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Č.j.    
Vážený pane náměstku,

Evropská komise zveřejnila dne 16. prosince 2008 další pracovní dokument k vytvoření nutričních profilů.  Vzhledem k tomu, že od Vás dosud nemám informace o tom, jakým směrem se budou ubírat další jednání o nutričních profilech v novém roce, a vzhledem k tomu, že podle našich informací budou některé členské státy na poslední pracovní schůzce k nutričním profilům, která se uskuteční dne 18. prosince 2008 v Bruselu, požadovat odložení finální podoby nutričních profilů do příštího roku, si Vás dovoluji požádat o aktivní podporu naší dosavadní pozice, kterou jsme Vám již dříve zaslali a zasíláme v příloze znovu.  Jistě pochopíte, že vhodné stanovení limitů, na nichž se shodují všechny národní sektory, je pro nás klíčové.

Zároveň si Vás, pane náměstku, dovoluji požádat o sdělení, jak poslední schůzka proběhla a s jakými výsledky.

S pozdravem

Vážený pan

MUDr. Michael VÍT, Ph. D.

hlavní hygienik České republiky

náměstek ministra zdravotnictví

Ministerstvo zdravotnictví ČR

Palackého nám. 4

128 01 Praha 2

Příloha

Komentář PK ČR k dokumentu 

„Working document on the setting of nutrient profiles – 16 December 2008“

1.  DIARY PRODUCTS
Dairy products play an important role in the healthy diet. They are nutrient-rich and key contributors of several minerals, vitamins and high-quality protein. Beyond pure nutritional value, several additional health benefits have been suggested. Dietary guidelines recommend dairy as part of the daily diet.

· A specific nutrient profile should be established for dairy products in order to allow informing consumers about the specific nutritional qualities of dairy products.

Dairy is a diverse group of products with broad compositional variation and different physical properties. The diversity of dairy products with regard to nutritional composition and habitual intake pattern needs to be taken into account.

· Separate nutrient profiles should be developed for different dairy sub categories: milk and milk based products, cheese, butter and cream.

Dairy products are protected against imitation and substitution products by EU Regulations which protect dairy products from comparison with imitation products of vegetable origin. Replacement of milk components in dairy products is prohibited. The relative content of saturated fat cannot be changed by processes or replacement.

· Only dairy products are eligible to the special dairy approach. Vegetable based products should be excluded from the dairy category.

The composition of dairy products depends on milk which is the main raw material. The technological specificities of producing the different types dairy products such as the use of salt for cheese making or the final water content have to be taken into account.

· Different thresholds have to be applied for the different dairy sub categories based on the specific characteristics of the dairy foods within each sub category.

The composition of milk fat determines the fat composition of dairy products. Milk fat should not be reduced to saturated fat. Not all saturated fatty acids are negative for health. A large proportion is neutral/positive for health.

· This specificity of saturated fatty acids in milk fat has to be taken into account when proposing a threshold for the saturated fatty acids criteria.

Ruminant trans fatty acids naturally occur in meat and dairy products. Average intake in the European diet is low. Contribution of ruminant trans fatty acids to energy intake is minimal. In addition, there is no scientific evidence that trans fatty acids from ruminant origin have negative health effects at habitual intake.

Ruminant trans fatty acids do not need to be considered for nutrient profiling Lactose is a natural milk component.

· The intrinsic sugar (carbohydrate) lactose should be excluded from nutrient profiling. If lactose is to be included under total sugars then the amount of total sugars permitted should be high enough to allow for the natural presence of this sugar in some foods.

FFDI proposal for a nutrient profiling system for dairy foods

SPECIFIC NUTRIENT PROFILES FOR DAIRY PRODUCTS

· Specific dairy nutrient profile, separate from a general profile.

· Exclusion of vegetable-based imitation and substitution products from the dairy category.

· Inclusion of butter and other dairy spreads into the dairy category.

· Consideration of dependence of dairy products on natural composition of raw material milk.

