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Komentář Potravinářské komory ČR k prvnímu pracovnímu dokumentu

Evropské komise o nutričních profilech (červen 2008)

Posláním tohoto dokumentu je prezentovat obecný komentář k prvnímu pracovnímu dokumentu Evropské  komise  nazvanému  “Pracovní  dokument  o  stanovení  nutričních  profilů“  ze dne 

2. června 2008, představený dne 5. června zástupcům členských států jako první základ práce s tím, že jednání členských států a Komise, na kterém bude tento pracovní dokument diskutován, bylo sjednáno na 4. července.

Poznámka: Odvětvová specifika budou upřesněna přímo dotyčnými sektory.

Tento dokument představuje především kategorie výrobků, které lze vyloučit ze systému nutričních profilů (výrobky < 25 kcal/ denní podíl, určité nezpracované zdravotní výrobky, ovoce a zelenina) a několik příkladů aplikací limitů v sodíku, nasycených mastných kyselinách a sacharidech průřezovým způsobem nebo zvláštním způsobem pro určité kategorie potravin. 

1.
Navrhovaný přístup

Komise navrhuje průřezový přístup s možnostmi adaptace kritérií nutričních profilů pro určité hlavní kategorie potravin. 

Počet kategorií se specifickými kritérii nutričních profilů je velmi omezený. Tyto kategorie se specifickými kritérii nutričních profilů jsou navíc velmi široké a je nutné v rámci těchto hlavních kategorií identifikovat podkategorie.

Jedná se zde o riziko vyčlenění některých podkategorií v rámci hlavních kategorií s adaptací a též určitých kategorií potravin v průřezovém přístupu. 

Tento přístup nebere v potaz omezení vztahující se na každou skupinu výrobku (technologické, složení regulované zvláštními texty, složení suroviny).

Dle našeho názoru není rozumné pevně stanovit a priori počet kategorií, které mohou těžit z adaptace kritérií. Počet kategorií potravin, jež patří ke zvláštnímu nutričnímu profilu, musí být schopen růstu v požadovaném rozsahu na základě analýzy výsledků nabízeného systému případ od případu. 

Z diskuze na konci dokumentu (str. 35) o způsobu klasifikace potravin vyplývá k několik otázek, přičemž diskutovány jsou především kategorie založené na následujícím:

· celní nomenklatura, která se většinou nevztahuje na veškeré výrobky, kategorizace navíc nejsou přizpůsobeny nutričním aspektům. Navíc databáze testovaná Komisí byla založena na relevantnější kategorizaci Eurofir pro nutriční aspekty, což nás přivádí k otázce souladu mezi celní nomenklaturou a Eurofirem.

· využití limitu: alespoň 50% cereálií, ovoce, zeleniny, mléka, masa, ryb s přístupem ke kritériím adaptovaných nutričních profilů. 

Je však zcela nepředstavitelné tyto dva přístupy spojovat (nomenklatury + majoritní limity ingrediencí).

Je zřejmé, že volba průřezového přístupu s adaptabilitou pro určité kategorie byla zvolena proto, aby se předešlo definici kategorií. Dle našeho názoru je zcela možné testovat výrobek, v souvislosti se kterým existují pochybnosti co do klasifikace, na základě průřezového a specifického přístupu kategorie, do které by mohl spadat, a je způsobilý tehdy, pokud splní kritéria jedné ze dvou možností. 

2.
Posuzované živiny

Nasycené mastné kyseliny

Tato živina byla označena jako prioritní.

Sodík

Tato živina byla také označena jako prioritní.

V tomto dokumentu však pojmy „sůl“ a „sodík“ znamenají totéž, přičemž zpráva EFSA ze dne   31. ledna 2008 o profilech zmiňuje pouze sodík. Rozdíl mezi „sodík = živina“ a „sůl = potravina, ingredience nebo chuťová přísada“ musí být jasně vymezen. Navíc neexistuje vědecké vysvětlení, které by zdůvodňovalo rozlišení mezi „přidaným“ sodíkem a sodíkem „přirozeně se vyskytujícím“.

