Agriculture Canada, Food
Production and Inspection Branch,
Veterinary Inspection Directorate,
4900 Yonge Street, Suite 1210,
Willowdale, Ontario M2N 6G7
(Shadbolt), Department of
Veterinary Microbiology and
Immunology (Mitchell, Meek),
Department of Clinical Studies
(Friendship), Ontario Veterinary
College and Department of Rural
Extension Studies (Blackburn),
University of Guelph, Guelph,
Ontario N1G 2W1

Abstract

Based on a survey of 1820 Ontario
pork producers and 16 veterinary
members of the Ontario Swine
Practitioners Association, condem-
nation/demerit data, while viewed
as potentially valuable, are seldom,
if ever, utilized in the provision
of herd health programs. We found,
however, that: 1) 89.4 percent (SD
1.04 percent) of producers and all
veterinarians would use the dis-
ease information made available
by a computerized system that
would collect and report on sub-
clinical and other disease entities
detected during the slaughter of
hogs; 2) lesion diagnosis should
be as detailed as possible and report
on severity of disease; and 3) with
the exception of those producers
who ship larger numbers of hogs
to market for which reports were
wanted for each kill, monthly
reports would be adequate.

Written comments by producers
expressed concerns about confiden-
tiality of individual herd data, costs
for the information/service, and
veterinary expertise in the inter-
pretation of findings.

Key words: Swine, slaughter, pre-
ventive medicine.

Résumé

Perception de I'utilité des ren-
seignements recueillis sur les
maladies porcines, subcli-
niques ou autres, lors de
I’abattage

A la suite d’'une enquéte menée
aupres de 1820 producteurs de
porcs de I'Ontario et de 16 vétéri-
naires, membres de 1’association
des praticiens du porc de cette pro-
vince, les auteurs ont constaté
qu’on utilise peu ou pas du tout
les données relatives a la condam-
nation et au démérite, dans I’éla-
boration des programmes de sant¢,
méme si on les considére comme
potentiellement valables. Ils réa-
liserent aussi que: 1) 89.4% des
producteurs et tous les praticiens
impliqués utiliseraient 1’informa-
tion relative aux maladies, si on
la leur rendait disponible par un
systeme d’informatique qui enre-
gistrerait et rapporterait toutes les
maladies, y compris les subclini-
ques, détectées a l’abattage des
porcs; 2) le diagnostic lésionnel
devrait étre aussi détaillé que pos-
sible et tenir compte de la gravité
des maladies; 3) a ’exception des
producteurs qui font abattre un
nombre particulierement élevé de
porcs et demandent un rapport
apres ’abattage de chaque lot, un
rapport mensuel suffirait.

Les commentaires €crits des pro-
ducteurs exprimaient de 1I’inquié-
tude relativement au caractére
confidentiel des informations sur
chacun des troupeaux, au coit d’un
tel service informatisé et a 1’exper-
tise des praticiens dans I’interpré-
tation des informations précitées.

Mots clés: porcs, abattage, méde-
cine préventive.
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Introduction

uccessful programs for the utiliza-

tion of postmortem data collected
from hogs at slaughter, to improve
disease control measures and mana-
gement practices used in pork pro-
duction, have been developed in Den-
mark (1-4), Northern Ireland (5), the

Netherlands (6), New Zealand (7),

Norway (8), and Sweden (9, 10)

Within the Danish National Pig Health

Scheme, postmortem disease data are

analyzed by computer, and the owners

of identified problem herds are sent
an offer of assistance. This program
has helped to establish many specific-
pathogen-free herds and identify pro-
duction problems within other herds

@3, 1D).

The purpose of this part of our
project was to determine whether or
not information coming from a com-
puterized system, that would collect
and report on subclinical and other
disease entities detected during the
slaughter of hogs, would be perceived
as useful by producers and veterin-
arians involved in the production of
pork in Ontario. The specific objec-
tives were:

1) To determine from pork producers
and from veterinarians who spe-
cialize in swine practice the per-
ceived usefulness of disease infor-
mation derived from such a system;

2) To determine characteristics of
swine producers, veterinarians,
and/or their operations/practices,
which might explain differences
in their views about such a sys-
tem, should differences be found
to exist;

3) To determine the information con-
sidered to be essential by respon-
dents, and the frequency with
which it should be reported for
the system to meet the needs of
producers/veterinarians; and

4) To determine the value to producers
and veterinarians of slaughterhouse

Can Vet J Volume 28, No. 7 July 1987

439




data, as presently reported, as a
source of farming information.