· FFDI agrees with the EC working document concerning the sugars (15g/100g) and sodium (1g/100g) thresholds for all dairy products. Those values cannot be lowered because they include naturally occurring lactose and salt necessary for cheese production.

· Specific nutrient thresholds concerning saturated fat (taking into account the saturated fatty acids with neutral/positive effects) have to be considered for different dairy sub categories: milk and milk products, cheese, cream and butter. FFDI proposes that calcium is used as criterion for calcium-rich cheeses.

· Thresholds are set taking into account the nutrient contribution of dairy products to the diet.

· Ruminant TFA naturally occurring in dairy products do not need to be considered.

· Reference amount for calculation of profile: 100g.

	Nutrient thresholds1 for dairy products2
	Saturated fat3
	Sugars
	Sodium



	Milk and milk based products
	≤5g / 100g
	≤15g / 100g
	≤1g / 100g

	Cream
	≤20g / 100g
	
	

	Cheese

Exemption for Cheese containing more calcium than 720mg / 100g4
	≤20g / 100g5
≤23g / 100g
	
	

	Butter
	≤30g / 100g
	
	


1. These figures are to be considered as yearly averages (as rules for nutritional labelling)

2. Examples for dairy products see p. 8

3. For the purpose of this document, «saturated fat» means saturated fatty acids

4. Corresponds to 3 times the conditions for a “calcium rich” claim according to the nutrition claims annex

5. This value is a positive and constructive proposal accepted by the European cheese industry, aware that on one hand thevalue of 15g mentioned in the Commission working document on nutrient profiles from 2nd June is fully unacceptable and on the other hand the initial EDA proposal was 23g/100g for all cheeses. This final value of 20g corresponds to a huge effort of the dairy industry as it eliminates a lot of cheeses currently marketed from nutrition and health claims.

COMMON PRINCIPLES FOR NUTRIENT PROFILES
A nutrient profiling system should only be developed in the context of Regulation (EC) No 1924/2006 on nutrition and health claims on foods as referenced in the “whereas” (recital 11) of the Regulation.

A nutrient profiling system should be clear, transparent, and easy to implement as well as allow and provide an incentive for innovation.

A nutrient profiling system should be developed based on generally accepted scientific evidence. The developer system shall be revised and adjusted once new relevant scientific findings become available.

A nutrient profiling system should be established for food categories. No (sub) food category should a priori be excluded from the eligibility to nutrition and health claims.

The selection of nutrients and certain criteria for profiling should reflect the special nutritional composition of the different dairy categories (e.g. nutrient richness) as well as their contribution to nutrient intake.

NUTRIENT PROFILES FOR DAIRY PRODUCTS 

DAIRY SUB CATEGORIES

Nutrient profiles need to be established separately for dairy food sub categories to take into account the diversity of dairy products, broad variation in nutritional composition, different food consumption habits and usage. At least four dairy sub categories are needed to reflect the diversity in the context of nutrient profiling. These dairy sub categories are not based on legal classifications of dairy products existing on Codex and national level, but on nutritional composition.

Dairy sub category 

Examples

Milk and milk based products 

· Milk based drinks

· Fermented milks (incl. probiotic fermented milk drinks)

· Yoghurts

· Milk based desserts

Cream 

· Creams

· Cream products

Cheese 
· All types of cheese, including unripened cheese, ripened cheese,

· Processed cheese (including cheese spreads), whey cheese

· Cheese products and cheese preparations¨

Butter 

· Butters

· Dairy spreads

2. CHOCOLATES and cocoa-based confectionery

Chocolate and cocoa-based confectionery products fall under the general profile. The proposed criteria for the general profile totally excludes the whole category of Chocolate and cocoa-based confectionery products (100 %) of the possibility to make nutrition or health claims.  

