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Executive Summary

The theme of the 5th Annual 
North American Agrifood Market 
Integration Consortium (NAAM-
IC) workshop reflects the rapidly 
changing standards requirements 
that influence how agricultural 
products are produced, handled, 
transported, and processed. This 
standards change is occurring both 
within the NAFTA countries and 
globally, meaning it has implica-
tions for private sector strategies, 
for country strategies, for country 
trading blocs, and for internation-
al organizations such as WTO, CO-
DEX, OIE, IPPC, and ISO. It af-
fects how products are inspected at 
borders and, when combined with 
changing oil and biofuels prices, it 
also affects where and how prod-
ucts are produced. 

Developing International Stan-
dards

New World of Standards – 
Knutson and Josling Standards 
reflect what consumers want in 
their food in terms of quality, safe-
ty, and lifestyle. Quality standards, 
set by USDA and FDA, convey to 
consumers the product character-
istics that affect their decisions 
on what to buy and what price 
they are willing to pay. They may 

be product grades, product labels, 
content labels, nutrition labels, or 
container fill requirements. Safety 
standards are designed to pro-
tect consumers from harm due to 
pathogens, additives, or residues. 
Lifestyle standards, such as organic 
food standards, are designed to give 
consumers information about how 
or where products are produced.

Until recently, most standards 
were product standards, mean-
ing that the product itself could 
be examined and tested to deter-
mine if it met a specified standard, 
with little regard to the methods 
of production or the conditions in 
the region of origin. It was found, 
however, that while product stan-
dards could be designed to convey 
food quality, they did not insure 
food safety at a level demanded by 
consumers. 

Process standards typically 
specify the steps and procedures 
that are to be utilized along the 
supply chain to minimize the oc-
currence of food safety problems 
and potentially other issues dis-
cussed herein. They are intended 
to ensure the safety of the food 
supply by requiring thorough in-
formation about how products 
are produced, handled, and pro-
cessed so that both the presence 
and the origins of pathogens, dis-
eases harmful to humans, harm-
ful additives, or harmful chemical 
residues can be specifically identi-
fied. The most widely recognized 
process standard is the science-

based Hazard Analysis Critical 
Control Point (HACCP) procedure 
required by developed countries 
for most processed food products, 
including fresh meat and fish, and 
internationally as the standard for 
trading food products. 

Process lifestyle standards also 
ensure, for example, that prod-
ucts sold in the United States that 
are labeled organic are produced 
using specific inputs and proce-
dures; that animals are produced 
with practices considered to be 
humane; or that fair trade prices 
are paid to farmers. Process stan-
dards typically are monitored for 
compliance by some type of audit 
procedure, which may be carried 
out by a state or federal regulator, 
such as the Agriculture Marketing 
Service, USDA or by a third party 
from the private sector.

Either product or process stan-
dards may be established volun-
tarily by private firms or under 

Ronald D. Knutson, 
Luis A. Ribera,
Karl D. Meilke, 

& Rene F. Ochoa1

____________________

1 The content of this Executive Summary 
was abstracted by the authors from the 
proceedings of a the New Generation 
of Standards workshop held in Austin, 
Texas, on May 21-23, 2008. The six base 
papers commissioned for the Workshop 
are identified at the end of the Execu-
tive Summary and are referenced within 
it. These base papers are published on 
the website of the North American Ag-
rifood Market Integration Consortium 
(NAAMIC) at http://naamic.tamu.edu 
and subsequently will appear in print 
by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. 
From time to time, key statements by 
conference participants are also refer-
enced. 

Fifth Annual North American Agrifood Market Integration Workshop 
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Process standards require information about how products are pro-
duced, handled, and processed so that both the presence and the 
origins of pathogens, diseases harmful to humans, harmful addi-
tives, or harmful chemical residues can be specifically identified 
– Knutson and Josling.

ABI Automated Broker Interface

ACE Automated Commercial Environment

ACS Automated Commercial System

AMS Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA

APHIS Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA

BSE Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (Mad-Cow Disease)

CBP Customs and Border Protection

CFIA Canadian Food Inspection Agency

CHC Canadian Horticultural Council

CODEX Codex Alimentarius Commission

COOL Country of Origin Labeling

CPMA Canadian Produce Marketing Association

C-TPAT Customs Trade Partnership Against Terrorism

DG Distillers Grain

DHS Department of Homeland Security, US

FAST Free and Secure Trade

FDA Food and Drug Administration, US

GAP Good Agricultural Practices

GFSI Global Food Safety Institute

GHP Good Handling Practices

GLOBALGAP Global Partnership for Good Agricultural Practice

GMO Genetically Modified Organism

GMP Good Management Practices

GPP Good Processing Practices

HACCP Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point

ID Identification

IPPC International Plant Protection Convention

ISA Importer Self-Assessment

ISO International Standards Organization

LGMA Leafy Green Marketing Agreement

NAAMIC North America Agrifood Market Integration Consortium

NAFTA North America Free Trade Agreement

NAIS National Animal Identification System, US

NAPPO North American Plant Protection Organization

OFFSP On Farm Food Safety Guidelines for Specialty Products

OIE World Organization for Animal Health

PN Prior Notice

SAGARPA Mexico Ministry of Agriculture

SCSS Supply Chain Security Specialist

SENASICA SAGARPA's Animal, Plant, and Export Safety Protection Agency

SPP Security and Prosperity Partnership

SPS Sanitary and Phytosanitary

SVI Status Verification Interface

USDA United States Department of Agriculture

WTO World Trade Organization

law by governments. Private sector 
standards exist to show and ensure 
product quality, safety, and/or life-
style characteristics as marketing 
strategies to distinguish products 
from those of competitors. Among 
the more specific management 
codes related to the food industry 
are the following “good practices” 
specifically related to the issue of 
biosafety: 

Good agricultural practic-•	
es (GAP) indicate dictate the 
practices that are to be followed 
by farmers/growers in produc-
ing agricultural products, such 
as inputs utilized, irrigation 
water quality, and hygienic fa-
cilities for farm workers. 
Good handling practices •	
(GHP) indicate the practices 
that are to be followed in har-
vesting products and in post 
harvest practices for products 
that are not processed, such as 
hygienic facilities in harvest-
ing or handling products, or 
the quality of water utilized to 
clean products. It also includes 
provisions that facilitate trac-
ing the origins of the products 
back to specific farms or areas 
of production.
Good processing practices •	
(GPP) indicate the practices 
that are to be followed in pro-
cessing, such as HACCP and 
requirements for traceability. 
The scope of what constitutes 
processing is expanding as, for 
example, fresh fruit and veg-

List of Acronyms Used in this Report.



5

New Generation of Standards - Executive Summary

etable products are placed in 
ready-to-use packages. 
Good management practic-•	
es (GMP) relate to the respon-
sibilities placed on management 
to see that control systems are 
in place to assure that products 
are safe and biosecure. 