Materials and Methods

To meet the stated objectives, a sur-
vey of hog producers and veterinari-
ans was carried out by mail ques-
tionnaires and telephone interviews
during March and April, 1985.

Survey Populations

A questionnaire was developed and,
in cooperation with the Ontario Pork
Producers Marketing Board (OPPMB),
was distributed to 1820 of 16,716
pork producers using a nonpropor-
tional, stratified, random sampling
scheme. Stratification was based on
the number of hogs sent to slaughter
annually as we felt that this may influ-
ence the perceived usefulness of dis-
ease data coming from slaughter. Pub-
lished figures for the number of hogs
shipped to market annually (12) were
used to divide producers into three
groups (strata) as follows: group 1,
those shipping fewer than 750 hogs
annually; group 2, those shipping
between 750 and 1500 hogs annu-
ally; and group 3, those shipping more
than 1500 hogs annually. Because of
the large number of producers in group
3, it was not practical to sample equiv-
alent proportions from each group
(i.e. nonproportional).

A second questionnaire was devel-
oped and distributed to a simple ran-
dom sample of sixteen of thirty-four
veterinary members of the Ontario
Swine Practitioners Association
(OSPA). The OSPA was selected
because swine practitioners are not
separately identified in the listings of
veterinarians of the Ontario Veteri-
nary Association.

To determine possible differences
between respondent and nonrespondent
producers, a simple random sample of
twenty-five nonrespondent producers
was selected for telephone interviews.

Survey Materials and Procedures

A package containing: a covering let-
ter to explain the project; a question-
naire; and a stamped, return-addressed
envelope, was mailed to each indi-
vidual selected for the survey. The
proposed system was explained in the
covering letter as: *‘. . . a computer-
ized system that will collect data on
swine diseases at the time of slaugh-
ter. Computer analysis of this data
will provide producers with feedback
information about disease problems

in their herds . . . fashioned after the
successful Danish system which arose
from a co-operative effort between
pork producers, their organizations,
and government agencies. With the
aid of this system, the Danes have
established approximately 1400 spe-
cific-pathogen-free (SPF) herds and
discovered a new disease syndrome
involving the kidney.”’

Questions for which there were
structured responses were designed:
a) to permit characterization of the
swine operation or veterinary prac-
tice and their operators; b) to deter-
mine the importance of various sources
of farming information as it pertains
to disease; and c) to determine the
needs and perceived value of the dis-
ease information to be collected at
slaughter. Categorical variables relat-
ing strictly to producers were: type
of swine operation (breeder, farrow-
to-finish, weaner, feeder); and edu-
cation level (ranging from elemen-
tary to university degree). Only one
variable, type of practice (porcine,
exclusively large, predominantly large,
50% large, small) was specific to vet-
erinarians. Categorical variables com-
mon to both questionnaires and that
could be answerd by all those sam-
pled were: importance of various
sources (listed under results) of farming
information (very important, important,
slightly important, not important); dis-
cussion of slaughter data presently
collected with veterinarian (never,
seldom, occasionally, frequently); rea-
son for never discussing slaughter data
(not relevant, never thought much
about them, not reliable, veterinarian
does not think they are reliable, not
presented by client for discussion,
other); and future discussion of slaugh-
ter data reporting subclinical and other
disease entities (yes, no).

Only those who indicated that they
would use the new data were asked
to answer questions regarding the
needs of the information to be re-
ported. These were: reporting detail
for the diseases of pneumonia, arthri-
tis, liver disease, disease of small/large
intestine, kidney disease, and other
(specify) (warning: herd incidence of
disease-x exceeds national average,
disease-x is present in the herd at a
rate of, disease-x is mild/moderate/
severe at rates of, lesions are consis-
tent with a specific form of disease-x);
frequency of reporting (each kill,
monthly, quarterly, semi-annually,
annually); and access to herd/summary

data (you alone, you and your veter-
inarian/client, all producers, all vet-
erinarians, OPPMB, Canadian Meat
Council (CMC), veterinary colleges,
government agencies).

