio 
Por k has tak en the past several years An undu e focu s on litigation and rule enfo rcement 
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is seriously interrupting the coo rdination functions of the Ontario hog market and is 
fostering significant barriers to processing investment and marketi ng innovati on in this 
province. For example, there are report s of hara ssment by Ont ario Por k enforcement 
officers of producers legally moving hogs to U.S. markets . Furth ermore, there is no 
evidence that Ontario Pork is willing to re-consider its involveme nt in the hog market ing 
process. These actio ns are adding to the negative impacts that are affecting the futur e of 
our indu stry. 

Indeed, Ontario Pork has become increasingly con frontatio nal and inflexible with 
producers and processor s who are seeking to better their econom ic pro spects by working 
more closely to gether through new or innovative marketing efforts. We believe this 
confrontational approach is impairing Ontario's competitive posi tion and det erring the 
develop ment of the processing sector. If Ontario Pork continues to app ly its marketing 
authorities as it has, it is doubtful that any domestic or internat ional business wi ll 
seriously consider Ontario as a place to invest in the processing industry. 

3. We have concerns regardi ng the use of producer funds and the apparent growth of 
overhead, notwit hstand ing the pe nding cutbacks. Ontario Pork's increasi ng secrecy and 
lack of trans parency has tended to fuel the se co nce rns . 

We recognize that Ontario Pork can play an important and positive role in the Ontario 
and Canadian pork industry. However, both producers and processors are facing 
unprecedented, rapid changes. It is not in producers or the public interest for Ontario 
Pork to retain its status quo powers and authorities. Ontario Pork needs to adapt and 
change in ord er to just ify its exi stence and constructively add to the futu re of the Ontario 
industry. 

We are requesting that the Farm Products Marketing Co mmission once again hold formal 
hearings into the role and functi on of Ontario Pork. It is our hope the Co mmissi on will: 

•	 Provide a complete and thorough review of the hog marketing powers granted to 
Ont ario Pork, and 

•	 Ass ess the role Ontario Por k shou ld have serving producers and the entire Ontario 
pork indu stry in the contemporary mark etplace. 

. We reco mmend that the purpose of these hearings would be for the Commission to listen 
to all interested partie s and opinions regarding the most appropriate futur e authorities for 
Ontario Pork and then provide leadership and direction regarding the role and subsequent 
powers granted to Ontario Pork. 

We look forward to your respon se 

S ignatories 
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WESTO N ABA TTO IR LT D. 

ES TA BLISHED IN 19 10 

Experience the benefits of b uyin g the fin est uONTARIO PORK" 

February 12,2008 

Mr. David Hope 
Chair 
On tario Farm Products Marketing Conunission 
I Stone Road West, 5th Floor 
Guel ph ON NIG 4Y2 

Dear Mr. Hope, 
As a small provincial packer who is subject to all tbe ru les implemented by the larger 
players in tbe Ontario hog industry we are asking for your commission to cons ider the 
reques t to review the operation of Ontario Pork. We feel that Ontario Po rk' s powers 
shou ld be discussed and reviewed because of the chang ing times in our industry. We 
would also request that a policy be implem ented for an automatic revi ew every 5 years. 
Such a review we believe would be beneficial to all parti es . 

Please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions. 

Leo Ro cheleau 
Manage r 
Weston Aba ttoir 
Ir 

5409 NORTH TALBOT ROAD, MAIDSTONE ON NOR lKO
 

PHONE 519-737-1209 *TOLL FREE 1-877-8 17-3285 *FAX 519-737-1200
 

FEB- 12-2008 09 : 15AM FAX : 5197371200 ID: PAGE: 001 R=95 % 
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Fitzgerald, John (OMAFRA) 

From : Hope, Dave (OMAFRA) 
Sent: February 20. 2008 1:48 PM 
T o: Fitzgerald, John (OMAFRA); Machan, Arva (OMAFRA) 
Subject: Fw: Ontario Pork 

Attachments: Commission Letter.pdf 

Fy i 

Sent f r om my Blac kBerry Wirel e s s Handhe l d 

---- -Original Mes s a ge - - - - 
Fr om : Eric Schwindt <esc hwin d t @be l l n e t.ca> 
To : Hop e , Dave (OMAFRA ) 
Sent: Wed Feb 2 0 10: 30:38 2008 
Subject : Ontario Pork 

Commission 
Letter.pdf (79 KB) 

De a r Mr Hope, 

I am wr i tin g t o y ou in s uppo r t o f the recent letter y ou r ece i ved r equest ing Commission 
hear ings i n t o the r o l e and func tion o f Ontario Po rk , a c opy o f which i s attached . 