Sacharidy

Je otázkou, nakolik je vědecky relevantní mít v průřezovém způsobu kritérium sacharidů. Tato živina by měla být podle našeho názoru posuzována pouze pro určité kategorie výrobků a nikoliv průřezně.

Autor v tomto dokumentu užívá obdobně výrazy „cukr“ (přísada: sacharóza) a „sacharidy“ (živina: jednoduché karbohydráty).

Trans-mastné kyseliny

Z odstavce 2.4 (strana 34) vyplývá, že Komise doporučuje, aby nebyla stanovena kritéria pro trans-mastné kyseliny. 

3.
Navrhované limity

Zdá se, že byly stanoveny průřezové limity vztahující se na doporučení pro denní stravu.

Po nutriční a vědecké stránce nelze průřezový přístup uplatňující platná doporučení pro denní stravu stanovit pouze pro jednu potravinu. Potravina není vyvážená sama o sobě! Vyvážená potravina se skládá z různých potravinových položek.

Tento prvek vysvětluje, proč je navrhovaný průřezový přístup natolik elitářský.

Otázka vyvstává též v souvislosti s volbou přístupu na základě limitů; dle našeho názoru by  v této fázi diskuse měl být  zkoumám též přístup na základě hodnocení za účelem porovnat výsledky.

Komise navrhuje přístup 100 g nebo 100 kcal (nebo procento energie). Dle našeho názoru je důležité, aby tyto dvě reference mohly být využity v konečném systému (podmínkou způsobilosti je splnění jedné z těchto dvou); to umožňuje posuzovat různorodost potravinových matric (stejně tak jako u limitů stanovených pro výživová tvrzení). 

Přístup Komise však nebere v úvahu spotřebu různých potravinových skupin. Zkoumáno by též mělo být využití dávky jako reference (3. reference). 

Problém odůvodnění limitu pro sacharidy

Limit užívaný pro sacharidy odpovídá doporučení WHO pro přidané sacharidy, přičemž limit se zde vztahuje na celkové sacharidy. Vědecky to odůvodněno není. Dle našeho názoru musí být tento limit zdvojnásoben tak, aby byl více v souladu s celkovým přídavkem v jednoduchém cukru (přidané sacharidy + sacharidy přirozeně se vyskytující). 

4.
Testovaná databáze

Potravinářská komora namítá, že testovaná databáze není v souladu se situací na evropském potravinovém trhu. Zdá se, že je to pouze zjednodušený koš výrobků připravený z určitých národních databází. V této databázi však:

· byly identifikovány chyby, staré údaje, nedostatky (příklad: nejsou dostupné žádné informace o tom, že byly do databáze zařazeny české výrobky)

· několik údajů jsou zprůměrovaná složení, která nepočítají s jakoukoliv proměnlivostí co se typu výrobku týče. Údaje musí být založeny na stávajících výrobcích na trhu.

Databáze se navíc týká též relativně omezeného vzorku výrobků: počet výrobků pro každou skupinu výrobku je velmi omezený. 

Výsledky uvedené v tomto dokumentu nedovolují vyvozovat závěry za předpokladu identifikovaných limitů testované databáze.

Testy musí být provedeny na širším vzorku a aktuálních výrobcích. 

5.
Výsledky

Limity navržené Komisí jsou velmi elitářské: velmi málo výrobků je způsobilých pro další používání nutričních a zdravotních tvrzení.

Z pracovního dokumentu vyplývá, že třída „tvrzení s výjimkou“ odpovídá výrobkům s živinou, která je mimo profil (odmítnutí); proto povoluje pouze nutriční tvrzení s výjimkou. 

Překvapuje nás, že výsledky jsou prezentovány s tím, že velmi velký důraz je kladen na tuto možnost výjimky; přestože je tato výjimka nakonec užitečná, neměla by být nadmíru využívána. 

Podle našeho názoru musí být systém stanoven pro přístup nutričních (bez výjimky) a zdravotních tvrzení ve striktním slova smyslu. Možnost výjimek by neměla počítat pouze s určitými tvrzeními. 