Therefore, since the intention of this regulation is about better consumer information and is to allow the consumer to make the best choice within a family of products, FFDI would request a specific profile for chocolate and cocoa-based confectionery with adapted criteria.
In our opinion, it is very important to adopt an approach by category with adapted limits to allow innovation and re-formulation in the sector and provide incentive for our Manufacturers. Chocolate Manufacturers have invested several millions of euros in research in the area of fat and sugar-reduction and on the health effects of nutrients like cocoa flavanols and cocoa fibres. 

It is clear that if any communication on those reformulations or on the intrinsic health benefits is forbidden, innovation will clearly not be stimulated and the Industry might stop their investments.

As consumers will anyhow continue to eat chocolate and confectionery products, and because the information on the reformulation or health benefits is lacking, the consumer cannot even make a healthier choice.  

Our proposal for specific criteria for chocolate and cocoa-based confectionery is the following:

· saturated fats: 25 grams / 100 grams

· total sugars: 30 grams / 100 grams

· sodium: 120 mg / 100 grams

If those criteria currently proposed by FFDI would be adopted, only 8 % of chocolate products would be able to bear claims and 12% of non-chocolate confectionery products. 

Our request for higher thresholds for saturated fats and total sugars is justified based on the following reasons: 

· Incompatibility of limits with the Chocolate Directive: the chocolate product contents in accordance with Directive 2000/36/CE are primarily fat content and sugar, with contents higher than the limits suggested. The two criteria are thus deciding factors. 

· Neutral role of stearic acid: Fat in cocoa-based products or chocolate is mainly provided by cocoa butter and/or other tropical vegetable fats limited to 5% (which have similar properties to cocoa butter) and/or by milk fats. Cocoa butter is made up of approximately 35% stearic acid, 32% oleic acid and 26% palmitic acid. Kris-Etherton et al
. demonstrated that consumption of stearic acid elicits a neutral cholesterolemic response, in that it has no impact on total blood cholesterol and more importantly, LDL cholesterol is not increased. And some studies even see an increase in HDL-cholesterol along with a decrease in plasma triglycerides
. Concerning blood-clotting, stearic acid does not adversely affect platelet function and appears to play no role in the thrombogenic events that can lead to heart disease
. After consumption, stearic acid is quickly desaturated into oleic acid. So only 26% of the total fat in cocoa butter could be considered as real saturated fat. 

This means that, even if stearic acid is chemically classified as a saturated fat, it does not have the same negative physiological effects as other saturated fats. When this is taken into account a higher threshold (25g) for saturated fats can be justified for chocolate products keeping in mind that only 1/2 of saturated acid are really saturated acids with potential negative effect , that means 12,5g.

· Low consumption quantity and variety of portions: given the small quantities of chocolate consumed (even for the quartile of the largest consumers in France, the consumed quantity is about 30g/day, source: CCAF 2004). Although we agree to express the levels in the profile on 100g, we think it is reasonable to take the portion size into consideration when setting the levels. If we consider this average consumption,  daily saturated fat  (potentially negative) intake due to chocolate will be only 12,5g divided by 3 = 4g which is below the first proposal of the commission and similar to the threshold for other food categories.

· Intrinsic Health benefits of cocoa: Chocolate and cocoa-based confectionery contains a number of essential nutrients, the exact amounts depends on the recipe and source of raw materials. Chocolate contains minerals and trace elements and vitamins such as, magnesium, iron, vitamin D and vitamin E,. In addition milk chocolate contains calcium, vitamin B2 and B12. Chocolate is also a good base for other ingredients like nuts which deliver other beneficial nutrients. 

Chocolates and cocoa-based products have also demonstrated to be good source of antioxidants (cocoa flavanols) and fibres. These flavanols are a sub group of the polyphenol family , which include both single catechin compounds and the more complex procyanidins. These flavanols  naturally present in the cocoa beans are more or less preserve in the chocolate depending of the process, and it would be relevant to communicate their content to the consumer. The consumer has the right to know that it is not always the chocolate that contains the highest % of cocoa that provides the maximum of good elements…(at contrario, higher the % of cocoa, higher the caloric value.

