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New Year’s Message from IMS President  
Guillaume Roué
Dear friends and colleagues from all over the world,

It gives me great pride 
to address you as the 
new President of IMS. But 
before I do so I would 
like to pay tribute to 
Arturo Llavallol, who 
presided over the IMS 
these past four years. I am 
particularly pleased that 
your wisdom and guidance 
will remain with us as 
you continue to serve as 
past President in the IMS 
Executive Council.

At the beginning of this 
New Year 2015, I would 
like to share my thoughts 
about the mission of 
IMS, which is to bring 
together meat industry 
professionals around the 
world to confront common 
challenges. 

As an industry we are too 
often unjustly criticized. 
I would remind our critics 
that feeding 2 billion 
more people with higher 
incomes by 2050 will put a 
lot more stress on natural 
resources. This means we 
need to constantly adapt 
to use best technology and 
management practices. 
We have already made a 
lot of progress. Livestock 
is a major source of 
nutrition, contributes to 
carbon storage in pastures, 
preserves biodiversity and 
shapes cultural landscapes, 
utilizes feed and other 
by-products not used for 
human consumption and 

that would otherwise be 
wasted – in other words 
livestock is an important 
positive contributor to 
sustainability and food 
security.

I discussed these points 
with Deputy Director 
General Maria Semedo 
when I visited the 
United Nations Food and 
Agriculture Organisation 
(FAO) in October 2014.  
While the IMS has a 
strong and long standing 
collaborative relationship 
with the FAO, the arrival of 
a new senior management 
team at FAO in 2012 has 
resulted in much welcome 
reform in the way FAO 
works with the private 
sector. The relationship 
with the FAO has been 
particularly strengthened 
with the IMS’ key role 
in the FAO-led Global 
Agenda for Sustainable 
Livestock, the Livestock 
Environmental Assessment 

and Performance 
Partnership (LEAP) and 
the FAO’s Private Sector 
Initiative. 
As you know, in November 
2014 heads of states and 
governments, ministers 
and representatives of 
the members of FAO 
and the World Health 
Organisation (WHO) agreed 
to implement a Framework 
of Action to address global 
malnutrition. What is 
less known is that had 
the livestock industry 
not intervened, the 
outcomes might have been 
dietary recommendations 
completely excluding 
animal source foods. 

The IMS formed a coalition 
with other international 
organisations in the 
livestock value-added 
chain to protest against 
earlier drafts of the 
Framework of Action 
in which there was a 
decidedly negative 
approach to animal source 
foods. IMS, together 
with the International 
Feed Industry Federation 
(IFIF), the International 
Dairy Federation (IDF), 
the International 
Poultry Council (IPC) 
and the International 
Egg Commission (IEC), 
insisted on the point that 
meat and livestock are 
essential in the provision 
of balanced and diversified 
diets, meeting nutrient 

CONTENTS
l  New Year’s Message 
from IMS President 
Guillaume Roué

 l  New European 
Agricultural Policy Up 
and Running in 2015  

l  Case-Ready Beef: A 
Long Time Coming

l  Join the IMS 
Marketing Working 
Committee

l  Paddy Moore on 
David Thomason

International Meat Secretariat
www.meat-ims.org 1 550 1 January 2015

I.M.S.
5 rue Lespagnol 
75020 Paris 
FRANCE

Tel:  
33 (0)1 44 93 60 20    

Fax: 
33 (0)1 44 93 60 01     

Editor: Hsin Huang    
© I.M.S. All rights 
reserved  

No part of this 
publication may be 
reproduced in any form 
or by any means without 
the prior permission of 
I.M.S.

www.meat-ims.org

Guillaume Roué

www.meat-ims.org


         www.meat-ims.org

2

requirements of all age groups 
and all groups with special 
needs.

This year FAO will launch a 
High Level Panel of Experts to 
draft a report on “Sustainable 
Agricultural Development for 
Food Security and Nutrition, 
Including the Role of 
Livestock”. In the past these 
kinds of reports concluded quite 
naively that food security could 
be achieved mainly through 
cereal and crop production. 
Livestock is now (finally) 
included. But better late 
than never! As usual IMS will 
coordinate expert input from 
our membership.
I also have frequent discussions 
with World Health Organisation 

(OIE) Director General Bernard 
Vallat on the challenges facing 
the global meat sector in 
areas of animal health and 
welfare. Be assured that IMS 
will continue to work closely 
with OIE on topics such as 
the “One Health” concept 
(with FAO and WHO), anti-
microbial resistance, and the 
development of global animal 
welfare standards (OIE, ISO 
TC34/WG16, etc).