Problems arise when standards 
conflict because they send opposite 
and conflicting signals to producers 
and to consumers. This is likely to 
be less of a problem domestically 
than internationally. Internation-
al conflicts in standards have the 
potential to disrupt trade. A num-
ber of international organizations 
have been explicitly established to 
deal with these issues, including:

Codex Alimentarius Com-•	
mission (CODEX) develops 
internationally recommended 
food standards for protecting 
the health of the consumers, 
ensures fair food trade prac-
tices, and promotes coordina-
tion of all food standards work 
undertaken by international 
governmental and nongovern-
mental organizations. 
World Organization for An-•	
imal Health (OIE) is respon-
sible for safeguarding world 
trade by developing and pub-
lishing health standards for 
international trade in animals 
and animal products based on 
veterinary science.
International Plant Pro-•	
tection Convention (IPPC) 
prevents the spread and intro-

duction of pests of plants and 
plant products by promoting 
appropriate phytosanitary 
measures for their control. 
World Trade Organization •	
(WTO) obliges all members to 
adhere to the Agreement on 
Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Measures (SPS Agreement) re-
quiring governments to apply 
SPS only to the extent neces-
sary to protect human, animal, 
or plant life or health and to 
base them on scientific prin-
ciples and in the least trade-
distorting manner. 
International Standards •	
Organization (ISO) is a pri-
vate sector standard setting 
organization that seeks to 
promote a free and fair global 
trading system by providing 
the management control un-
derpinnings for quality, tech-
nical procedural, safety, man-
agement, and environmental 
process standards.

Knutson and Josling concluded 
that domestic food regulations are 
the most appropriate instrument 
for risk-related food safety goals. 
By contrast, measures undertaken 
voluntarily by the private sector, 
albeit with varying and sometimes 
significant degrees of government 
involvement, are the preferred ap-
proach for food quality goals. 

Process standards place more re-
sponsibility on the regulatory in-
frastructure of the exporting coun-
try than on border inspection in 

the importing country. This trend 
in quality regulation is leading to 
increased use of private, third-par-
ty certification services in the food 
sector, especially within countries 
lacking satisfactory public certifi-
cation infrastructure. These and 
other alternative certification op-
tions are one manifestation of a 
broader commitment by national 
food quality regulators. 

The public-private standards nex-
us is a long-run problem for the 
Americas, as it is unlikely that 
the dominance of supermarkets in 
food retailing and large multina-
tionals in processing and distribu-
tion is on the wane. NAFTA could 
provide an excellent test case for 
attempting to achieve a construc-
tive balance between public prod-
uct standards and private process 
standards.

Discussant Greifer 
There is a basic need for training 
systems based on international 
SPS standards. These standards 
need to be based on risk analysis 
and risk assessment, which is the 
critically important rule in the 
WTO SPS agreement. Most dis-
putes related to food safety result 
from countries not using interna-
tional standards. 

Regionalization within a country 
as being disease free is an impor-
tant area, but there is wide varia-
tion in procedures from country to 
country. In 1997, the United States 
took the leadership in developing a 

Most disputes related to food safety result from countries not us-
ing international standards – Griefer.
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regionalization policy. This proce-
dure has been adopted by the in-
ternational organizations.

The North American Plant Pro-
tection organization (NAPPO) has 
developed as a very effective plant 
protection standard-setting body. 
While the National Animal Health 
Commission was established as 
a counterpart to NAPPO, it has 
never achieved standard-setting 
status. However, it was effective 
in assisting OIE in developing the 
standard for BSE.

The following issues were identi-
fied by Griefer for the future:

Developed countries have the •	
obligation to help developing 
countries gain the skills and 
procedures required to con-
form to SPS standards.
There is a severe resource •	
limitation in risk analysis and 
training.
National sovereignty is a major •	
barrier to obtaining standard 
uniformity.
Variation in developing coun-•	
try food safety and risk analy-
sis infrastructure is a major 
problem. 

Open Discussion
The development of process stan-
dards is a very important devel-
opment that has the potential for 
substantially changing trading 
relationships and, therefore, not 
received sufficient public atten-
tion. The absence of uniform in-

ternational process standards is a 
serious problem that gets caught 
up in issues of sovereignty. Pri-
vate standards outside health and 
safety may become serious barri-
ers to trade, thus creating a seri-
ous disconnect with regard to the 
role of the WTO and other inter-
national standard setting organi-
zations. For example, one private 
standard defines sustainability 
as not having GMOs. In addition, 
process standards are having seri-
ous adverse impacts on developing 
countries due to inadequate train-
ing on the procedures for compli-
ance and the higher costs imposed, 
including the cost of certification 
and other transaction costs. Each 
of these issues deserves the atten-
tion of both national governments 
and international organizations to 
develop an understanding of the 
appropriate roles for both the pub-
lic and the private sectors.

Evolving Crop Standards – 
Paggi
Many resources are being invested 
by international organizations, 
national governments, private sec-
tor food retailers, food processors 
and producers to establish process 
standards to address concerns re-
garding food safety and food pro-
tection at all levels of the supply 
chain. The proliferation of these 
standards, guidelines, and certi-
fication programs has created a 
situation some have likened to an 
“arms race” to prove who is pro-
viding the safest food and to capi-
talize on the way consumers per-

ceive food safety. In the absence 
of one universally accepted set of 
standards, producers and food pro-
viders are often faced with having 
to comply with a different set of 
standards for different customers 
resulting in increased costs with 
little evidence of a corresponding 
increase in compensation in the 
form of higher product prices or 
food safety. These standards ap-
ply to the basic areas of soil, water, 
animals, people, and traceability:

Soil amendment standards•	  
place particular emphasis on 
the treatment and application 
of animal manure and on the 
use of chemicals such as soil 
fumigants.
Water quality standards•	  are 
designed to control the inher-
ent potential for pathogen con-
tamination during the numer-
ous field operations involved 
in crop production (e.g., irriga-
tion, application of pesticides 
and fertilizers, cooling, and 
frost control). These standards 
generally require identification 
and charting of the sources of 
irrigation water with the speci-
fication of required chemical 
and microbiological testing and 
tolerances such as specified by 
ISO 17025 or equivalent. 
Animal standards•	  are de-
signed to control the transfer 
of pathogens, such as E. coli 
O157:H7, linked to runoff from 
animal feeding operations or 
large concentrations of grazing 
livestock, and/or the presence 

The development of process standards has the potential for sub-
stantially changing trading relationships and, therefore, has not 
received sufficient public attention – Open discussion conclusion.
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of wild species such as deer 
or feral pigs which deposit 
feces in growers’ fields. The 
standards may require moni-
toring, fencing, maintaining 
buffer zones, and habitat re-
moval.
Worker hygiene standards•	  
specify practices to minimize 
the risk of pathogen contami-
nation and infectious diseas-
es. Most cases of foodborne 
illness associated with fresh 
produce have been linked to 
contamination from contact 
with fecal material. There-
fore, hygiene risk analysis and 
training must be preformed, 
documented, and updated an-
nually.
Traceability standards•	  
recognize the ability to iden-
tify the source of a product as 
an important complement to 
good agricultural and man-
agement practices intended 
to minimize liability and to 
prevent the occurrence of 
food safety problems. These 
standards are not yet well de-
veloped and most commonly 
cover only the one-step for-
ward, one-step back approach 
specified in the U.S. Bioter-
rorism Act of 2002. However, 
in the longer run, the integri-
ty of developing supply chains 
would appear to require farm 
to table traceability systems. 