Limity navržené Komisí způsobují, že skupiny výrobků jsou zcela vyňaty (v průřezovém přístupu nebo adaptacích kritérií, které nejsou provedeny dle přesných/homogenních kategorií). 

Tento přístup nedává podnět k inovacím nebo vylepšením těchto skupin výrobků. 

Tento elitářský přístup tedy:

· povoluje tvrzení na výrobcích, u kterých je doporučena častá spotřeba, doporučení, která spotřebitel již zná.

· zabraňuje jiným výrobkům, které jsou spotřebovávány na méně časté bázi, přístup k těmto tvrzením navzdory vyvinutému úsilí nutriční optimalizace, což má za následek to, že toto úsilí již nebude vyvíjeno.

Spotřebitel si tedy nebude moci vybrat „lepší“ výrobek v rámci té samé škály výrobků. Z praktického hlediska je však nutno připomenout, že když spotřebitel sestavuje nákupní seznam, tak si nezaznamenává: cereální výrobek nebo ovocný výrobek, ale napíše si: těstoviny, cereálie ke snídani, ovocný džus, kompoty…a na základě tohoto učiní rozhodnutí. 

6.
Závěr:

Potravinářská komora ČR zásadně upřednostňuje flexibilní systém dle kategorií potravin s dostatečně širokým počtem kategorií tak, aby veškeré skupiny výrobků měly umožněný přístup k tvrzení (s vědomím, že podíl způsobilých výrobků může být proměnný dle skupiny výrobků).

Nutriční profily musí podporovat inovace a pokud možno optimalizaci nutričního složení potraviny. 

Kritéria nutričních profilů tedy musí být dosažitelná.

Přístup navrhovaný v tomto dokumentu se zdá sice být jednoduchý, ale zejména zjednodušený. Je pochopitelné, že se jedná pouze pouze o fázi jakési diskuze a že je třeba vynaložit čas na analýzu, doplnění a adaptaci proto, abychom dosáhli reálného konečného systému, který nevyhrazuje tvrzení pouze pro elitní výrobky, které by spotřebovávalo pouze velmi málo spotřebitelů. Nicméně, poslední zprávy z jednání pracovních skupin naznačují, že Evropská komise zastává striktní názor na co nejužší kategorizace výrobků.

Pozn.: anglický překlad včetně doplněných stanovisek jednotlivých sektorů viz. příloha

Příloha

FFDI wishes to share its general comments on the first working document of the European commission called “Working document on the setting of nutrient profiles”, dated June 2, 2008, presented on June 5th to the representatives of the Member States as a first work base, a meeting between the Member States and the commission having been fixed on July 4th to discuss it.  It presents in particular, product categories which can be excluded from the domain of nutrient profiles (products < 25 kcal/daily share, certain unprocessed health products, fruits and vegetables) and several simulations of applications of limits in sodium, saturated fatty-acids and sugars in a transversal manner or a specific manner for certain food categories. 

1. Approach suggested
The Commission suggests a transversal approach, with possibilities of nutrient profiles criteria adapted for certain main categories of food.

The number of categories with specific nutrient profiles criteria is very restricted. Moreover these categories with specific nutrient profiles criteria are very broad. There is thus a risk of exclusion of some sub categories within the main categories with adaptation, and also of certain food categories in the transversal approach.

This approach does not take into account the constraints for each product group (technological, composition regulated by specific texts, composition of the raw material,).
In our opinion, it is not legitimate to fix a priori the number of categories which can benefit from adaptation of criteria. The number of food categories belonging to a specific nutrient profile must be able to widen, to the required extent, according to a case by case analysis of the results of the system offered.

The discussion at the end of the document (page 35) on the manner of classifying food leads to various questions: in particular the categories based on the following are discussed: 

· Customs nomenclature which do not relate mostly to all products, moreover categorizations are not adapted to nutrition aspects (refer work of GT IFN in 2006: different categorization according to the objective). Moreover the database tested by the Commission was based on more relevant Eurofir categorization for nutritional aspects, thus raises the question of the conformity between the customs nomenclature and Eurofir.

· The use of a limit: at least 50% of cereals, fruits, vegetables, milk, meat, fish to have access to the criteria of adapted nutrient profiles.