3. THRESHOLD SUGAR LEVEL FOR NON-ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES
FFDI is representing the Czech beverages industry which produces a wide range of still and sparkling non-alcoholic water-based drinks to meet consumers’ demands, including bottled waters, tea-based drinks, juice-containing drinks and low-sugar or calorie-free drinks. Excluded from our scope are those vertically legislated beverages represented by other associations, i.e. natural mineral and spring waters as defined by Directive 80/777/EC, amended by Directive 96/70/EEC; and fruit juice and nectars as defined by Directive 2001/112/EC.

The Regulation (EC) No. 1924/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council on nutrition and health claims made on foods of 20 December 2006 requires that foods must comply with a nutrient profile in order to bear nutrition and health claims. Article 4 sets the principles and conditions which the European Commission, upon the advice of EFSA, should take into account for defining those nutrient profiles. On 31 January 2008, EFSA adopted its “Opinion on the setting of nutrient profiles for foods bearing nutrition and health claims pursuant to Article 4 of the Regulation (EC) No. 1924/2006”. In its Opinion, EFSA highlighted that beverages are “important for hydration” and “recommends that the choice of nutrients to be included in nutrient profiles should be driven by their public health importance for EU populations. These nutrients include saturated fatty acids, sodium, dietary fibre and unsaturated fatty acids.” With regard to sugars EFSA states that “Total sugar content might be included for particular food groups, e.g. beverages, and foods, such as confectionery products, that might be consumed with a high frequency.” 

On 2 June 2008 the Commission published its “Working document on the setting of nutrient profiles” which proposes a first approach to nutrient profiling based on Regulation (EC) No. 1924/2006 and EFSA’s opinion. In this document, the Commission proposed that a threshold level of 8% sugars for non-alcoholic beverages be set in order to determine whether a specific product may bear a nutrition or health claim in the context of Article 4 of Regulation No. 1924/2006.

As expressed clearly to DG Sanco, we could accept the proposed sugars threshold level at 8% under certain conditions. An 8% threshold value would mean that a regular, sugar-sweetened beverage -containing typically between 10 -12% sugars - would be unable to bear any health claim and to bear a nutrition claim only with a ‘high in sugar’ labelling ‘disclaimer”. This level would still offer an incentive for innovation as well 

as encourage manufacturers to reformulate. 

In the subsequent Commission Working Document on the Setting of Nutrient Profiles (dated 22 October 2008), this threshold level has been reduced to 5% sugars (or 5 g/100 ml). The Working Document does not provide any justification whatsoever for this change ! 

Key reasons why the threshold level for sugars for nutrient profiles must be kept at 8% and why a reduction to 5% is not acceptable

The logical aim of a nutrient profile threshold for non-alcoholic beverages is to encourage a reduction in overall sugar consumption, particularly in the context of beverages positioned as providing nutrition or health benefits. An approach of sugars reduction to 5% will result in products with taste characteristics that are likely to be rejected by consumers in preference for full sugar products that do not carry claims.

a) A threshold level for sugars of 5% would reduce incentive for industry to innovate and reduce sugar content 

‘Classic’ carbonated sugar-sweetened drinks contain between 10-12% sugar. For some types/flavours of such drinks, it could be envisaged that sugar content – over time – is gradually reduced to reach 8% (the threshold value which the Commission initially proposed). However, such a severe and dramatic reduction to 5% -a far too low a sugars level to satisfy consumer preference would, for almost every single non-alcoholic beverage currently on the EU market, be completely impossible, unless the sweetness level is maintained via the addition of intense sweeteners (see below). 