Public and private sector pro-
cess standard initiatives within 
the NAFTA countries are highly 

variable. Typically, the initial 
initiative comes from consumers 
who demand a safer food supply; 
from retailers and food service 
operators who strive to fill this 
demand, build their franchise, 
and protect their liability; and 
from farmers whose markets and 
financial well-being are frequent-
ly at stake. 

Federal governments have been 
hampered by the lack of will or 
authority to act, leading to, for 
example, the predominant volun-
tary GAP guidelines of the USF-
DA. AMS/USDA has been more 
aggressive in opening the door 
for the use of marketing orders 
and agreements, in addition to 
the development of third-party 
compliance audits. Frequently, 
states and provinces have been 
called on to fill in the gaps due 
to a lack of federal authority or 
an inability to agree on the ap-
propriate type and level of regu-
lation. 

In 2002 the Canadian Horticul-
tural Council (CHC), a grower 
and primary packer industry or-
ganization, issued the On Farm 
Food Safety Guidelines for Spe-
cialty Products (OFFSP), which 
are similar to FDA’s GAPs. Un-
like FDA, the Canadian Food In-
spection Agency will review and 
recognize the OFFSPs. The OFF-
SPs are also more general in that 
they cover chemical and physical 
hazards in addition to microbial 
food safety issues. While the FDA 

does not think HACCP systems 
are appropriate for field opera-
tions, the CHC has pursued HAC-
CP-based food safety programs. 

In the absence of strong federal 
authority and uniform domestic 
and export food safety standards, 
SENASICA, the APHIS coun-
terpart in SAGARPA, assists its 
states in helping to conform to 
evolving U.S. and Canadian stan-
dards. Mexican farmers are left 
in a position of responding to de-
cisions made by U.S. and Cana-
dian regulators.

While these standards have the 
same basic food safety objec-
tive, their specifics vary among 
firms, organizations, and coun-
tries. Sometimes they are treated 
as voluntary guidelines and in 
other cases they are mandatory. 
Initially promoted by public or 
private interests in individual 
countries or their regions, they 
are rapidly proliferating to global 
standards though international 
organizations and supply chains, 
often referred to as The Global 
Partnership for Good Agricul-
tural Practice (GLOBALGAP), 
with the stated goal of being ap-
plied to all of agricultural pro-
duction, and the related Global 
Food Safety Institute (GFSI). 
Accomplishing this task will be 
costly and involve a considerably 
higher level of regulation than 
farmers and their organizations 
are accustomed. The biggest chal-
lenge will be for developing coun-

In the absence of one universally accepted set of standards, producers 
and food providers have to comply with different standards for dif-
ferent customers. This results in increased costs with little evidence 
of a corresponding increase in producer compensation in the form 
of higher product prices or food safety – Paggi.
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tries that, while wanting access 
to developed country markets, 
will require extensive infrastruc-
ture development and training for 
their predominately small farm-
ers to gain market access. A re-
lated WTO challenge will involve 
sorting out the requirements for 
science-based systems that mini-
mize trade distortions. 

Absent an agreement on universal 
standards, the uncertainty regard-
ing food safety will likely increase 
as the source of food for consump-
tion within North America be-
comes increasingly global. At is-
sue is what role NAFTA countries 
should play in providing leadership 
for setting international process 
standards. This role currently is 
being led by developments within 
the European Union associated 
with GLOBALGAP and by the de-
sire of international private sector 
buyers such as Ahold, Carrefour, 
Delhaize, Metro, Migros, Tesco 
and Wal-Mart to reduce duplica-
tion in the supply chain through 
acceptance of common standards 
contained under the umbrella of 
the Global Food Safety Initiative 
(GFSI) 

Discussant Horsfall
The Leafy Green Marketing 
Agreement (LGMA) was formed to 
protect public health following the 
emergence spinach of the contami-

nation issue. The key elements of 
the LGMA’s success include:

Total industry involvement,•	
CA Marketing agreement that •	
make audits mandatory once 
they join the LGMA,
Penalties for noncompliance,•	
Certification trademark,•	
Transparency.•	

There has been no pathogen con-
tamination case discovered since 
LGMA was established. The same 
basic model, with adjustments for 
specific crops, pests, and irrigation 
systems, has been implemented in 
Florida, Arizona, and Mexico.

The race for standards is part of 
the problem but can be part of the 
solution as well. It is part of the 
problem in the sense that growers 
may have 4-6 audits per month us-
ing different standards that could 
easily be the same. It can be part 
of the solution if there is the re-
alization that everyone must get 
on board supporting a single stan-
dard.

Discussant Trujillo
With $6 billion of produce exports 
to the United States, Mexico has 
made strong efforts to comply with 
U.S. GAP with eight crop process 
standards. Our biggest need is 
for one organization that takes 
on the responsibility for achiev-
ing uniform standards. In plants, 
NAPPO has been very effective in 
providing this leadership for phy-
tosanitary standards. Eight of nine 

adopted international IPPC stan-
dards were advocated by NAPPO. 
NAPPO is effective because all 
interested parties are involved in 
its decisions. Animals do not have 
a comparable standard-setting 
body; neither does the food safety 
arena. 

Canada has a closer to ideal coun-
try structure with one food safety 
agency (CFIA). While CODEX is 
the core for food safety standards, 
it has not been effective in creating 
uniformity. GLOBALGAP was cre-
ated as a result of a lack of strong 
government leadership.

Discussant Dempster
The Canadian Produce Marketing 
Association (CPMA) has devel-
oped a gate-to-plate system that is 
coordinated with both the United 
States and Mexico. In addition to 
promoting produce consumption, 
CMPA strives to make trade seam-
less and problem free. The em-
phasis is on food safety and trace-
ability guidelines. The standard 
is essentially a HACCP program 
applied to crops. Their leadership 
in establishing a national standard 
for Canada avoided provincial dif-
ferences. Farm level process stan-
dards, that are essentially the same 
as the LGMA procedures, likewise 
are being implemented. 

In an attempt to avoid the costs of 
multiple audits, CPMA has estab-
lished a Joint Food Safety Compar-
ison project designed to help move 
in the direction of global harmoni-

The biggest GLOBALGAP challenge will be infrastructure develop-
ment and training by developing countries for their predominately 
small farmers to gain market access. A related WTO challenge will 
involve sorting out the requirements for science-based systems 
that minimize trade distortions – Paggi.
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zation of process standards. The 
plan then is to take the results to 
the GFSI.

There is a danger that individual 
governments, acting independent-
ly, will get ahead of the private 
sector, leading to the tyranny of 
small differences. All must use the 
HACCP system. While the United 
States and Canada have HACCP-
based systems, the details are not 
the same. There is an overriding 
need to hammer out a uniform ap-
propriate system before putting it 
into legislation. The bottom line 
is for a need for harmonization 
among food safety programs.

Open Discussion
Lifestyle standards mix the objec-
tive of food safety, with economic 
issues such as sustainability and 
with societal goals such as wildlife 
preservation, fair trading, and or-
ganic farming. Food safety is the 
main goal of LGMA, CPMA, FDA, 
USDA, and SENASICA.