Continuous variables could be an-
swered by all those sampled. To facil-
itate cross-tabulations, continuous vari-
ables pertaining to producers were
combined into categories as follows:
number of sows in herd (<40, 40-69,
70-99, 100-149, 150-199, 200-249,
>249); number of feeder pigs in herd
(<125, 125-249, 250-374, 375-499,
500-749, 750999, 1000-1249, >1249);
person-years involved in operation (1,
2,3,4,5,6-10, 11-15, >15); number
of other farming enterprises on farm
(1, 2, >2); number of memberships to
farming associations/groups (1, 2, >2);
number of hogs sent to slaughter per
year (<750, 750-1500, >1500); age
(<25, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64,
>64); number of seminars attended (1,
2, >2); number of years farming
(<5,5-9,10-14, 15-19, 20-24, 25-29,
30-34, >34); and hours/week or days/
year of off-farm employment for
producer/for spouse (full time, part
time, seasonal, occasional).

Continuous variables relating to vet-
erinarians were structured in such a
way that each pertained to a particu-
lar category of interest. These were:
number of clients running breeder,
farrow-to-finish, weaner, feeder, or
backyard operations; number of farms
with sow size of <50, 50-100, 100-250,
250-500, >500; and number of farms
with feeder size of <50, 50-100, 100-
500, 500-1000, >1000. Only one con-
tinuous variable relating to veterinar-
ians, number of memberships to vet-
erinary associations/groups, had to be
combined into categories for cross-
tabulations.

Answers to structured questions
were analyzed using the SPSS; statis-
tical programs (13). Determinations
of the frequency distribution of vari-
ables were carried out. Because the
sample sizes taken from strata 2 and
3 exceeded 10% of their actual pop-
ulations, the calculated standard errors
of the mean for frequencies of vari-
ables related to these two groups were
adjusted by finite population correc-
tion factors of 0.735 and 0.714,
respectively. Cross-tabulations were
used to determine possible relation-
ships between pairs of variables, with
and without controlling for other vari-
ables. To determine which variables
were highly correlated and to study
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the extent of divergence between
groups that indicated they would or
would not use the new data, discrim-
inant analyses were done. These were
carried out in a stepwise fashion on
all variables and on selected variables
(14-16).

In addition to answering structured
questions, respondents were encour-
aged to make written comments.
These were recorded verbatim and
were subjectively evaluated.

Student’s t-test (17) was used to
compare responses of producers to
variables common to the mail survey
and telephone interviews.

Results

Survey of Pork Producers

After adjusting for thirty-five returns
from producers no longer in pork pro-
duction and for nine post office re-
turns, the answers from 1222 (or
68.8% of eligible respondents) com-
pleted questionnaires were entered into
the database.

It was determined that, regardless
of strata, ninety-one percent of respon-
dent producers reported that they
would use disease data generated by
the proposed system. When adjusted
for actual population sizes of the strata,
this percentage drops slightly to eighty-
nine percent.

Five variables relating to charac-
teristics of producers or their opera-
tions were found by chi-square anal-
ysis to be significantly associated with
a producer indicating that the new
disease information generated by the
proposed system would be used (Table
I). However, because these were found
not to be significant when other vari-
ables in the study were controlled for
or during discriminant analysis, it must
be concluded that these variables are
not predictive.

The survey indicated that produc-
ers, especially those who run breeder
and weaner operations, wish to have
information concerning the pneumo-
nias, arthritides, and intestinal lesions.
Further, there was a demand for more
detailed disease information from pro-
ducers shipping more hogs to market
and/or having acquired higher levels
of education. Also, a need for infor-
mation about ‘‘other’’ diseases (Table
II) was identified.

