
Triumph Foods Integrated 
Pork Production



Who is Triumph Foods?

• 100% Owned by pork producers

• 5 Member owners
• 37 Pork producers
• Allied Producers Cooperative = 33 

Producers

• NO outside ownership



Why was Triumph Foods Organized?

• Pork producers are subject to tremendous volatility and uncertainty

• Pork processing is highly concentrated

• Opportunity for returns with the right strategy



U.S. Barrow and Gilt Processing Plants

Triumph Foods
St. Joseph, MO

Legend Daily Capacity Share
Smithfield 130,300 26%

JBS 93,000 19%
Tyson Foods 78500 16%

Hatfield Quality Meats 23,700 5%
Triumph 21,500 4%

Seaboard 20,500 4%

STF 20,400 4%

STF Combined 62,400 13%
Hormel 19,000 4%

Prestage (estimated capacity) 20,000 4%

Single Plants

Total (estimated capacity) 510,285



Triumph + Seaboard = 795,000 Sows







Critical Resource is Trust – Avoid Local Optimization

MortalityLean Plant 
Yield

Feed 
Conversion

Integrated 
Profits!!



Market Hog Production Requirements

• All producers must be PQA Plus certified

• ONLY approved genetics can be used

• ONLY approved feed ingredients can be used

• ONLY approved medications can be used



Qualifying Market Hog

• Live weight requirement
• 215 lbs. to 350 lbs.

• Must be free from defects and comply with our USDA voluntary 
segregation procedure

• Same criteria since 2006



TR4 Program – Custom Genetic Improvement

The objective of the TR4 
genetic program is to 
maximize returns over 
our integrated 
production system
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When the Strategy Works, Keep After It...





Daily’s Premium Meats

• Recent Ownership History:
• 2005 – Acquired by Seaboard Foods
• 2014 – Triumph purchased 50% interest from Seaboard Foods 

• Products
• Primarily raw and precooked bacon





Seaboard Triumph Foods

• Equal partnership among Seaboard and Triumph

• Located in Sioux City, IA

• Commenced Operations in 2017



Example of a Core Integrated Strategy…

…Big Pigs



2017 Global Pork Production

Photo: http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QA/visualize

Pigs weights are a GLOBAL discussion across both the scientific community 
and industry

http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/QA/visualize


Why the Focus on Heavy Market Weights?

• The math makes sense:

• Can we achieve increased margin without deteriorating product 
quality?

Increased Margin 
from Heavy Weight 

Pigs

= Sales Value - Sum of Farm and 
Plant Costs



Heavy Weights are Not a Recent Trend in the U.S.

USDA, NASS. 2019

R² = 0.9862
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Studies for Discussion

USDA, NASS. 2019
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Within increasing slaughter weight carcass were heavier 
muscled and fatter

Shuler et al. 1970. J. Anim. Sci. 31:31-35

Slaughter Weight

Trait 45.5 Kg 68.2 Kg 90.9 Kg 113.6 Kg Std Dev

Back Fat, cm 2.01a 2.88b 3.57c 4.02d 0.15

Loineye Area, cm 14.76a 19.81b 23.45c 25.87d 0.38

Marbling Score 1.27a 1.56b 2.02c 2.70d 0.62

Color Score 2.42 2.17 2.24 2.58 0.56

Shear Force, Kg/1.9 cm 5.43 5.23 4.92 5.08 3.07
abcd means with differing superscripts differ at P<0.05

Science has focused on this trend for some time
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Science has focused on this trend for some time

Color and tenderness were not impacted by slaughter weight



Heavy Weights of the 1990s

• Percentage of loin increased with increasing 
weight

• Percentage of ham, shoulder, and sparerib 
decreased with increasing weight

• Weight of trimmed boneless cuts increased 
with increased slaughter weight

• Reduced when calculated as a percentage of 
side weight

• Increased processed belly/bacon yield with 
increased weight

Cisneros et al. 1996. J. Anim. Sci. 74:925-933

Photo adapted from:https://www.pork.org/facts/stats/consumption-and-
expenditures/typical-market-pig-today/