The potential for liability in the 
event of an incident is driving 
the push for traceability. There 
are indications that the costs of 
implementing and maintaining 
standards are being passed down 
the value chain to the producer 
level. However, in the new era of 
process standards, buyers have be-
come more aware that the strategy 
of buying at the lowest cost may 

come with increased risk of con-
tamination.

Private sector leadership has posi-
tive attributes in that it is more 
flexible in making adaptations 
to get a workable quality system. 
Once public sector laws are en-
acted, adjustments become more 
difficult.

It is important that the NAFTA 
countries take decisive steps to 
establish their leadership in the 
development and setting of a uni-
form and workable set of process 
standards. The Security and Pros-
perity Partnership (SPP) has had 
that opportunity, but it does not 
appear to be working. The process 
needs to be more open, and the 
issues need to be looked at from 
a broader perspective, as in this 
NAAMIC Workshop.

Evolving Livestock Standards 
– Skaggs, Boecker, and Craw-
ford
Animal and zoonotic diseases and 
pathogens coexisted with livestock 
and humans. However, globaliza-
tion and multilateral trade depen-
dencies have brought new urgency 
to the systems and infrastructure 
for preventing, detecting, diagnos-
ing, and managing disease threats. 
When markets are integrated, with 
both animals and livestock prod-
ucts flowing relatively unimpeded 

across borders, pathogens can be 
expected to also flow. 

Multilateral trade liberalization 
has been viewed as a means to 
exploit competitive advantage, 
spur economic development and 
growth, and bring about increased 
economic efficiency and social wel-
fare in nations, which liberalize 
their trading regimes. NAFTA and 
the Uruguay Round Agreement 
on Agriculture were supposed to 
eliminate or reduce trade barriers 
leading to more integrated food 
and agricultural markets. 

To a large extent, borders in the 
North American livestock complex 
have been transcended. However, 
growing livestock and zoonotic 
disease and livestock-related food 
safety concerns have led many to 
question the future of liberalized 
trade in animals and animal prod-
ucts. Even ardent free-traders are 
finding it increasingly difficult to 
argue that animal and zoonotic 
disease and food safety concerns 
are not legitimate problems in 
today’s globalized food market as 
a result of numerous high profile 
disease and food contamination in-
cidents in recent years. 

While the WTO allows member 
countries to set their own SPS 
standards using sound science, 
member countries regularly dis-
agree over SPS standards as they 
relate to livestock and livestock 
products. It is relatively common 
for trading nations to restrict im-

It is important that the NAFTA countries take decisive steps to es-
tablish their leadership in the development and setting of a uni-
form and workable set of process standards. The Security and Pros-
perity Partnership (SPP) has had that opportunity, but it does not 
appear to be working – Open discussion conclusion.
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ports based on food safety and 
health concerns even when inter-
national human and animal health 
organizations conclude there is no 
health risk.

The ability of a nation to deal with 
livestock disease outbreaks and 
food safety threats is primarily 
determined by the effectiveness 
of existing animal identification 
(ID) and traceability systems. Ani-
mal identification and traceability 
are functional across diseases and 
livestock subsectors. The emer-
gence of corresponding standards 
is a fairly recent phenomenon and 
in various phases of discussion and 
implementation.

Throughout the livestock complex, 
driving forces for traceability exist 
at the consumer/public health, ani-
mal and firm/industry levels. In or-
der to make progress on traceabil-
ity, governments need to develop 
regulatory requirements with the 
cooperation of the industries that 
will be affected by the regulations. 
Traceability systems can generate 
benefits for individual firms, a spe-
cific supply chain, or an industry 
as a result of improvements in op-
erations and supply chain manage-
ment, market enhancement, prod-
uct differentiation, and branding 
strategies. Consumer preferences 
and consumer trust impact more 
directly at the firm or industry 
level, while regulatory-driven 
traceability for animal and public 

health does not discriminate be-
tween particular suppliers.
 
While the development and adop-
tion of traceability systems within 
NAFTA countries has been dif-
ficult, cross-country coordination 
is even more difficult. Cost-benefit 
considerations for animal health 
risk management measures, in-
cluding animal ID and traceability 
systems, differ by country. Coun-
tries cannot coordinate policy 
closely unless they agree on which 
benefits and costs to take into ac-
count and on how to measure them. 
This cannot simply be determined 
at the federal level, because needs, 
and thus costs and benefits, differ 
between states or provinces within 
a country. Hence, close policy coor-
dination across countries becomes 
more difficult when efforts are 
concentrated on the simultaneous 
development of new or enhanced 
animal ID and traceability sys-
tems. International organizations 
can play a key role in facilitating 
such coordination.
 
Future changes in meat inspection 
will involve:

More testing at the meat pack-•	
ing level for a greater range of 
disease causing bacteria;
Enhanced meat tracking and •	
traceback systems to speed re-
call efforts and to narrow the 
focus and scope of the recalls;
Improved animal management •	
and handling practices on 
farms and ranches to reduce 

the chances of introducing or 
increasing the ability to con-
tain a disease-causing organ-
ism;
With increased trade, more •	
port inspections or certification 
of importing country’s inspec-
tion systems can be expected.

In the face of this additional em-
phasis on inspection and testing, 
recommendations for GAP and 
GMP are needed. Individual firms 
and operators will have to increase 
the level and quality of practices 
and processes as the costs of food 
safety and disease failures can be 
catastrophic. Thus, private sector 
insurance premiums for liability 
insurance are likely to play a large 
role in dictating good practices 
in the future, and it may be that 
insurance driven mandates can 
more efficiently reduce food safe-
ty and disease threats (relative to 
increased regulation) within the 
North American livestock com-
plex, as well as be of greater inter-
est to some industry segments.
 
Questions must be raised as to the 
feasibility of additional livestock 
and animal products regulatory 
integration within NAFTA and 
between NAFTA and other coun-
tries. Further regulatory integra-
tion implies process standards 
which could dictate acceptable 
inputs or means of production. 
In a perfectly integrated regula-
tory system, mandated standards 
for production, handling, process-
ing, or management at all stages 

The ability of nations to deal with livestock disease outbreaks and 
food safety threats is primarily determined by the effectiveness of 
existing animal identification (ID) and traceability systems – Skaggs, 
Boecker, and Crawford.
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along the supply chain would be 
harmonized across nations. Such 
standardization has the potential 
to defeat the purpose of market 
integration designed to exploit 
comparative advantages along the 
supply chain. Process standardiza-
tion would also be a moving target 
given shifting consumer prefer-
ences and evolving social ethics 
regarding agricultural animals in 
the NAFTA countries and beyond. 

While process standards incorpo-
rating HACCP pathogen control 
methods in slaughter and food pro-
cessing seem to be good candidates 
for harmonization, at lower levels 
of the supply chain (e.g., cow-calf 
production, shipping, confined 
feeding) these will continue to be 
controversial and could be elusive. 
For example, the U.S. National 
Animal Identification System 
(NAIS) has received substantial 
push-back from the decentralized 
cow-calf sector. 