While fifty percent of pork pro-
ducers indicated that monthly reports
of hogkill data would be sufficient to
monitor their herds, the following

TABLE |
Associations of the Producer-related Variable, “Intends to
Use the New Data”’, with Other Producer-related Variables

Variable

Significance of chi-square

Type of swine operation
Number of feeder hogs
Number of hogs shipped to market
Person-years involved in operation

Age

Number of years farming

Extent of off-farm employment

Extent of off-farm employment (spouse)
Education level obtained

Number of seminars taken

Number of other farming enterprises undertaken
Present discussion of condemnations/demerits

NS = not significant at 5% significance level

TABLE I
“Other” Diseases Identified for Reporting Purposes
by Producers and Veterinarians

Frequency of response Frequency of response
by producers

by veterinarians

Disease/Condition Count %* Count %®
Rhinitis 14.1 5 333
Worms 59

Skin 5.7

Heart 2.5

Pale soft exudative pork/

porcine stress syndrome 1 6.7
Ulcers 1 6.7
Ovarian activity 1 6.7
Reproductive abnormalities 1 67

“Of 1038 producers
°Of 15 veterinarians

trends were found to be significant
(chi-square). As producer age in-
creased, up to age fifty-four, the per-
centage desiring monthly reports also
increased (42.9 to 53.6%). After the
age of fifty-four, percentages dropped
(to 33.3%). Producers aged sixty-five
years or older indicated a preference
for semiannual and annual reports.
Requests for reports after each kill
were inversely related to the age of
respondents (35.7 to 16.7%), but were
directly related to the number of hogs
shipped (18.5 to 26.2%). All pro-
ducers reported that data on each herd
should be received by the herd’s
owner. Sixty-three percent (62.8%)
indicated that the data should also be
made available to the producer’s vet-
erinarian. Only a few of the producer
group recommended that specific herd
data be made available to other groups/
organizations (i.e. veterinary colleges
(19.9%), OPPMB (15.1%), and gov-
ernment and CMC (less than 10%)).

Most pork producers agreed that

producers (81.9%) and veterinarians
(60.1%) should receive data summar-
ized from all producers’ herds.
Amongst the named agencies/asso-
ciations to receive group summary
data were veterinary colleges (46.0%)
and OPPMB (41.0%), government
(23.6%) and CMC (23.0%).

The survey indicated that most
(56.3%) producers never discuss
slaughterhouse findings with a veter-
inarian. For those who indicated they
did (43.7%), discussions seldom
(almost never) took place (59.0%) or
only took place occasionally (but not
regularly ) (46.6%). For those pro-
ducers who do not discuss slaughter
data with their veterinarian, the rea-
sons reported for not doing so were:
1) had not thought much about them
(46.2%); 2) did not find them rele-
vant to their herd health program
(21.0%); and 3) did not believe them
to be reliable (4.2%). ‘‘Other’’ rea-
sons accounted for the remainder.
These were: ‘‘do not have many prob-
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lems’’ (13.2%); ‘‘do not use veteri-
nary services on a regular basis, if at
all”” (7.6%); ‘‘not enough informa-
tion given’’ (2.3%); ‘‘not available”’
(2.1%); and ‘‘not understandable as
written due to phrasing used and/or
legibility’’ (less than 1%). Producers
most frequently indicated that their
own experience and farm records were
the most important sources of farm-
ing information. The most important
off-farm source of farming informa-
tion was reported as being farm papers
and magazines. Then, in descending
order, came: veterinarians, Ontario
Ministry of Agriculture and Food
(OMAF) publications, agricultural rep-
resentatives and swine specialists,
slaughterhouse reports, agribusiness
salespeople, neighbors, and farming
groups and associations.

The educational levels of produc-
ers appears to influence their selec-
tion of sources of information. As
the level of education increased, a
slight, but significant, decrease in the
importance of personal experiences
and those of neighbors was noted.
Concurrently, more importance was
put on farm records, OMAF publica-
tions, and advice from agricultural
representatives and swine specialists.
Those producers with junior high,
high school, vocational and commu-
nity college education more frequently
reported that disease data associated
with slaughter were important and use-
ful to them. Those producers who
run weaner and purebred breeder oper-
ations also reported slaughterhouse
data as being more important.

Twenty-one of the twenty-five non-
respondents contacted by telephone
participated in the follow-up survey.
Results for comparable variables from
mail and phone surveys of producers
are shown in Table IlI. There were
‘no significant differences in results
between these two groups as deter-
mined by t-test.

Survey of Veterinarians

Of the sixteen questionnaires mailed,
fifteen were returned (94%) and
entered into the database.