Consequently, the introduction of an unfeasibly low sugar threshold (ie 5%) is likely to result in little or no reduction in the sugar content of non-alcoholic beverages. The previously proposed threshold of 8% sugar, while still very stretching, is much more likely to stimulate product innovation which can still bring a sustained reduction in sugar consumption from non-alcoholic beverages. In the case of beverages for which manufacturers have already made progress in reducing the sugar levels to some degree but for which reaching 5% is not considered to be technically feasible, sugar levels may actually increase again. This is because once producers realise that such products can not be modified to fit the profile, higher sugar levels may be restored to meet consumer sensory preference.

b) A threshold level for sugars of 5% would force the industry to use more additives, specifically intense sweeteners and preservatives 

= Increased use of intense sweeteners 5% sugars level in most beverages would not provide a sufficiently palatable drink. Therefore, to reach the required level of sweetness and to remain under the threshold level, intense sweeteners would have to be added. This would significantly reduce choice for those consumers who may wish to avoid or reduce their consumption of intense sweeteners and, as an alternative, select sugar-sweetened beverages. 

= Increased use of preservatives 

Non-alcoholic beverages are commonly formulated at acidic pH to meet consumers’ sensory preferences, as well as to assist with microbiological stability. It may be possible to some degree to balance a reduction in sugar content by a move towards a neutral pH. However, maintenance of microbiological stability to ensure consumer safety would lead to an increased need for preservatives, the intake of which some consumers express preference in avoiding or reducing. 

c) A threshold level for sugars of 5% would mean that producers would have less incentive to add juices and other sugar-containing ingredients to their beverages that have been demonstrated as having significant health benefits.

d) A threshold level for sugars of 5% would significantly raise the potential for nonsensical labelling 

Should the current proposal for a 5% sugars threshold level for non-alcoholic beverages be adopted, it would mean that for a beverage containing, say, 6% sugars and bearing a nutrition claim (such a drink would be barred from a health claim), it would be legally required to indicate the following totally contradictory labelling: 

-‘high in sugars’ together with ‘reduced sugars’. 

e) A threshold level for sugars of 5% would, effectively, exclude all but low-calorie beverages from making health claims 

At a sugars threshold level of 5%, calories per 100ml will be approximately 20 kcal (assuming no additional sugar-containing ingredients are present). This restricts the possibility to make health claims only to low-calorie beverages. The contribution of beverages to energy intake in the overall diet is very low. For example in the UK, carbonated non-alcoholic beverages contribute approximately 1.5% of total energy intake across the population.

Basket of products used for testing 

The database used for the testing contains a very limited number of products, i.e. for the category ‘beverages’ the 56 entries are from groups of non-alcoholic beverages including water, tea, coffee, cocoa drinks and coffee. 

It does not seem logical to include waters in the same profile as water-based flavoured non-alcoholic beverages. This has the potential to skew the impact of the revised sugar threshold on the basket of products and suggests a higher proportion of products in the non-alcoholic beverages basket can meet the threshold than is the case in practice. 

Similarly, tea, coffee and herbal infusions included here, are not recognised as making a significant nutritional contribution to the diet and since they are almost always marketed without milk and sugar added it is questionable whether they should be positioned in this sectoral basket. 

Adoption of a 5% threshold for sugars has a disproportionately negative impact on the proportion of non-alcoholic beverages able to meet the profile when those products that have been inappropriately included are discounted. 

Out of the 56 entries there are only 26 products from the group non-alcoholic beverages (including water) from 6 of the 27 Member States and from these only 18 are non-alcoholic flavoured beverages. 

The database relates to a relatively restricted sample of products, where for each product group the number is very limited and therefore it can not be considered to represent a correct portfolio of different types of non-alcoholic beverages which exist across the EU.

Conclusion 

In summary the proposed change of the threshold of sugars from 8 % to 5 % is not acceptable. 

Despite the lack of a proper impact assessment, a reduction of the sugars threshold to 5% will significantly hinder the freedom of communication of business operators.

4. COMMENTS concerning to MEAT
FFDI expresses its disappointment as the previous comments and data provided to the European Commission on the EFSA database (NUT/08/057 of 25 June 2008) and on the “working document for the setting of nutrient profiles” (GEN/08/035 of 1 July 2008) have not been taken into account. 

In particular, we ascertain that meat and meat products still belong to the same food category. We reiterates its opposition to this approach.