It is conceivable that multiple-
track, live-cattle production and 
marketing systems will develop, 
similar to those, which exist in 
other countries, where there are 
clear distinctions between export 
and domestic market channels. 
This type of segmented marketing 
system would allow the private sec-
tor to set performance standards, 
innovate throughout the supply 
chain, respond to customer and 
consumer demands and likely in-
crease economic efficiency beyond 
that which would exist in a com-

mand and control system, which 
seeks to cover every animal and 
every producer with homogeneous, 
one-size-fits-all regulations. The 
development of multiple market 
channels or segments within the 
North American livestock complex 
could increase the resilience and 
robustness of the system, decrease 
systemic risk, preserve the cultur-
al values of livestock production 
at the farm and ranch level, and 
better meet emerging consumer 
demands. 
 
Discussant Whetten
In any type of program to con-
trol diseases, ranchers must be 
involved with other industry and 
government interests. Substantial 
progress is being made in control-
ling bovine tuberculosis from “dis-
ease free” states on the Northern 
Mexican border. This problem has 
been concentrated particularly in 
large dairies. 

Mexico does not have a national 
animal ID program. However, 
movement control systems in 
Mexico are easier to implement 
than in the United States because 
there are fewer roads. All cattle 
arrive at the border with a sub-
stantial amount of paperwork and 
related information with ear tags. 
Yet, when the border is crossed, 
this information is filed and it is 
never compiled electronically. Go-
ing totally electronic must be a 
goal throughout the NAFTA coun-
tries. Livestock border issues are 
currently handled by the Border 

States Alliance, which supports 
animal ID, traceability, and related 
control systems.
 
Discussant Perera
The Binational Brucellosis Com-
mittee meets three times a year to 
deal with brucellosis, bovine tuber-
culosis, and ticks issues. There is a 
need for a better approach to ex-
porting cattle from Mexico to the 
United States. Increased emphasis 
is being placed on evaluating and 
improving sensitivity tests. In ad-
dition, there is a need for improved 
communication between industry 
and government. 
 
Discussant Mayers
Producer recognition of diseases 
and of their consequences is a key 
to effective limitation and control 
of animal diseases. There must al-
ways be preparedness to limit the 
impacts of a disease event. The 
discovery of a disease must be fol-
lowed by regional action to isolate 
the disease.

The establishment of a national 
animal ID traceability system is 
at the heart of the progress made 
in Canada. This provides much 
good information for the isolation 
and control of animal disease and 
pests. While Canadian adoption of 
animal ID may be viewed as be-
ing relatively harmonious, there 
has been controversy. One of the 
key concerns involves the need to 
protect the security of informa-
tion provided by a national ID sys-
tem. Canada is nowhere close to a 

Going totally electronic at border crossings must be a goal for all 
NAFTA countries – Whetten.
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From the experience in fruits and vegetables with the development 
of GLOBALGAP, it is just a matter of time until its retailer and food 
service members demand an animal ID traceability system. The result 
will be a rapid development of price discounts for those farm and 
ranch operations that do not conform to an evolving system of process 
standards – Open discussion conclusion.

GAP for livestock, except for dairy 
where HACCP is being adapted at 
the farm level. 

Open Discussion
While there has been substantial 
pushback from certain producer 
interests, a U.S. national animal 
ID system appears to be inevita-
ble. From the experience in fruits 
and vegetables with the develop-
ment of GLOBALGAP, it is just 
a matter of time until its retailer 
and food service members demand 
an animal ID traceability system. 
The result will be a rapid develop-
ment of price discounts for those 
farm and ranch operations that do 
not conform to an evolving system 
of process standards. Forces will 
operate from global retailers, to 
packers, to feedlots, to stockmen. 
Moreover it seem highly unlikely 
that different systems will develop 
for serving domestic and interna-
tional market because the markets 
are very difficult/impossible to sep-
arate. 

The success of Canada in enact-
ing its ID system was a function of 
cattlemen getting on board. In the 
face of BSE, ranchers, feedlot oper-
ators, and milk producers wanted 
a system that did not impede com-
merce. Program incentives were 
important, including a sharing of 
the costs. The level of regulation 
is not as great as one might think. 
For example, an animal that does 
not leave the farm does not need to 
be tagged. However, many ranches 

already use tagging for a variety of 
management reasons.

Biosecurity has to be looked at as 
a cost of doing business. As part of 
this cost, stopping the movement 
of diseases is part of the payoff. 
Likewise, developing a complete 
system is becoming a key to ac-
cessing export markets.

The development of CFIA occurred 
despite pushback from a number 
of the traditional departments and 
agencies. It was primarily a mat-
ter of a need to increase the con-
sistency of regulations, efficiency, 
and reduce costs. Firms were fed 
up with multiple audits and veri-
fications. In the process there was 
some tendency to reduce the em-
phasis on promotion activities.

Border Congestion

Cascadia Border Operations, Is-
sues, and Consequenses – Good-
child, Albrecht, and Leung
The U.S. and Canada are each 
others’ largest trading partners, 
with the value of trade between 
the two the highest between any 
two countries worldwide. For the 
United States, trade with Canada 
is larger than that of the European 
Union countries combined. Cana-
da’s international trade is strongly 
biased toward the U.S., which ac-
counts for over 75 percent of the 
former’s trade in goods. The long 
land border favors surface modes 
of transport. In terms of total trade 
(north-bound and south-bound 

combined), trucking is the most 
important mode of transport both 
in terms of tonnage and especially 
value, with modal shares of truck 
transportation comprising almost 
62 percent of value and about 35 
percent of weight

The U.S.-Canada border at Blaine, 
Washington, is the fifth largest 
overall and the largest border 
crossing west of the Mississippi. 
Commodities at this border cross-
ing are primarily wood, wood prod-
ucts, and agricultural products. 
Agricultural products, therefore, 
are the primary time-sensitive 
commodity. This is different from 
Eastern Borders, where manufac-
turing requires cross-border ship-
ments operating in a time-sensi-
tive environment.
 
In the Pacific Northwest, agribusi-
ness is the most significantly af-
fected industry from border delay 
as it is the largest industry with a 
significant proportion of time-sen-
sitive trips. The primary response 
to variability in border delay is 
increasing buffer times, these are 
longer for industries with time-
sensitive goods, and therefore the 
cost is higher for time-sensitive 
goods and the agrifood industry 
than for other industries.

Electronic Presentation of Cargo 
Information (ACE) is an all-in-one 
system for in-bound filings that 
needs manifest and mandatory ad-
vance cargo information that re-
quires one to submit a certification 
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application. The application must 
include the principal (who is any 
high ranking officer within the ac-
count, i.e. the sole proprietor, a cor-
porate officer, etc.) and the account 
owner (the person responsible for 
the daily administration of the ac-
count’s activities), and list primary 
business activity as well as other 
business activities (also known as 
“account types”). Importers who 
are self-filers should apply for both 
their importer and themselves on 
one ACE application. ACE filing is 
now required for all carriers. ACE 
reduces processing times and er-
rors. One can electronically store 
trip information of the shipment, 
trip, conveyance, crew, and equip-
ment including in-bound cargo 
movements. In 2006, case studies 
and follow-up interviews about 
ACE revealed that the number of 
trips in which a truck is required 
to have a secondary inspection has 
decreased by approximately 50 
percent.