I n my da ily a c t i v it ies I hear frustration with Ontario Pork from both producer and 
processor . Whi le I unde rs t a nd t ha t in n ormal busines s rela t i onships there will be 
f riction f r om time to t i me , I d o not see the const r uc t i ve d iscussion oc curring . Instead , 
a n adversarial culture has d eveloped , with l o s s of faith by a l l parties . 

I would l ike t o quickl y commen t t ha t I be l ieve one o f the r oo t causes o f the probl em is 
t he way t hat Ontar io Po r k e lec ts it s counci l ors and directors . I be l ieve that a s y s t e m 
nee d s t o be dev eloped t ha t provides representat ion t o different s egment s o f the indu s t r y , 
b e it sow f arms, contrac t growers , f ini she r s e tc , instead of t he current region or county 
ba sed system. Ot h er j u r isd ict ions , s uch as Man itoba ha v e c ome up wi t h crea t ive ways to 
ma ke the b oard more re f l ect ive o f the industry a s a whole . 

The hog industry i n Ontar i o, a nd Canada for that matter, c a nn o t afford the los t 
opportuniti e s t ha t t he fractured r elati ons h ips c a use . The i ndustry needs to be a b l e to 
move f orward , a nd q u ickl y r e spond to the c hang ing industry. I am not s ure that the extra 
l ayer- Onta rio Pork - i s h e lpful i n the adj us t men t period . 

I am aware tha t Ont a ri o Po r k is undergo ing a st r a teg ic planning proc ess, but d o no t f eel 
t ha t it is taking the wishes of a l arge part of the indus try i nto account, and furthermore 
i t not be c ompleted in time to be relevant . 

I n s u mmar y , I wou ld urge t h e Commis sion to con duc t a tho r ough rev i ew of Ontar io Pork ' s 
ro l e a nd its p ol i t i c al structure to e nsu r e tha t t he needs o f the indust ry can be met . 

Tha n k y ou for y our cons i derat i o n of thi s matter , 

Si nce r ely , 

Eric Schwind t 
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Fitzgerald , John (OMAFRA) 

From : John Otten [jjohn01622@sympatico.ca] 

Sent : February 21, 2008 10:55 PM 

To: Fitzgerald, John (OMAFRA) ; Hope, Dave (OMAFRA) 

SUbject : Ontario Pork 

Hello
 
My name is John Otten and I reside in Stratford Ontario.1 have been involved in the Ontario Pork industry for 28 years.
 
I am involved in a 2500 sow farrow to finish 3 site production system producing 56,000 hogs per year.
 
I have been involved in many industry act ivities including Past President of Ontario Pork Congress (2000).
 
I enjoy the business very much even with its challenges.
 

There has been many times where there has been discussion on the role of Ontario Pork during the last 15 years. I had the
 
opportunity to be on the Ontario Pork Task Force for Marketing in 1997/98.
 
At that time there were recommendations that Ontario Pork look at having a menu of options including allowing individuals to
 
market their pigs on their own with no Ontario Pork involvement. .
 
Recommendations that Ontario Pork use a multiple desk selling approach to allow those producers who thought and could
 
get more money for their hogs than what Ontario Pork could offer.
 
Two or three years later Ontario Pork did another project with a group called the Sirecon report and they gave the same
 
recommend ations.
 
Several years ago there were attempts to bring this around again by some groups and individuals and no response.
 
This year there will be groups and individuals asking again the same question about OPPMBs role in selling hogs
 
Farm Products needs to consider this idea of multiple desk selling of hogs.
 

•	 Producers have desires to deal with processors individually for lots of good reasons 
•	 Processors have desires to deal with producers for lots of good reasons 
•	 Ontario Pork should be mandated to open up the selling process to encourage creative marketing of hogs 
•	 OPPMB still needs to exist for the motherhood needs of the industry and continue to sell hogs, but with competition 

from other seller of hogs 
•	 If OPPMB is good at what they do they should be able to offer the highest price in a competitive market 
•	 Processing of pork in Ontario has some hinderence with the set up for OPPMB having the sole role of marketing pork. 