If there is no profit, there is no 
sustainability!

Finally, I want to underscore 
the IMS mission to champion 
a balanced and science-based 
discussion of sustainability and 
food security. There are three 

pillars to sustainability, which 
cover economics, environment 
and social aspects. However, in 
my opinion, the many positive 
contributions of the meat 
industry are not given enough 
credit. And we must be justly 
compensated for our efforts. 
There is much we need to do to 
educate the public and policy 
makers. 
In closing, I want to thank you 
for the honor and privilege to 
serve you as the incoming IMS 
President. I am looking forward 
to an ambitious program of 
work for 2015. I would like 
to wish all of you A Happy, 
Peaceful and Prosperous New 
Year
Guillaume Roué
President, IMS

New European Agricultural Policy Up and Running in 2015
At the onset of 2015, farmers in the 28 Member States of the European Union are currently 
facing up to the changes resulting from the reformed EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). 

The policy should have started 
last year but the delay in 
reaching final agreement 
meant that 2014 was treated 
as a ‘transitional’ year while 
the practical implications 
of the political decisions 
were being sorted. National 
Governments have been busy 
in the past months together 
with EU Commission officials in 
finalising their arrangements, 
consulting and communicating 
to producers the details both 
on support measures as well as 
the various rural development 
programmes that will be in 
operation up to 2020. 

Important Changes in Key Posts 
in EU Institutions

These new policy measures 
also coincide with important 
changes in key jobs at the end 

of last year in the major EU 
institutions – the Commission, 
the Council of Ministers and 
the European Parliament. Of 
particular significance is the 
fact that the Irish Commissioner 
Phil Hogan has now taken 
over as Agricultural and Rural 
Development Commissioner 
from Romania’s Dacian Cioloş; 
in addition, Czesław Siekierski 
from Poland has replaced 
Paolo de Castro, his Italian 
predecessor, as the Chairman of 
the influential Agricultural and 
Rural Development Committee 
of the European Parliament .

What have the Main Changes in 
the CAP been?

IMS Newsletter 534 in March 
set out some of the key 
changes envisaged in the CAP. 
Now that the situation has 

become clearer it is possible to 
summarise more precisely some 
of the main points:
l Overall EU Farm support 

will reduce gradually 
between 2014 and 2020. In 
previous years, there had 
always been increases. The 
reductions apply to both 
parts of EU agricultural 
spending – direct payments 
(so called Pillar 1) and rural 
development measures 
(Pillar 2). There will be 
different implications for 
farm sectors in the various 
Member States but in broad 
terms EU farmers will need 
to derive more from market 
returns if they are to sustain 
or increase their incomes 
in future years – unless, of 
course, there are significant 
reductions in their costs of 
production or productivity 
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increases.
l The new Basic Payment 

scheme which has replaced 
the existing Single Farm 
Payment now has a 
‘greening element’, which 
requires producers to meet 
certain environmental 
criteria to qualify for 30% 
of their full Basic Payment. 
Although many EU beef 
and sheep producers will 
not find great difficulty 
in complying with this 
‘greening’ requirement, it 
will provide challenges for 
some livestock producers, 
for example those on mixed 
farms.

l There is more flexibility 
in the new arrangements; 
in particular, there is 
the greater possibility 
for transferring a limited 
proportion of funds 
between Pillar 1 and Pillar 
2. This enables those 
Member States who wish 
to supplement the amount 
of CAP funding on direct 
payments for farmers to 
do so; equally, National 
Governments who attach 
more importance to rural 
development measures, such 
as environmental schemes, 
can divert a proportion of 
Pillar 1 money into these 
areas. One possible outcome 
from this is that there is 
a potential for some EU 
countries’ industries to 
be less competitive than 
others. The other element 
of flexibility which has 
been continued from the 
previous CAP arrangements 
is the ability of individual 
Member States to ‘recouple’ 
a small proportion of their 
national ceiling allocation. 
Of particular note, some EU 
countries intend to continue 
to have coupled payments 
for their beef and sheep 
sectors.

l Although the original 

intention of the reforms 
was that there should 
be a more simplified 
policy, there appears to 
be a greater amount of 
complexity involved in the 
outworking for some of 
the new measures. These 
issues have been coming 
to a head in recent weeks 
and after a meeting held 
by EU farming unions with 
the new EU Commissioner, 
the comment was made 
that many countries were 
‘toiling with implementing 
the new arrangements’. The 
Commissioner has already 
indicated his intention of 
looking at opportunities to 
simplify the Basic Payments 
Scheme.

l The main elements of the 
EU’s Rural Development 
Policy are not being changed 
to a significant degree. The 
new programmes involve 
each Member State selecting 
from 4 out of 6 priority 
areas – which range from 
innovation, competitiveness 
and food chain efficiency 
to environmental and 
ecological measures.