Customs Trade Partnership 
Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) is 
a voluntary program. To achieve 
C-TPAT certification, companies 
must comply with a variety of se-
curity measures, which increase 
the level of trust between CBP 
and the carrier. To verify a mem-
bership, one must be processed 
through the Status Verification 
Interface (SVI) for a background 
check. C-TPAT reduces the num-
ber of Customs and Border Protec-
tion (CBP) inspections, provides 
priority processing for CBP in-

spections, and assigns a C-TPAT 
Supply Chain Security Specialist 
(SCSS) who works with the com-
pany to validate and enhance secu-
rity throughout the company’s in-
ternational supply chain, provides 
potential eligibility for the CBP 
Importer Self-Assessment pro-
gram (ISA), and provides eligibil-
ity to attend C-TPAT supply chain 
security training seminars.

Free and Secure Trade (FAST) 
requires drivers to be citizens or 
permanent residents of the United 
States or Canada and at least 18 
years old with a valid driver’s li-
cense. Clearance for the FAST lane 
requires that all passengers who 
hold a FAST permit, the vehicle, 
goods, and the carrier and import-
er must all be FAST approved. To 
be approved, one must be already 
C-TPAT approved, provide a full 
set of fingerprints, address history 
for the last five years, employment 
history for the last five years, cur-
rent employer, and a fee payment 
of CAN$80 or US$50. FAST status 
is valid for a five-year period. A 
FAST Commercial Driver receives 
a card to use at the border. This 
card allows: use of FAST dedicated 
lanes in Canada and the United 
States; border crossing with accel-
erated customs and immigration 
processing; and transporting eligi-
ble goods for FAST-approved carri-
ers and importers. Average border 
crossing times for FAST trucks 
average about 20 minutes. Aver-

age crossing times for nonFAST 
vehicles are one hour longer.

USFDA requires prior notice of ar-
rival information to import food 
into the United States. This ad-
vance information is used by FDA 
to evaluate the need for further 
investigation. Imported food ship-
ments can comply by using CBP’s 
Automated Broker Interface of the 
Automated Commercial System 
(ABI/ACS), and prior notice can 
be submitted either through ABI/
ACS or FDA’s Prior Notice (PN) 
System Interface. For arrival by 
land, prior notice must be submit-
ted electronically and confirmed by 
the FDA no more than 5 days and 
no fewer than 2 hours upon arrival. 
Information submitted must con-
sist of the identification of the sub-
mitter, transmitter, manufacturer, 
grower, shipper, importer, carrier; 
entry type and CBP identifier, the 
country from which the article of 
food is shipped, anticipated arrival 
information, and the country of 
production.
 
Goodchild made the following rec-
ommendations to companies re-
quiring the movement of agrifood 
products across the US/Canadian 
border to reduce the impact of the 
border and related congestion and 
delay on business operations:

Ensure paperwork is complet-•	
ed and filed appropriately prior 
to the crossing, which requires 

Ensuring that border paperwork is completed prior to crossing re-
quires a full time person accessing electronic systems – Goodchild, 
Albrecht, and Leung.
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a full-time staff to manage this 
process.
Cross between 7 am and 11 •	
pm, but outside of peak hours, 
which will ensure availability 
of all agencies and will reduce 
the impact of peak congestion.
Locate transfer terminals be-•	
fore the border crossing instead 
of after the border crossing (in 
the United States for Canadi-
an bound goods, in Canada for 
U.S. bound goods), which will 
reduce the impact of variabil-
ity in border delay.
If possible, get FAST approved •	
and comply with C-TPAT, 
which provide logistical ben-
efits.
File manifests with ACE, •	
which, reduces the likelihood 
of delay at the border, although 
ACE is not fully enforced.
If possible, use lower volume •	
crossings.
If possible, use rail, which •	
typically has shorter delays for 
nonFAST cargo. 

Options for Reducing Conges-
tion at the Mexican Border – 
Villa and Leyva
During the past 5 years, Mexican 
exports have increased nearly 15 
percent annually to just over $10 
billion. A large share of these sea-
sonal imports is produce from the 
states of Sinaloa and Sonora. This 
produce primarily crosses the bor-
der in trucks, nearly half of which 
is through the Nogales port of en-
try. This is roughly a 12-hour drive 
from the points of production. These 

are among the 5 million trucks that 
cross the border annually. While 
the goal of NAFTA was to provide 
seamless cross-border trucking 
operations, substantial delays are 
prevalent. A one-year pilot project 
involving 100 Mexican and 100 U.S. 
trucking companies is designed to 
improve the cross-border trucking 
impasse, but much more needs to 
be done to remove produce border 
congestion.

A major barrier to seamless trans-
port of produce lies in at least three 
points of inspection by military 
personnel searching for drugs and 
arms. These inspectors are not 
trained to inspect produce. If ran-
domly selected at one of these in-
spection points, the military per-
sonnel break the seal placed on 
containers at the point of origin 
and required by CBP inspectors 
to be eligible for FAST lane ship-
ment at international bridges. In 
addition, tomatoes, grapes, onions, 
and oranges are required to be in-
spected for quality by USDA offi-
cials. Truckers must also meet U.S. 
truck weight restrictions, which are 
lower than in Mexico; meet all U.S. 
safety, environmental, and home-
land security regulations; and pay 
all applicable taxes and registra-
tion fees. Movements of products 

from southern Mexico are even 
more complex.

Villa made the following recom-
mendations for reducing Mexican 
border congestion:

SENASICA in Mexico should •	
define non-intrusive produce 
inspection protocols at the mili-
tary checkpoints and train the 
inspectors on the new protocol.
Additional physical infrastruc-•	
ture is needed including adding 
traffic lanes on the Mexican side 
of the border, adding inspection 
booths, and staffing to operate 
the additional infrastructure. 
Prepare and require a single •	
uniform set of paperwork ac-
cepted by both Mexican and 
U.S. CBP inspectors.
Coordinate hours of operation •	
to handle seasonal traffic and 
produce flows.
Design a special version of the •	
FAST program for produce. 

Discussant Moore
Current operations at the Nogales 
port of entry make it impossible to 
commit for the day of arrival, which 
is very important for produce. The 
recommendations for improve-
ments to reduce border congestion 
are a major and important contri-
bution. The fact is that there is rel-
atively little data on and study of 
border issues. The most important 
problem highlighted in the Villa/
Leyva paper is the need to improve 
infrastructure and thereby increase 
capacity. The Nogales port of entry 

A major barrier to seamless transport of produce from Mexico lies in 
at least three points of inspection by military personnel searching for 
drugs and arms. Mexico’s SENASICA should define non-intrusive pro-
duce inspection protocols at the military checkpoints and train the 
inspectors on the new protocol – Villa and Leyva.
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was designed with two commercial 
lanes and 400 trucks per day, while 
there are actually 1,500 trucks. The 
funding for improvements comes 
largely from the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS). While 
DHS has a huge budget, increasing 
capacity at the border does not ap-
pear to be a high priority. 

The second highest priority is to 
increase the number of hours of op-
eration. Border operations should 
be on a 24/7 basis. Equally impor-
tant is that there be coordination 
and understanding between Mexi-
co and the United States regarding 
holidays. Both of these require an 
increase in the budget for border 
operation.