Ham

Loin

Belly/Sparerib

Boston 
Butt

Picnic

Shoulder

Live Weight Range Evaluated: 100 – 160 kg

https://www.pork.org/facts/stats/consumption-and-expenditures/typical-market-pig-today/


Heavy Weights of the 1990s

Slaughter Weight = 

Color (β = -0.006)
Firmness (β = -0.009)
24 hr pH (β = -0.002)
Drip Loss (β = 0.029)
Sensory Tenderness Score (β = -0.006)

• Higher Score Preferred
• Non-significant WBSF

Moisture (β = -0.035)
Marbling/IMF(β = 0.027)

Cisneros et al. 1996. J. Anim. Sci. 74:925-933

Limited, small changes in Pork Quality were reported, regression equations indicated:

Interpreting β: For every 1 kg change in 
live slaughter weight, a trait is 

predicted to move x units
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Limited, small changes in Pork Quality were reported, regression equations indicated:

Interpreting β: For every 1 kg change in 
live slaughter weight, a trait is 

predicted to move x units

If we looked at a 20 kg increase in 
weight this would result in…

-0.12 Subjective Color Units

-0.18 Subjective Firmness Units

-0.04 pH Units

+0.58%

-0.12 Subjective Units

-0.70%

0.54%



Latorre et al. 2004. J. Anim. Sci. 82:526-533 

Heavy Weights of the Early 2000s

• ADG was decreased by 38 g/d for every 10 kg increase in slaughter weight
• G:F decreased 0.01 kg for every 10 kg increase in slaughter weight

Slaughter Weight, kg
Linear Response to 
Slaughter Weight

116 124 133 SEM P-value R2 P-value
Initial Weight, kg 74.9 74.7 74.8 0.43 0.94
Final Weight, kg 116.2 124.4 133.5 1.30 0.001
From 75 kg to Slaughter

ADG, g/d 843a 788b 769b 18.5 0.05 0.59 0.01
ADFI, kg/d 2.69 2.56 2.68 0.056 0.23

G:F, kg 0.313a 0.309a 0.287b 0.003 0.001 0.61 0.001
ab Means with differing superscripts differ at P < 0.05



Latorre et al. 2004. J. Anim. Sci. 82:526-533 

Heavy Weights of the Early 2000s

• Heavier pigs produced darker product
• No impact on marbling or tenderness

Slaughter Weight, kg
Linear Response to 
Slaughter Weight

116 124 133 SEM P-value R2 P-value

Carcass Weight, kg 89.8c 96.4b 105.1a 0.95 0.001 0.87 0.001

Carcass Yield, % 77.3b 77.7b 78.6a 0.21 0.001 0.60 0.001

Backfat, mm 22.1b 25.7a 27.0a 0.63 0.001 0.79 0.001

Loin L* 51.5a 49.9b 47.3c 0.55 0.001 0.21 0.05
Loin Marbling/IMF, % 2.5 2.6 2.7 0.22 0.85
Shear Force, Kg 7.9 8.3 8.1 3.7 0.70
ab Means with differing superscripts differ at P < 0.05



2017 – What Do We Know So Far?

• Literature review conducted by Kansas State University

• Evaluated Three Key Areas:
• Growth Performance
• Carcass Composition/Subprimal Yield
• Pork Quality

• Heavy weight market > 130 kg

Wu et al. 2017. Transl. Anim. Sci. 1:1-15 



2017 – Growth Performance

• Decreased cumulative ADG
• 8 of 14 studies
• Range: 3.6 to 54.9 grams

• Increased ADFI
• 11 of 13 studies
• Range: 52.7 to 163.3 grams

• Reduction in cumulative gain to 
feed

• 14 of 14 studies
• Range: -0.017 to -0.03

Wu et al. 2017. Transl. Anim. Sci. 1:1-15 

Increasing slaughter weight by 
10 Kg resulted in:



2017 – Average Subprimal Yield/Carcass 
Composition

Wu et al. 2017. Transl. Anim. Sci. 1:1-15 

Photo adapted from:https://www.pork.org/facts/stats/consumption-and-expenditures/typical-market-pig-today/

-0.17 kg 
Ham/10 kg 
Live Weight

-0.13 kg Loin/10 kg 
Live Weight

+0.32 kg Belly/10 kg 
Live Weight

-0.16 kg 
Shoulder/10 kg Live 

Weight

• +0.41% Yield
• +1.8 mm Backfat
• -0.78% Fat-free lean
• +1.9 cm2 Loin muscle area
• +2.2 cm Carcass length

https://www.pork.org/facts/stats/consumption-and-expenditures/typical-market-pig-today/


2017 – Pork Quality and Heavy Weight Pigs

• Little agreement among data

• L*
• N = 6 studies indicate an inverse relationship with weight
• N = 4 studies indicate a positive relationship with weight

• Ultimate pH
• N = 7 studies indicate an inverse relationship with weight
• N = 2 studies indicate a positive relationship with weight

• Warner Bratzler Shear Force
• N = 3 studies indicate an inverse relationship with weight
• N = 6 studies indicate a positive relationship with weight

Wu et al. 2017. Transl. Anim. Sci. 1:1-15 



2017 – University of Illinois HCW Study

Harsh et al. 2017. J. Anim. Sci. 95:4958-4970 



2017 – University of Illinois HCW Study - Loin

Harsh et al. 2017. J. Anim. Sci. 95:4958-4970 



2017 – University of Illinois HCW Study - Loin

Harsh et al. 2017. J. Anim. Sci. 95:4958-4970 



2017 – University of Illinois HCW Study - Belly

Harsh et al. 2017. J. Anim. Sci. 95:4958-4970 



National Pork Board Funded Grant

• Multi-institutional
• Kansas State
• University of Illinois
• USDA Meat Animal 

Research Center

• Project Webinar 
conducted in August 
2019

• PIC 327 x Camborough

National Hog Farmer Webinar, 15 August 2019



National Pork Board Funded Grant

Dilger et al. 2019 National Hog Farmer Webinar. 15 August 2019



National Pork Board Funded Grant
Trait R2 P-value

Loin depth, mm 0.1278 <0.0001

Fat depth, mm 0.2097 <0.0001

Percent lean, % 0.2352 <0.0001

Iodine value 0.0700 <0.0001

Loin pH, 1 day Not Significant

Loin pH, 14 day Not Significant

Loin L*, 1 day Not Significant

Ham pH, 1 day Not Significant

Ham L*, 1 day Not Significant

Dilger et al. 2019 National Hog Farmer Webinar. 15 August 2019

• Carcass composition traits were 
significantly related

• Account for between 13% and 24% of 
variability

• HCW accounted for 7% of 
variability in iodine value

• No relationship among HCW and 
quality traits presented
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National Pork Board Funded Grant

Shackelford et al. 2019 National Hog Farmer Webinar. 15 August 2019

HCW
Slice Shear Force, kg

71 ℃ 63 ℃

<112, kg 11.9a 10.7a

112-119.3 kg 10.9b 10.1b

119.3-127.5 kg 10.4b 10.2ab

≥125.7 kg 10.5b 10.3ab

ab Means with column differ at P < 0.05



National Pork Board Funded Grant

• Consumer Visual Panels
• Chops from heavier carcasses 

were found to be more desirable

• Chop thickness impacted 
purchasing decision

• Consumer Sensory Panels
• No negative discrimination against 

chops as HCW increased

• As HCW increased palatability 
scores and overall like 
subsequently increased

Rice et al. 2019 National Hog Farmer Webinar. 15 August 2019



Some Considerations for Regional Differences

Map Image: https://geology.com/world/

https://geology.com/world/


Conclusions

• Heavy weight pigs make sense:
• Production economics
• Plant economics
• Quality remains consistent

• We have shown consistently that we can increase weights of pigs

• Cooperation with PIC on heavy weight pigs only increases success 



Thank you!
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