Note: Nevertheless, it is unimaginable to associate the two approaches (nomenclatures + majority ingredients limits).

This discussion on classification seems surprising: indeed our understanding was that the choice of a transversal approach with adaptability for certain categories had been precisely done to avoid defining categories. Indeed in our opinion, it is fully possible to test a product, for which there exist classification doubts, on the transversal and specific approach of the category to which it could correspond, and it is eligible if it passes the criteria of one of the two options.
2. Nutrients considered
Saturated fatty-acids
This nutrient should have been identified as priority.

Sodium
This nutrient should have been identified as priority

However, in this document, concepts of “salt” and “sodium” are synonymous, whereas the EFSA note of January 31, 2008 on profiles only mentions sodium. The distinction between “sodium = nutrient” and “salt = food, ingredient or condiment” must be clear. Moreover there is no scientific justification to distinguish “added” sodium from “naturally present” sodium.

Sugars 

A question arises of the scientific relevance of having a sugars criterion in a transversal manner. Indeed this nutrient is not identified as a high priority nutrient note, which recommends that it should be considered only for certain categories of products and not in a transversal manner.

Similarly, in this document, the writer uses the terms “sugar” (ingredient: saccharose) and “sugars” (nutrient: simple carbohydrates).

Trans fatty acids
We understand from paragraph 2.4 (page 34), that the Commission recommends not having criteria on Trans fatty acids.

3. Limits suggested
The transversal limits relating to recommendations for a daily diet seem to be established.

Nutritionally and scientifically, a transversal approach applying the valid recommendations for a daily diet cannot be justified for only one food. Indeed a food is not balanced by itself! Different food items taken together constitute balanced food.

This element explains why the transversal approach suggested is terribly elitist.

The question also arises of the choice of an approach by limits right away; in our opinion an approach by rating should also be studied at this stage of discussions in order to compare results.

The Commission suggests an approach by 100 g or 100 kcal (or percentage of energy). In our opinion, it is important that the two references can be used in the final system (one of the two must be passed to be eligible); this makes it possible to consider the diversity of the food matrices (as done for limits established for nutritional claims). 

The Commission’s approach does not however consider consumption of various food groups. Using portion as a reference should also be studied (3rd reference).

Problem of justification of the limit used for sugars
The limit used for sugars corresponds to the WHO recommendation for added sugars, whereas the limit here relates to total sugars. This is not justified scientifically. In our opinion, this limit must be doubled, rendering it more consistent with the total contribution in simple sugar (added sugars + sugars naturally present).

4. Database tested
The database tested does not seem to be in conformity with the reality of the European food market. It appears to be a simplified basket of products prepared by the AESA from certain national databases. However in this database: 

· errors, old data, shortcomings have been identified.

· several data are averaged compositions which erase any variability for a type of product. Data must be based on actual existing products on the market.

Incidentally, the operators had already transmitted samples of existing products (via the CIAA) to the Commission, which were not considered in this simplified base. Again, the sectors have informed or will inform their additions or corrections to supplement this simplified table.

Moreover it relates to a relatively restricted sample of products: the number of products for each product group is very limited. However in our opinion, the test of limits in an Excel file containing 20,000 rows is quite as simple as for 700 foods.

The results presented in this document do not permit drawing conclusions, being given the identified limits of the tested database.
The tests must be done on a broader sample and actual products.
5. Results
The limits suggested by the Commission are very elitist: very few products eligible for nutritional and health claims.
Our understanding is that the “claim with exemption” class corresponds to products with a nutrient which is outside the profile (disclaimer); hence this only allows nutritional claims with exemption. We are surprised that the results are presented with a very great importance attached to this possibility of exemption; finally even if this exemption is useful, it may not be used much. 

In our opinion, the system must be assessed for access to nutritional (without exemption) and health claims in a strict sense. Possibility of exemptions should not be envisaged for certain claims only.

The limits suggested by the Commission imply that groups of products are completely excluded (in the transversal approach or adaptations of criteria not done by rather precise/homogeneous categories). This approach thus does not allow any incentive for innovation or improvement of these groups of products.
This elitist approach will thus:

- allow claims on products recommended to have a frequent consumption, recommendations already known by the consumer.