Considering the fact that meat and meat products constitute an import role (both in nutritional composition and in quantity consumed) in the overall diet, we fail to understand why no further differentiation is applied to this large important category. In particular, when food products of comparable importance (notably: dairy and grain products) benefit from such a differentiation in two (milk/milk products and cheese) or three (grain/grain product, bread, breakfast cereals) food categories. CLITRAVI does not arrive to understand why such “discrimination” for meat and meat product persist, and strongly believes that its removal would make the overall exercise more precise and fair. 

Next to the importance of the category, the fact that unprocessed fresh meat, including minced meat and meat preparations (see below), are not usually consumed “as such” pleads also for a split of the category. Contrary to processed meat products, the former products are usually consumed only after preparation by the consumer and adding additional ingredients such as salt, seasoning and fat (frying, baking).

Again we fail to understand why the impact of preparation is not taken into account for the overall category of “meat and meat products”, while a split is performed for the other categories as mentioned above containing only ready-to-eat products. As an example, we take cheese as a separate category within other (processed) milk products. We would like to draw your attention to the fact that cheese and salami have very comparable nutritional composition on fat and salt (both high in fat and salt, as compared to other processed dairy and meat products respectively). For that reason, we question why one should benefit from the advantage of a separate category, while the other one may not. 

FFDI recognizes that the issue is complex and is pleased to share with you some crucial technical aspects to be considered when describing meat and meat products. 

According to Annex I, 1.1, of Regulation (EC) No 853/2004, “meat” means all edible parts of slaughtered animals, including blood. 

Further to this, the recalled Annex I of this Regulation also defines under the points:

• 1.10. ‘Fresh meat’ meaning meat that has not undergone any preserving process 

other than chilling, freezing or quick-freezing, including meat that is vacuum-wrapped or wrapped in a controlled atmosphere. 

• 1.13. ‘Minced meat’ meaning boned meat that has been minced into fragments and contains less than 1 % salt. 

• 1.15. ‘Meat preparations’ meaning fresh meat, including meat that has been reduced to fragments, which has had foodstuffs, seasonings or additives added to it or which has undergone processes insufficient to modify the internal muscle fibre structure of the meat and thus to eliminate the characteristics of fresh meat. 

For the purpose of categorisation in the context of nutritional profiling, we would consider all the abovementioned products as part of the category “meat”. This category include products that have not undergone processing, but that could have been divided, parted, severed, sliced, boned, minced, skinned, ground, cut, cleaned, trimmed, husked, milled, chilled, frozen, deep-frozen or thawed.

Regulation 853/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 laying down 

specific hygiene rules for food of animal origin. As categorized at page 2. 

This makes them distinctly different from “meat products” for which we refer to Annex I, 7.1 of the same abovementioned Regulation. This defines “meat products” as processed products resulting from the processing of meat or from further processing of such processed products, so that the cut surface shows that the product no longer has the characteristics of fresh meat. 

Meat products are processed by several processes including heating, smoking, curing, maturing, drying, marinating, extraction, extrusion or a combination of those processes.

Beside this explanation, for the purpose of nutrition profiling FFDI would describe meat products as processed products containing for their major part (at least 50%) meat. 

Further to this, FFDI would like to stress that -when dealing with nutrition profiles- the aforementioned groups “meat” and “meat products” should belong to (at least) two separate food categories not only because they have clearly different characteristics and compositions at the point of sales, but also – and above all - because they have very different levels of daily consumption. 

As regards to portion sizes, for example, the average portion of “meat” is around 100-150 grams while that of “meat products” is about 20-50 grams3. These differences are also being reflected in market data (consumer research and consumption data for meat and meat products). For these reasons it is not logical to apply the same nutritional profiles for both categories 

Finally, we would like to give some additional reflections on the two parameters likely to be retained for nutritional profiling:

•  First, concerning sodium -which is likely to “harm” the performance of meat products in the testing of nutrient profiles - FFDI recalls that salt (as major source of sodium) in (on) meat is added by the final consumer just for tasting reasons, while salt in meat products is added for technical and food safety reasons (should you be interested to receive further technical information please do not hesitate to contact us). 