Implications for EU Beef 
Producers

For many EU beef and sheep 
producers, the gradual 
reduction in the Basic Payment 
will bring more pressures 
on enterprises that already 
struggle to make positive net 
margins without direct support 
payments. This situation should 
be seen against a background 
of concern amongst some 
European livestock farmers 
in recent months that at a 
time when world beef prices 
have reached unprecedented 
levels, EU cattle prices have 
been consistently lower than 
a year earlier. Indeed in some 
countries, notably Ireland, 
there has been considerable 

beef producer unrest at the low 
level of prices – particularly 
during the second half of 2014. 
Turning to the pig and poultry 
situation, these sectors will not 
be significantly affected by the 
CAP direct payment measures; 
they might even benefit to 
a small degree if there is a 
downturn in supplies of beef 
and sheepmeat.

Small Increase Forecast in EU 
Meat Output in 2015 

It is early days for a detailed 
assessment of the likely longer-
term impact of the reforms 
on future EU production, 
consumption and trade. 
However in relation to the 
immediate future, forecasts 
from the EU Commission made 
earlier in mid-2014, indicated 
that total meat production is 
likely show a small increase 
in 2015 – mainly due to rises 
in pigmeat and poultry meat 
production. In relation to beef, 
some more recent estimates 
suggest that while production 
in 2014 in the EU -15 was 
expected to rise by 4% with 
increases in Italy, Germany, 
France UK and Ireland, a 
small decrease was forecast 
for 2015.  Demand for beef 
continues to be influenced 
by the slow economic growth 
in the Eurozone economies; 
consumption declined in 2014 
for the second year running 
and a further small reduction is 
expected in 2015. 

Slower Rise Predicted for 
Pigmeat and Poultrymeat in 
the longer-term; More Complex 
Situation for Beef

Looking further ahead, the 
EU Commission has recently 
published its longer-term 
forecasts to 2024 (see http://
ec.europa.eu/agriculture/
markets-and-prices/
medium-term-outlook/2014/
fullrep_en.pdf). EU pigmeat 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/markets-and-prices/medium-term-outlook/2014/fullrep_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/markets-and-prices/medium-term-outlook/2014/fullrep_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/markets-and-prices/medium-term-outlook/2014/fullrep_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/markets-and-prices/medium-term-outlook/2014/fullrep_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/markets-and-prices/medium-term-outlook/2014/fullrep_en.pdf
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and poultrymeat production 
are projected to continue to 
rise – although at a somewhat 
slower rate than the increases 
experienced in the past 10 
years. Competition from lower 
cost producing countries 
is likely to reduce the 
opportunities for export growth 
for both these categories. 
Sheepmeat production is 
forecast to stabilize after 
a steady decline in recent 
years. This is partly due to a 
projected halt in the decline 
in sheepmeat consumption but 
also on the basis that several 
EU sheep producing countries 
countries have introduced 
coupled support measures. 
Developments in beef 
production are more complex to 
assess although the Commission 
are forecasting a small decline 
by 2024. On the one hand, 
the elimination of EU dairy 
quotas might result in more 
availability of beef from the 
dairy herd. On the other hand, 

the likely reductions in levels 
of EU support payments and the 
poor structures of production 
in many parts of the EU suggest 
that expansion in production 
is unlikely, particularly for 
specialist beef producers. 
Indeed there has already been 
a downward trend in EU beef 
cow numbers and at a meeting 
of COPA beef producers last 
year, experts were predicting 
‘tough times ahead for beef 
producers, as European markets 
fail to reflect the positive 
fundamentals which are keeping 
prices high on a more global 
level’.

World Meat Demand Rising but 
Concerns from EU Producers 
about FTA impacts

Beyond this, there remains 
an underlying concern 
from livestock producer 
organisations that the impact 
of some future Free Trade 
Agreements (FTAs), opening 

up access to the EU meat 
market of 42 million tonnes 
and 500 million comparatively 
affluent consumers to lower 
cost producers elsewhere 
in the world, will present a 
significant challenge for the 
EU industry, which could be 
even greater than the impact 
of any reductions in CAP direct 
payments in future years. 
However, these worries are 
partially offset by the fact that 
all EU meat sectors have been 
encouraged by the implications 
of the strong growth in meat 
consumption in emerging 
economies and the potentially 
greater export opportunities 
this may provide. Although the 
European meat producers and 
processors face some significant 
challenges, efficient businesses 
in Europe still see potential for 
good opportunities in a world 
of steadily increasing meat 
demand.   