- prevent access of the other products consumed in a less frequent way to these claims, even when efforts of nutritional optimization were done, and the consequence is that these efforts will no longer be made.

Thus the consumer will not be able to choose the “better choice” product within the same universe of products. However, from a practical point of view, it should be recalled that when the consumer makes his shopping list, he will not write: a cereal product, a fruit based product; but he will write: pasta, breakfast cereals, fruit juice, compotes… and from this he will make his choice.

6. In conclusion: 

The FFDI is in favour of a flexible system according to the food categories, with a sufficiently broad number of categories to enable all the groups of products access claims (knowing that the share of eligible products can be variable according to the group of products).
The nutrient profiles must encourage innovation and optimization of the nutritional composition of food, if possible. 

The criteria of nutrient profiles must thus be attainable. 

The approach suggested in this document seems simple but above all simplistic. We understand that it is a discussion base, that it is necessary to take time to analyze, supplement, adapt, in order to arrive at a realistic final system, which does not reserve claims only for elite products, which would be consumed only by very few consumers.

In our opinion, it would be necessary to adopt an approach by category with adapted limits allowing for innovation in the sector.
SPECIFIC POINTS FOR SECTORS

I. Specific points for beverages

We does not support the restrictions sugested in its chapter 1.2 with regard to the exemption of PARNUTs foods from nutrient profiles. Sport foods should be generally exempted from nutrient profiles as they are formulated to meet the specific needs for the expenditure of intense muscular effort, eg they contain certain levels of carbohydrates and sodium to ensure optimum re-hydration, re-mineralisation or energy supply for sportspeople.

The document discusses a hybrid approach of a horizontal set of nutrient profiles, combined with profiles for a selected number of food categories. Although non-alcoholic beverages are discussed in chapter 2.3.8. of the document, they are not listed as a category in chapter 2.2.1. 

The document suggests a maximum total sugars content of 8% for non-alcoholic beverages to which FFDI can agree under the following conditions:

· beverages with a fruit and vegetable content of at least 25% should generally be exempted from nutrient profiles due to the combination of hydration with the contribution of other essential nutrients (in line with the considerations of the document in chapter 2.3.6. and the EFSA opinion);

· sports beverages should generally be exempted from nutrient profiles for the reasons given above;

· other beverages containing ingredients other than fruit or vegetable – for example soya or cereals - that have been scientifically recognised as having a positive effect on health, which are important in the diet of the population and which are present in the beverage in an adequate quantity can also be exempted. This can be achieved by setting thresholds for the presence of such ingredients in the nutrient profile model or allow individual applications for an exemption in the context of Art. 4 (5) in combination with Art. 13 (5) or Art. 14 of Regulation (EC) No. 1924/2006.
II. Specific points for Chocolate Products
The approach suggested excludes all chocolate products from access to health claims by 100g or 100 kcal. 

Only possibility: access to nutritional claims only for products without added sugars with disclaimer for saturated: if the exemption for the saturated fatty acids is used, with the approach of 100 kcal: only dark chocolate with very high cocoa content (85%), dark chocolate without added sugars or a milk chocolate without added sugars can have access to such nutritional claims; with the approach by 100g, only milk chocolate without added sugars and cocoa drink mixes could have access to nutritional claims.

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: one must remember cocoa butter contains a large amount of stearic acid, saturated fatty acid that nevertheless is de-saturated in the organism and does not have the same physiological effects as saturated fatty acid. It would thus be necessary to be able to deduct the quantity of stearic acid from the total content of saturated fatty acid for chocolate products.

Low consumption quantity and variety of portions: given the small quantities of chocolate consumed and the variety of portions suggested, it would seem to us more appropriate to refer to the portion or a generally consumed reference quantity.