Processors have voiced there concerns 

Please consider the request for this issue to be approached at Farms Products Commission for review and debate. This is
 
important.
 
Ontar io Pork know about these issue but nothing gets done about it.
 
Some issues are still about large producer versus small producers. Open desk selling can still represent the needs of
 
everyone.
 
My request is that all the options get explored
 

Thank You
 
John Otten 519-275-3786 H 519-271-2111 Ext 204
 

2008/02/26
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April 16, 2008 

Ontario Farm Products 
Marketing Commission 

Dear MarketingCommission, 

I am puttingfurth, our own individual situation, as we stand fully behind the letter written 
to David Hope dated January 19,2008, with regards to the many concerns of the Pork 
Board. 

We boughtthe farm in August of 1997. While we expanded we were on contract on 
strong advice from the bank. In 2005 we started buyingour own hogs. Thus, we have 
sufferedhuge, due to the high dollar of 2001, low market and ongoing high feed cost. 

During these unprecedented times. the Pork Board has increased their Pork dues (rom 
$ I.55~$1.75per Pig) that us finishjng fanners have to pay.As to date the sow and nursery 
guy do not have to pay dues. They justify this, to pay the staffand theykeep raising the 
salaries. That is an average of $73 ,000.00 approx. peremployee .88cents per pig goes to 
salaries and benefits if they marketed 5milIion hogs from 2900 producers as per the 
Corporate Profile 2007. Legal cost alone, they have 2 full time lawyers and they cost at 
$200,000.00 a piece, that works out to .08 cents of every pig goes to the lawyer. Our own 
indi vidual situation we pay $38,000 on pork board fees alone. 

In the CorporateProfile2007 under"Our Values" it states, "Ontario Pork supports an 
ongoing commitment to: 
-cooperation, working in partnership with producers and stakeholders within the 
industry" as demonstrated below this is so NOT TRUE 

I know ofMANYproducers that markettheir own hogs including ourselves. Now what 
porti on of the $1.75 per pig goes to marketing? Not anyone ss able to tell youl I do 
know of producers that have not paid the fees in order to make a statement. The Pork 
Boord has hired,with the producers fees so called "Pork Police" to go after them. We 
live in 2008, so tell me why they cannot sit at the table and discuss various ways of 
marketing hogs? Ifa producer can market a hog better than the board then the board can 
LEARN. 
Dual marketing went throughin Manitoba it is LONGoverdue that we too MUST put it 
in place . 

As well stated in the C01J>Orate Profile 2007 under "Our Values" 
'~-accountability for all our actions" 

There is ABSOLUTELY NO ACCOUNTABILITY for their actions! 

Curtiss Littljobn, chair Ontario Pork Producers M arketing Board, has lobbied the 
Provincial government for money, thus the programOntario Cattle Hog and Horticulture 
Payment. No application necessary, based on numbers from years 2000 and 2004. The 
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years John and I were on contract. We received $267.00 when according to calculation 
o ur payment should have been $137,3] 9.00 ! Al l new fanners who started in 2005 On 

and a new farmer that missed filing COP numberswere greatly affected, as well 50% of 
your sales had to comefrom bogs. Curtiss Littlejohn. after meeting with Leona 
Dombrowsky, Minister of Agriculture and Rural Affairs has written a follow up letter 
dated April 412008 that they"cannot providemore monies" thus we will NOT be helped. 
NO ACCOUNTABILITY for numbers as to how many people were affected and exactly 
bow many RETIRED FARMERS received money. Example, Carl Moore received a 
check for in the thousands and he had stopped pigs back in 20041 

N ow we pay $38,000.00 per year to thisMarketing Board, which demonstrates 
inconsistencies, NO ACCOUNTABUJIYt and obviously not willing to work with the 
producers. In fact without the producers there would be NO BOARD! 

This is "m ST WRONG"!!! 

We are seeking a review ofoverall marketing and industry related issues concerning the 
role of the Pork Board. Last review was in 1996. Another review is long overdue, to 
ensure that thefunctions ofOntario Pork are aligned with the total industry oftoday the 
year 2008 . 

Yours truly, 

John Tina 
Jessica Nicole Ben and Joshua Yehof 
RR# ] fire #905 827 
Bright Ont. 
NO] 180 
519 454-4369 
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