• Secondly, as for fat, and in particular saturated fat, we recall that the composition of fat in meat and meat products is largely determined by nature and cannot be altered. Depending on the species and taken at large, poultry fat contains 30% saturates, pork fat 35% and beef 47%. This composition can only in a minor way be affected by external factors (selections, breeding, feeding, housekeeping, etc).

In addition, in several Member States, products prepared from meat (minced meat, meat preparations and/or meat products) are subjected to compositional standards not allowing the use of “non-meat” fats (in particular vegetable fats & oils). Such restrictive legislation not only “freezes” fat composition of such products, but pleads also for the non-inclusion of (vegetarian) meat substitutes into the same categories as “meat” and “meat products”. 

We appreciate, with this regard, the separation between “meat” and “meat analogue” already present in the Excel file “nutrient profile testing tool”. Such meat substitutes, in fact, would (at first sight) be more beneficial from the point of view of fat composition (salt/sodium remains to be seen!) without considering (at second sight) other less favourable nutritional characteristics of such products which are not taken into account on developing nutritional profiling but which are important in a balanced diet. As compared to meat substitutes and vegetarian products, meat is generally considered as being an excellent source of high quality proteins and available minerals (i.e.: iron, zinc) and vitamins (B-group). 

FFDI trusts the Commission will take into consideration these commentaries as well as all the observations already provided in the past months (enclosed to this letter). In particular, we draw your attention to the table “CLITRAVI proposal for a new basket of meat and meat products” that we believe is a real representative list of the European meat and meat products. 

5. FINE BAKERY WARES SUBCATEGORY
Some products, biscuits, rusks, crackers and cripsbread are included in the fine bakery wares family, which is mixed with pasta, rice or other grain, savoury cereal dish, bread in the "Cereal and cereal products except breakfast cereals" category 
.

We propose to have a fine bakery wares category with specific thresholds because 

– biscuits are „ready to eat“ products at the difference of pasta, rice and bread, that are consumed with other food commodities (not alone) in much higher quantities per day

– are consumed mainly during breakfast and as afternoon snacks, so they have more specific moment of consumption than the rest of the category.

Some of our products are consumed for the breakfast, however they are excluded from „breakfast cereals“ category, that has got less strict thresholds. Therefore we would like to open the breakfast cereals category to all cereals products targeted for breakfast. We propose to name it rather a „breakfast cereal products“ category

Our position on treshold values :

- Cereals: We are in favour of the cereal content as criterion to be considered a cereal food (OK for 30% of cereal minimum as it is proposed in the new working document)
- Sugars: 15g/100g is unrealistic for our products  because of the sensorial and technological roles of sugars in our products. Moreover, intensive sweeteners are not allowed in our products and sweeteners have a bad digestive tolerance. For all these reasons, we are in favour of a maximum of total sugars of 30g/100g for the fine bakery wares category 

- 
Saturated Fats: we are in favour of sat fat criterion and we support the proposal of the Commission with a maximum of 5g/100g for saturated fat.

- 
Sodium: we are in favour of sodium criterion but 400mg/100g is unrealistic for dry bread substitutes (rusks, cripsbreads) with very low water content (<5%). We propose sodium content 600mg/100g 

6. Dále se navrhujeme zohlednit tyto texty:

„The breakfast cereals subgroup can be openend to the fine bakery wares because those both subgroups  are ready to consume cereal products at the difference of the other products. Moreover, fine bakery wares products are also consumed during breakfast in France, Italy and Spain  or during the morning in Czech Republic.“.

„Criteria have to be set to determine the eligibility of foods to the specific profiles foreseen for certain food categories. They may be based on composition requirements ( for example for cereal products and breakfast cereal products, it can be based on the cereal content. As beakfact cereal products are not only composed of cereals , a minimal level of cereal content of 30-40% of cereal content ondry matter can be proposed) or refer to Community definitions.“.
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