Bob Bansback

A Case-Ready Beef: A Long Time Coming
Producing and selling retail-portion cuts of fresh beef under their own brand name — 
the “case-ready” concept — has been a dream of U.S. beef packing companies at least 
since the 1980s, if not well before. 

There’s some good business 
logic supporting the case-
ready branded beef idea. 
If beef packers delivered 
retail-ready packages of meat 
to supermarkets, the stores 
could eliminate costly in-
house butcher departments 
while at the same time still 
keep at least a portion of the 
profit margins for themselves. 
The stores could order only 
the cuts they wanted from 
packers and forget about 
difficult-to-sell cuts. Also, the 
stores would be relieved of 

food-safety worries, at least 
with regard to fresh beef; 
that onus would fall on the 
packers. 

The packers could offer 
exact-weight packages, which 
are generally preferred by 
consumers, and the vacuum-
packaging would provide 
much greater shelf-life 
than standard supermarket 
overwrapping. And the 
packers would have better 
control of product distribution 
and selection, which would 

translate to better carcass 
cutting back at the plant and 
smarter livestock purchasing. 
The entire beef chain would 
benefit. Moreover, the pork 
and poultry industries had 
already proven it could be 
done: Tyson, Hormel, Morrell, 
Perdue are familiar names in 
the supermarket meat case. 

“Within 10 years, I expect 
60 to 70 per cent of all beef 
sold in the U.S. to wear a 
brand name,” Herb Meischen, 
who at the time was vice 
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president of marketing for 
Excel, the second-largest U.S. 
beef packer, enthusiastically 
commented to the Observer-
Reporter, a Pennsylvania 
newspaper, in 1988. Bill 
Parker, a vice president with 
supermarket chain Kroger, told 
the same publication: “Longer 
shelf-life and convenience 
are the big advantages of 
vacuum-packaged, case-ready 
meats. The consumer can 
take the product home, put 
it in the refrigerator, cook 
it on a moment’s notice or 
wait until next week. It’s 
ready when they are. There’s 
no buy-freeze-thaw routine 
necessary.” 

How could it go wrong?

An Enthusiastic Joint Venture

Industry faith in fresh case-
ready beef was still high in 
2002 when Excel, a subsidiary 
of Cargill, established a 
joint venture with Hormel 
Foods. In announcing the 
project, Warren Staley, then-
chairman and CEO of Cargill, 
said: “Livestock producers 
have been urging packers to 
market more meat through 
branded programs, noting that 
branding is a key to increasing 
the value of the livestock they 
own. This joint venture will 
take branding to a higher level 
by rounding out the successful 
Hormel Always Tender brand 
name in a full line of fresh 
case-ready beef and pork 
products.” Around the same 
time, a joint study by the 
packaging company Cryovac, 
the National Cattlemen’s Beef 
Association and the National 
Pork Board found that case-
ready products held a 60 per 
cent share of the meat case 
in 2004, up from 49 per cent 
in 2002. Herb Meischen’s 
prediction was off by just a 

few years. 

But fresh, case-ready branded 
beef has never really taken 
off, at least not in the way 
the industry thought it would 
30 years ago. The obstacles 
blocking success were, indeed, 
formidable. For one thing, the 
supermarkets never thought 
much of the idea. In-house 
butcher departments were 
costly to operate, it was true, 
but on a per-square-foot basis 
the meat department was (and 
still is) the most profitable 
territory in the store. Why 
would a supermarket want to 
change a winning formula? And 
while Tyson and Hormel might 
be familiar retail names, IBP 
and Excel and National Beef 
are not. Back in the 1990s, IBP 
was the largest meat company 
in the U.S., yet few American 
consumers had ever heard of 
it. (IBP is now part of Tyson 
Foods.)

Finally, when case-ready 
beef was first under serious 
exploration there was a 
serious technological problem: 
vacuum-packaged fresh 
beef turns purple in the 
package (beef needs oxygen 
to maintain its attractive, 
enticing bright red color), 
and beef shoppers tended to 
believe purple beef was bad 
beef. Modified-atmosphere 
packaging solved some of this 
problem, but many consumers 
felt that beef packaged under 
modified atmospheres had too 
much package and not enough 
meat. 

So the announcement in early 
December of this year that 
Excel and Hormel had ended 
their joint venture could be 
understood as the final nail in 
the coffin of a good idea that 
should have worked, but never 
quite did. 