At military checkpoints there is 
need for standardization of opera-
tion and for improved equipment 
to identify trucks needing higher 
levels of security inspection. In fact, 
there is need for a standardization 
of all operating procedures for all 
functions at all ports of entry. 

While FAST is a good program, CT-
PAT was never designed for pro-
duce. The biggest FAST need is for 
drivers.

Discussant Ibarra
Produce needs to be recognized as 
having unique border issues and 
problems. Nogales is unique in that 
it is the only port of entry where 
loads can be consolidated. There 
is need for a long-term vision on 
infrastructure development that 

is coordinated between the United 
States and Mexico. Studies are be-
ing undertaken of the feasibility of 
moving a larger share of the pro-
duce by ship or rail. There is clear-
ly a need for improved documenta-
tion and visas. There is also a need 
for improved devices for detecting 
drugs. Development of sealed pre-
inspection procedures is essential. 
This should be designed to give a 
free zone at the point of origin.

Discussant Murphy
Good trading relations with the 
United States are critically impor-
tant to both Canada and Mexico. 
The following recommendations 
are critically important:

A single window for forms and •	
data requirements is needed:
Border operations must be on a •	
24/7 basis;
Contingency must be estab-•	
lished for border closures;
There must be a system for iden-•	
tifying and maintaining trusted 
low-risk truckers, which should 
be exempt from the APHIS in-
spection fee;
Pre-clearance procedures need •	
to be developed and utilized 
with pallets being certified.

Open Discussion 
Clearly, congestion at the border 
reduces NAFTA benefits. NAFTA 
needs to be an advocate and facili-
tator of investments in the border 
infrastructure. That requires a po-
litical will. Mexico is less competi-
tive as a result of congestion. Busi-

ness and shipping practices adapt 
to congestion, but at a higher cost. 
There is clearly a potential for 
more maritime shipping on both 
coasts. The main factor leading 
to a shortage of trucks is that the 
drivers bear the costs. In addition, 
customs brokers are a needless 
waste in the system.

Livestock presents a different set 
of issues but the same basic con-
sequences. There is a basic need 
to know how long it takes at the 
border because it affects the con-
dition of the animals. In addition, 
the border is not the place to test. 
In the case of meat, since one in 
ten loads get sampled, it is neces-
sary to send eleven loads, and ren-
der the one that gets tested, which 
is a huge waste. Electronic certi-
fication and to pursuit of the con-
cept of low-risk shippers are badly 
needed.
There must be a will to deal with 
improving the border infrastruc-
ture and to develop a common set 
of border agency objectives. To do 
this the key stakeholders must be 
at the table. This requires a broad-
er North American productivity 
and supply chain NAFTA perspec-
tive and objective.

Comparative Advantage in 
Livestock

Comparative Advantage in the 
Pork Industry-Rice
Feed is the biggest cost of raising 
pigs. The more than doubling of 
feed costs is causing substantial 

There must be a will to deal with improving the border infrastruc-
ture and to develop a common set of border agency objectives. This 
requires a broader NAFTA perspective and objective with the key 
stakeholders must be at the table – Open discussion conclusion.
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structural adjustment in the pork 
industry. While the beef industry 
can utilize distillers grain (DG), a 
byproduct of ethanol production 
from corn, in pork and poultry its 
use is limited. In addition, a num-
ber of major corn producing areas 
of the U.S. Midwest have become 
corn deficit regions due to increased 
ethanol production. The result is a 
shift in their comparative advan-
tage in hog production. Globally, 
Argentina and Chile could become 
more important competitors in ex-
port markets. Internationally the 
feeding of nonmeat by-products 
will become more important.

Animal health and food safety is 
an additional concern in the hog 
industry. The most basic need is to 
maintain credibility as a supplier. 
This requires the ability to respond 
to disease problems with the cre-
ation of regional zones to isolate 
problem areas while maintaining 
the ability to serve markets. This 
requires cooperation with bor-
dering countries. The shortage of 
large animal practice veterinar-
ians needs to be addressed. 

Government policy is a third major 
factor affecting comparative advan-
tage in pork production. The avail-
ability of risk management tools 
is being challenged by increased 
speculation in commodities. In ad-
dition, the level and type of farm 
program subsidies is a concern. 
Exchange rates, likewise, have 
impacts on international competi-
tiveness. Other factors influencing 

competitiveness include drug ap-
proval policies, immigration poli-
cies, labor costs, environmental 
regulations, intellectual property 
rights, and policies toward genetic 
modification in breeding, feeding, 
and health care. 
 
Mexico’s Comparative Advan-
tage and Labor Issues in Beef 
– Peel
The Mexican economy is very dy-
namic. The relative abundance of 
extensive forage resources with 
low opportunity cost for other 
uses clearly implies a comparative 
advantage for Mexico in cow-calf 
and stocker production that uti-
lizes those forage resources. Re-
duced production of grass-finished 
beef compared to historical levels 
means that additional forage re-
sources for cow-calf and stocker 
production are potentially avail-
able. This maintains and poten-
tially strengthens Mexico’s abil-
ity to export feeder cattle if these 
animals cannot be effectively used 
in the domestic finishing and meat 
processing industry.

The increasing demand for fed 
beef in Mexico implies more oppor-
tunity for Mexican cattle feeding. 
However, Mexico faces a severe 
and likely growing disadvantage 
in feed grain production, espe-
cially for cattle feeding. It is inher-
ently more feasible to ship grains 
for the more efficient feed conver-
sions of pork and poultry produc-
tion. Mexico certainly cannot com-
pete directly with the U.S. for low 

cost, high volume cattle feeding 
and meat processing. As a result 
of the smaller scale and lower in-
tensity of cattle feeding, Mexican 
cattle feeders utilize a wide range 
of feed resources and must rely 
to a greater extent on by-product 
feeds. In this manner, cattle feed-
ing in Mexico may be able to offset 
much of the disadvantage of over-
all feed markets.
 
Mexican consumer preferences are 
evolving for more fed beef, but it is 
a fed beef product that is notice-
ably different than typical U.S. and 
Canadian fed beef. Because, the 
Mexican cattle feeding and meat 
processing industries are mostly 
small, integrated firms that have 
experience in serving the Mexican 
meat market have an advantage. 
By maintaining a keen market 
and product focus and maintain-
ing feeding and processing opera-
tions that exploit this focus, Mexi-
can firms have the potential to 
compete effectively in niche and 
specialized markets rather than 
trying to compete directly against 
large scale, more commodity-ori-
ented U.S. and Canadian produc-
tion systems.
 
Mexican beef consumers are gener-
ally predisposed to prefer domestic 
beef and are inclined to respond 
well to quality differentiation 
that recognizes distinctly Mexican 
quality attributes. This increases 
the potential for branded products 
and value added marketing pro-
vides an opportunity for Mexican 

As major U.S. Midwest corn producing areas become corn deficit 
regions due to increased ethanol production, a shift in their com-
parative advantage in hog production can be anticipated. Globally, 
Argentina and Chile could become more important competitors in 
pork export markets – Rice



17

New Generation of Standards - Executive Summary

firms to offset the disadvantages of 
feed costs and small scale, higher 
cost production and processing in-
dustries. 
 