All veterinary swine practitioners
surveyed indicated that they saw the
information to be generated by the
proposed system as useful. Therefore,
no characteristics could be derived
from the survey that would help in
predicting data use by veterinarians.

Veterinarians indicated that, for the
disease states named, diagnoses should

be as detailed as possible and report
on the severity of disease. In partic-
ular, data on the pneumonias, arth-
ritides, and intestinal lesions were
identified as being important.

Eight of fourteen (57.1%) veteri-
narians reported that monthly reports
would be their choice. Quarterly
reports were the second most fre-
quently (28.6%) preferred.

All fifteen veterinarians surveyed
indicated that data on the specific herd
should be made available to the spe-
cific pork producer. Fourteen (93.3%)
identified the receipt of these data by
the producer’s chosen veterinarian as
a need. Fewer than five veterinarians
indicated that veterinary colleges
(26.0%), government (20.0%),
OPPMB (13.3%) and CMC (<10%)
should receive reports.

All veterinarians indicated that
summaries on grouped data should
be made available to all producers
and veterinarians. Among the agen-
cies and associations to receive sum-
maries, smaller proportions suggested
veterinary colleges (80.0%), OPPMB
(73.3%), government (40.0%), and
CMC (46.7%).

The survey revealed that three
(20%) veterinarians never discuss
slaughter data with their clients. The
reasons given were: ‘‘do not specify
findings other than what is lost’’, and
‘‘data are not presented by the client
for discussion’’.

After their own experience, the
ranking of the various sources of farm-
ing information by veterinarians was
seen to be stepped. The ranking of
sources within the highest ranking step
was, in descending order: veterinary
textbooks and journals; associations,
cooperatives and groups, and farm
records; farm papers and magazines;
agricultural representatives and swine
specialists, and Ontario Veterinary Col-
lege (OVC); and OMAF publications
and bulletins. Within the second step,
agricultural colleges in Ontario were
ranked as more important than agri-
business salespeople. Slaughterhouse
data had a mean ranking value of
half that of the second step.

Written Comments

The written comments reflected the
general agreement of respondents to
the principle of extending present
slaughterhouse reports to include infor-
mation on subclinical and other dis-
ease entities. Amongst producers who
wrote comments (12.8%), concerns

were expressed about: confidential-
ity of individual herd data (5.1%);
costs to the producer for the infor-
mation (12.9%); and ability of
veterinarians to solve herd health prob-
lems (6.5%).

Discussion

From the agreement of results for com-
parable variables between mail and
phone surveys of producers (Table I1I),
it is concluded that there was no dif-
ference between respondent and non-
respondent producers and that results
of the questionnaire mailed to pro-
ducers could be extrapolated to all
Ontario hog producers.

The finding that eighty-nine per-
cent of producers are likely to use
disease information generated by the
proposed system is supported by a
1981 survey, conducted by the Sas-
katchewan Pork Production Commit-
tee, in which herd health programs
were ranked among the ten leading
areas of concern (18). In contrast,
the initial experiences of Denmark’s
National Pig Herd Health Scheme
were that only fifty percent of pro-
ducers, all of whom were identified
as having problem herds, accepted
the offer for a veterinary swine spe-
cialist to visit their farm. The remain-
der did not accept for a variety of
reasons, such as: ‘‘action already
taken’’, and ‘‘going out of business”’
(2). In a survey of owners of 114
cow-calf herds in Saskatchewan, it
was found that fifty-three (46.5%) pro-
ducers were not interested in herd
health programs, mainly because they
“‘had no trouble and, hence, saw no
need’’ (19). While feedback of slaugh-
terhouse data cannot be equated to
herd health programs, these exam-
ples certainly suggest that at least one-
half of pork producers would be inter-
ested in such feedback.