The Eventual Winners 

But that wouldn’t be entirely 
accurate. Case-ready beef 
has been a great success for 
smaller independent beef 
companies, especially those 
processing and selling so-
called “natural” and certified 
organic products. Indeed, 
about the time the biggest 
beef packers were investing 
heavily in untested case-
ready programs, back in the 
late 1980s, scrappy Coleman 
Natural Meats in Colorado was 
making a success of the idea 
at supermarkets around the 
country. What was Coleman’s 
secret? It had a unique 
product, “natural beef,” that 
consumers were (and still 
are) willing to pay extra for. 
Coleman was soon followed 
by a herd of meat companies 
who sold case-ready beef 
with special label claims — 
“organic,” “no antibiotics 
or hormones,” “sustainably 
raised” and so forth. To borrow 
the old advertising cliché, 
these companies were and are 
skilled at selling the sizzle in 
addition to selling the steak, 
and case-ready is the platform 
that made it possible.   

As for the big packers, many 
of them eventually concluded 
that case-ready branded beef 
could work only if the brand 
the meat carried belonged 
to the supermarket. A 2008 
study found that store brands 
appeared on more than half of 
the case-ready beef packages 
surveyed. But this isn’t 
altogether surprising, because 
the supermarket industry has 
undergone at least as much 
change over the past 30 years 
as the American meat industry 
has. Walmart is now the 
largest-volume food retailer 
in the U.S., and Costco, the 
discount box chain, is much 



         www.meat-ims.org

6

David Thomason
I was very sorry to read in 
the recent IMS Newsletter 
of the untimely death of 
David Thomason and I wish 
to convey my deepest 
sympathy to his wife Sue 
and their four children.

Like so many in the IMS 
community, I too have been 
privileged to know him, 
to have benefited from his 
professionalism and to have 
enjoyed his friendship.

His contributions to IMS 
were many and immense. 
For me the one that stands 
out above all the rest was 
his teaming up with Chris 
Lamb and their driving 
forward the independent 
study “Meat in the Diet”.  
This Study which not only 
remains highly relevant to 
this day but in the process 
it generated a greater sense 
of International cooperation 
among IMS Members and it 
pioneered a new model and 
stream of funding for IMS 
Programmes.

A high achiever and one of 
life’s true gentlemen, may 
he rest in peace.

Paddy Moore
IMS Past President

Join the IMS Marketing  
Working Committee
The IMS Marketing Working Committee was recently 
formed, with the purpose of exploring ways of sharing 
information on issues management and marketing 
activities in our various countries.     

The committee will comprise:

l Rod Slater, Chair IMS 
Marketing Committee, Meat 
+ lamb New Zealand Inc., 
New Zealand

l Silvana Bonsignore, Instituto 
Nacional de Carnes, Uruguay

l John Johnson, National Pork 
Board, United States

l Peter Haydon, Australian 
Pork Limited, Australia

l Joyce Parslow, Canada Beef 
Inc., Canada

l Chris Lamb, U.K. (co opted)
 
Two things that the committee 
are focusing on are.
1. The 2016 IMS marketing 

Workshop in Uruguay
2. A closed Facebook page. 

As proposed at the workshop, a 
closed Facebook page has been 
set up for us all to contribute 
to – called International Meat 
Marketers Group. Those that 
attended the meeting will be 
sent an email inviting you to 
join the page.

If you would like to join this 
closed group email Fiona 
Grieg.
  fionag@beeflambnz.co.nz.     

Fiona is the administrator of 
the page.

 As  outlined on the page, it 
allows individuals to join, but 
not organisations and it can be 
used as a platform for sharing 
information, which is relevant 
to others working in meat 
marketing, such as –
• Updates on campaigns and 

the results
• Quality programmes
• New websites
• Press releases
• Point of sale material
• Marketing reports
• Responses to media – positive 

and negative
• Pose a question or discussion 

topic to the page
• Gather feedback
• Photos with captions

 The closed setting means 
people can find it, but only 
members can see posts.  It will 
run best if members contribute 
to it regularly. 

Please feel free to invite 
others to the Group. 

Rod Slater
Chair IMS Marketing 
Committee

larger than all but the very 
biggest supermarket chains. 
Walmart, Costco and feisty 
independent retailers such as 
Trader Joe’s market their own 
brands. 

The beef companies that 
have developed case-ready 
partnerships with these 
retailers, and the companies 
that have a unique product to 
sell, are the ones that have 

made case-ready succeed at 
last.   

Steve Bjerklie, correspondent, 
The Economist

mailto:fionag%40beeflambnz.co.nz?subject=