Mexico is likely to continue ex-
porting feeder cattle that can be 
absorbed into the U.S. large-scale 
feeding and meat processing in-
dustries. It will likewise continue 
importing a significant portion of 
total beef consumption in terms of 
overall quantity as well as supple-
menting the supply of specific cuts 
that are most preferred and eco-
nomical in the Mexican market. 
There is a potentially larger role for 
beef imports from South America, 
where both quantity and quality of 
beef may fit well into the Mexican 
market. U.S. beef could potentially 
be displaced with beef from Bra-
zil, Argentina, or Uruguay. South 
American beef that is more consis-
tent with Mexican beef consumer 
preferences could also reduce the 
ability of Mexican beef producers 
to differentiate domestic beef from 
imported.

Mexico is likely to have a forage-
based cattle production industry 
and has considerable potential to 
have differentiated value-added 
cattle feeding and beef process-
ing markets, but only with careful 
market orientation and manage-
ment to overcome the disadvan-
tages of higher cost feeding and 
meat processing sectors.

One of the issues affecting com-
parative advantage in livestock 

involves the broader issue of im-
migration of Mexican labor to the 
United States and their employ-
ment in the U.S. livestock indus-
try. In 2000, the U.S. meat process-
ing industry employed nearly half 
a million workers. Many other im-
migrant workers are employed on 
larger scale farms and ranches that 
produce beef, pork, poultry, eggs, 
and milk. By American standards 
most of these jobs are relatively 
low paying, but not necessarily by 
the immigrant workers who regu-
larly remit a portion of their earn-
ings to their families in Mexico. 
Most of these jobs are located in 
rural communities near livestock 
production areas of the Midwest, 
South Plains, and the Southeast.

The national issues of immigra-
tion, especially illegal immigration, 
and the regional and local issues 
of the impact of minority work-
ers will likely continue. Whatever 
the debate, there will continue to 
be a mutually beneficial demand 
for Hispanic labor in the U.S. live-
stock and meat industries and a 
supply of Hispanic labor to meet 
those demands. Cutting off this 
supply would adversely impact 
the comparative advantage of the 
North American livestock indus-
try, particularly compared with 
major production areas in Mexico 
and Argentina.

Discussant Dominguez
Mexico’s comparative advantage in 
hog production is influenced main-
ly by North American differences 

in government policies. Whereas 
Mexico had become dependent 
on a plentiful supply of relatively 
cheap U.S. corn, competition from 
ethanol has erased this advantage. 
While Mexico is compensating by 
increasing corn production and 
the utilization of byproducts, it 
faces water supply limitations and 
an inadequate agricultural finance 
system. Mexico’s large supply of 
low cost labor is an advantage.

Government food safety policies 
are not as advanced as in Canada 
and the United States. There is 
still substantial backyard slaugh-
ter and small community slaugh-
ter operations in the country with 
major meat sales being made in a 
“wet market.” There is a lack of 
specific quality standards. Consum-
ers tend to prefer lower cost cuts, 
which are imported into Mexico at 
a low price. In serving export mar-
kets, it is difficult to know where 
the health department regulations 
end and the SAGARPA regulations 
begin.
 
Discussant Masswohl
The beef industry is struggling 
with the combination of a high-
valued dollar, high input costs, im-
paired market access, and a higher 
regulatory burden. The cash price 
in Canada is below the breakeven 
price in both Canada and the Unit-
ed States. As a result, cattle num-
bers are being reduced. Canada has 
a greater disadvantage because of 
pharmaceutical regulations and 
a reduction in publicly funded 

The relative abundance of extensive forage resources implies a 
comparative advantage for Mexico in cow-calf and stocker produc-
tion that utilizes those forage resources. Mexican firms have the 
potential to compete by maintaining a keen market and product 
focus on feeding and processing operations that compete in niche 
and specialized Mexican markets – Peel.
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wheat and barley research. Cana-
dian marketing strategy involves 
sending the right cut of meat to 
the market that values it the most. 
It has new issues in border testing, 
country of origin labeling (COOL), 
and increased regulatory fees.

Discussant Winegarner
Global competition will continue 
to grow, although Canada and the 
United States should continue to 
have an advantage in fed beef. The 
U.S. beef industry is in the process 
of change, with high corn prices, 
increased use of DG, lower cattle 
and grain inventories, and issues 
of market access. Other significant 
challenges include competition 
with ethanol for corn supplies, en-
vironmental regulation of water 
and air, COOL regulation, and im-
migration regulations. 

Open Discussion
Regionally high grain prices make 
forage worth more and encour-
age longer grazing periods. While 
Mexico will continue to increase 
feeding, the time in the feedlots 
will be shorter than for the United 
States and Canada. Limitations 
on the labor supply will present 
the most serious problems for the 
U.S. livestock industries, and next 
for Canada. Likewise, the U.S. and 
Canadian environmental regula-

tion is more troublesome than for 
Mexico. 

Policy Maker Panel – Day, 
Jones, and Miller 
Lifestyle standards may present 
the greatest regulatory challenges 
to both the public and the agrifood 
industries. They cover a very wide 
spectrum potentially including 
regulations relating to the envi-
ronment, organics, GMOs, source 
verification, wild fish, traceability, 
animal welfare, and fair trading. 
Questions include who sets the 
standards; are the highest stan-
dards likely to prevail; who certi-
fies; who pays; how are the borders 
and trade affected; and many oth-
ers. The impacts are long lasting. 
While the standards may initially 
be viewed as being voluntary, they 
become mandatory because they 
become essential for market ac-
cess. There is need to focus more 
resources on external markets 
rather that just those within North 
America.

There is need to work together in 
dealing with the global standards 
issues. There is no reason to as-
sume that HACCP application to 
packing plants is the last step in 
process standards for livestock. 
Why are cows different than car-
rots in the application of lifestyle 
standards? Markets and consumer 
demands will be the primary guid-
ing force with government being 
a facilitator. Markets will demand 
convergence of standards. A start-
ing point involves assuring that 

SPP is moving forward in address-
ing issues that move in the direc-
tion of convergence of standards. 
This requires a constant process 
of moving forward to assure that 
the trading system works. There is 
need to set border and global com-
petitiveness goals and strategies 
for achieving them. Integration is 
happening, and NAAMIC needs to 
keep at it.

The new generation of standards 
theme is the central forward- look-
ing issue and we need to be pro-
viding leadership for guiding their 
development. While adjustment 
will be necessary, the result will 
be greater trade and prosperity 
for both producers and consumers. 
NAAMIC has not talked enough 
about solutions. The three pillars 
of academics working with indus-
try and government is the right 
combination to bring the results 
to decision makers. NAAMIC de-
liberations should be designed to 
arrive at solutions. Policymakers 
need to be more involved in un-
derstanding the solutions and how 
they were reached. Harmonization 
of food safety standards needs to 
be pursued in North America for 
both domestic and international 
markets. NAAMIC needs to have a 
broad perspective in terms of cre-
atively thinking about the future. 
More industry leaders and poli-
cymakers need to be involved in 
these deliberations.

Markets will demand convergence of standards. A starting point in-
volves assuring that SPP is moving forward in addressing issues that 
move in the direction of convergence of standards – Policy maker 
panel.
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