The finding that all of the sampled
veterinarians of the OASP would use
the new data is inconsistent with the
conclusion made by veterinarians of
the Pig Veterinary Society, in 1980,
who felt that the recording of dis-
ease, per se, was of limited value
and that what was needed was a record
of production that would identify indi-
vidual or groups of animals that were
lagging behind, presumably from dis-
ease, for more detailed examination
(20). Further, many veterinarians do
not participate in health management
programs for various reasons (19). It
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TABLE Il
Comparison of Responses Common to Mail Survey and
Telephone Interviews
Response Category Phone Mail
Variable Subcategory Value Count Value Count
1. Type of operation breeder 5% 1 3% 31
farrow-finish 76% 16 66% 798
weaner — — 1% 14
feeder 19% 4 29% 361
2. Hogs shipped mean 1088 1217
3. Presently discuss never 86% 18 56% 681
slaughter data with  seldom 14% 3 26% 314
veterinarian occasional — - 16% 194
frequent — — 2% 23
median never never
4. Intends to use no 14% 3 11% 107
new data yes 86% 18 89% 1089
5. Reporting frequency mean monthly monthly
6. Age mean 43 42
7. Years farming mean 18 15
8. Education presecondary 33% e 37% 444
secondary 52% 11 41% 496
postsecondary 14% 3 22% 263

would appear, then, that the veteri-
narians sampled suffer from group,
or membership, bias. They, that is
members of the OASP, may be more
interested in health management pro-
grams and aids to such programs, like
meat inspection data, than veterinar-
ians at large.

For both groups it is very likely
that bias was introduced from word-
ing of the covering letter (21, 22,
23). The description of the compu-
terized data collection system did more
than just describe what the system
could do. It also indicated that it had
been patterned after ‘‘a successful sys-
tem’’ and pointed out a number of
positive accomplishments achieved by
users of similar systems. While these
additional comments may very well
have biased the respondents attitudes
towards the value of slaughterhouse
data, the rates of responses between
respondents and nonrespondents, the
latter of which were not reminded of
the covering letter (Table III), were
found not to be significantly different.

The finding that no variable(s) could
be used to predict whether or not a
respondent producer would use the
disease information coming from the
proposed system is not unexpected
considering there was only nine per-
cent of respondents with which to
make this determination.

““Other’’ diseases identified for
reporting purposes by producers reflect
a concern about production-related dis-
eases similar to those listed in the

1979 and 1984 surveys of the Amer-
ican Association of Swine Practition-
ers (AASP) (24), and, more recently,
in 1985, with a survey of veterinari-
ans about swine dysentery in which
practitioners were asked what they
thought would be the major swine
diseases over the next five years
(Shultz RA, personal communication
1985). These results are also in keep-
ing with the needs expressed by
respondent veterinarians.

A large proportion of producers
(50.3%) and veterinarians (57.1%)
indicated that monthly reports would
be suitable. Results indicate that for
large herds, this may not be frequent
enough, and for small herds it may
be too frequent. Michigan State Uni-
versity’s Farm Animal Health and
Resource Management Program
(FAHRMX) offers its reports weekly
or upon request to participating
dairy herds (25, 26). Within the
Danish National Pig Herd Health
Scheme, condemnation/demerit data
are reported back to the producer for
each kill, as is presently done in the
Canadian federal meat inspection sys-
tem, with visits to farms and disease
reports being made only when their
central computer identifies a prob-
lem herd (1, 2, 4, 12, 13). Hilley ez
al suggest that the time and frequency
of reporting will depend on the par-
ticular disease of interest (27). As
examples, they indicate that to mon-
itor rhinitis or pneumonia would
involve semi-annual checks, whereas

to monitor both rhinitis and pneumo-
nia would require quarterly reports.

Recommendations made by produc-
ers that the distribution of specific
herd data be limited, and that sum-
mary data be given a more general
distribution, are consistent with pro-
visions made in Canada’s Access to
Information and Privacy Acts. These
Acts provide for the confidentiality
of individual and commercial data (28,
29). Producer recommendations are
also consistent with conclusions made
by a symposium on animal disease
reporting, held in Toronto, Canada,
in 1981 (30). There, a mixed body
of government, university, and indus-
try people agreed that data should be
confidential and accessible only to
those accredited groups which pro-
vided the information or had bona

fide reasons (e.g. legislature).

There was only one area of the
questionnaires where results could be
directly compared with findings from
other studies. Table IV lists the aver-
age of results of the present study
and those of three other surveys (31,
32, 33) on the ranking of the value
of various sources of farming infor-
mation amongst producers. Calculated
average values are based on the pres-
ent study’s coding system. There was
strong agreement between all four
studies for ‘‘farm papers/magazines’’
and ‘‘agricultural representatives and
salespeople’’. The ranking value for
OMAF publications was not consis-
tent across the studies. The value
obtained within the present study,
however, does lie within the indicated
range of values. The ranking for
“‘neighbors’’ is considerably lower
than that of the extension paper (32).

The discrepancy between the mean
value for the importance of neigh-
bors as a source of farming informa-
tion between the present study and
the extension paper may be due to
ambiguity within the present study
in the way the term was used. Per-
haps the use of the phrase, ‘‘other
hog producers’’, would have been bet-
ter. The fact that some respondents
specified ‘‘other farmers’’ under the
“‘other (specify)’’ category is a good
indication that ambiguity was involved.
Overall, though, results amongst the
four studies are consistent which is
important in verifying the validity of
the data as a whole.

The finding that the importance of
slaughterhouse data is presently ranked
by producers at a level close to that
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for the importance of OMAF publi- ease information coming from
cations is not consistent with the find- slaughter. Such a survey should
ing, in a later question, that fewer validate findings of this study;
than half (45.7%) of producers dis- | 2. that a monthly summary of spe-
cuss condemnation/demerit data with cific herd data, with appropriate
their veterinarians and, at best, that adjustments for season and slaugh-
these discussions take place infre- terhouse, be forwarded to the spe-
quently. This lack of agreement could cific producer. Provisions for such
be apparent rather than real. For reports to be forwarded after each
instance, while 90% of livestock pro- kill or directly to a veterinarian
ducers in a 1983 survey, conducted of the producer’s choice might also
in Minnesota to assess attitudes and be made available. The producer
knowledge of drug residues, indicated may then determine the extent of
that they would consult a veterinar- any further distribution of this
ian, only 63% reported that they would information;
consult their veterinarian first (34). 3. that monthly summaries of Ontario
From that same study, it was esti- data be distributed to participat-
mated that at least half of the live- ing groups, and, in accordance
stock and poultry going to market with the Freedom of Information
have never been under routine veter- Act, be available to industry-
inary care. It is also possible, and associated businesses (e.g. phar-
more likely, that the disagreement is maceutical companies), veterinary
real and due to bias introduced by colleges, and others with bona fide
the intent of the questionnaire as stated reasons;
in the covering letter, which was: 4. that lesion recording be as detailed
‘. .. to determine the interest in a as possible and report on the sever-
computerized system that will col- ity of lesions found. Considering
lect data on swine diseases at the time present procedures and technology
of slaughter. . .” and expressed needs of producers
The low value ratings of present and veterinarians, lesion record-
condemnation/demerit data by veter- ing at the viscera inspection sta-
inarians is consistent with statements tion should, initially, concentrate
made concerning the number of pro- on lung and liver. As diseases from
ducers who do discuss slaughterhouse intestinal parasites can be diag-
data with their veterinarian, and the nosed on the farm using fecal
lack of sufficient detail in slaughter- (stool) samples and as opening the
house reports. intestinal tract increases the like-
From this discussion, the follow- lihood of contamination of edible
ing recommendations are made: portions, it cannot be recom-
1. that another survey of Ontario pork mended that these be recorded on
producers be conducted with the the killfloor. Atrophic rhinitis
purpose of determining how much lesions that do not result in gross
they are willing to pay for dis- distortion of the snout are, at pres-
TABLE IV

Mean Scores from Farm Readership Surveys

Ontario Farm*

n/a = not appropriate
Scoring used — 3
2

|
0

very important
moderately important
important

not important

i n

1980
All pork Major pork Extension® OMAF¢ Present
Information Source producers producers 1982 1985 Study
Farm papers/magazines 2:3 23 2.2 23 22
OMAF publications 1.4 1.3 2.1 1.6 1.9
Agr. reps. and salespeople 15 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6
Neighbors n/a n/a 22 n/a 1.4

Revised from:
“Ontario Farm Readership Survey (31).

®How Extension Stacks Up As An Information Source For Farmers (32).
“Readership Survey of OMAF News and Other Media (33).

ent, not practical to collect on a
routine basis; however, they should
be considered for future collec-
tion; and

5. that a study of the present system
for collecting and disseminating
slaughterhouse data be made. If
it is not practical to extend it for
the collection of nondemeritable
disease and productivity data, then
a suitable system of handling the
data be designed and costed.
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