	Category

Based on legal designation name

NB= No Benchmark
	Energy

GDA 2000 kcal


	Sat Fat

GDA 20 g
	Sodium

GDA 2400 mg

	Sweet snacks:
	
	
	

	cocoa-based including sweet spreads and cocoa powder mixes dehydrated for drinks

High cocoa solids chocolate
	( 530 kcal/100g

Except for high cocoa solids content chocolate: 

( 600kcal/100g

Only serving size for cocoa powder mixes
 dehydrated for drinks: 15 grams
	( 65% of total fats 
	( 120 mg/100 kcal

This criteria is only relevant for cocoa powder mixes dehydrated for drinks

	Non cocoa-based confectionary products (except cough and herbal drops and dextrose comprimates)

	( 400kcal/ 100g 


	 ( 15 % of energy
	( 120 mg/100 kcal

	Sweet fine bakery products including cereal bars
	( 500 kcal/100g


	( 13g/100g 


	( 160 mg /100 kcal

	Savoury snacks including salty fine bakery wares


	( 500 kcal/100g
	( 9g/100g 
	( 1g/100 g 

	Breakfast Cereals (w/o milk), cereal products, pasta, breads, dough, bread substitutes (such as rusk, crispbread, etc.) 
	420 kcal/100g
	( 1.5g/100 kcal 
	( 190 mg/100 kcal 

2g salt/100g bread


III. Specific points for cereals

We fully agree to having a specific approach for cereals and cereal products including potatoes and starchy roots as it is defined by 2.3.2. Indeed it is important to consider the intrinsic characteristics of each food category.

It is also necessary that each sub category of this large category of cereal products is not excluded from access to claims especially if some products can comply with the requirements of the model. Moreover, the approach taken on page 18 and 19 to limit the adjusted criteria only for certain types of cereal products does not seem to us justified especially if some foods of these excluded subgroups can comply with the requirements of the model.

It should also be noted that the discussion on classification at the end of the document (page 35) is surprising to us: in fact we understand that the choice of a transversal approach with adaptability for certain categories has been precisely made to avoid the definition of categories. Indeed in our opinion, it is completely possible to test a product, for which one has doubts on its classification, on the transversal approach and the specific approach of the category to which it could correspond, and it is eligible if it passes the criteria of one of the two options. Particularly, the Combined Nomenclature Code is not at all relevant for nutritional aspects.

Concerning the suggested limits:
All the options suggested are very restrictive: nearly all our products are excluded from access to nutritional and health claims.

For cereals and cereal products including potatoes and starchy roots as it is defined by 2.3.2, natural foods high in dry matter, the approach of 100 kcal is more pertinent. If only one of the proposed options should have to be retained  for all cereal products including bakery wares and biscuits, we think that it is necessary to retain :

10% of energy through saturated fatty acids

200 mg /100 kcal for sodium

content higher than 20% of energy from sugar, in order to take into account the ready to consume products.
Indeed:

The approach suggested for cereal products is to adapt the thresholds (saturated fat, total sodium and sugars) to the food category. 

However, fundamentally the transversal limit for sugars correspond to the WHO recommendation for added sugar whereas the threshold is used for total sugar, and this value should thus be at least doubled to be more consistent with the total simple sugar contribution (added sugar + sugar naturally present), and thus the limit for the cereal products should also be higher for example: 40% of energy).

This sugars criterion particularly excludes the ready to consume products (for example refined bakery products). It is important to note that no fat and no sugars will be added by the consumer to these products and they have technological constraints and acceptability limits for the consumer.

For sodium, the limit of 200 mg/100 g excludes all breads and rusks, and the limit of 200 mg/100 kcal is strict but nevertheless achievable…

For saturated fatty acid content, for cereal products with fat, the limit of 10% of energy can be achieved by strict reformulation.

IV. Specific points for edible ices

The following paper outlines the rationale for the proposed nutrient profiles for edible ices. It employs considerations of legal, diet and technical criteria as appropriate to each nutrient.

1. Energy

There are very few official bodies which give rocemmendation for energy intake recommended for the whole population. Similarly, there are very few official recommendations for energy allocation according to eating occasions over the day and where such recommendations do wxist, little consensus can be reached. However, the WHO states average daily adult energy intakes should be 2000 kcal for women and 2500 for men. European edible ices industry chose to take 2000 as a strarting point for further calculations.

In view of increasing obesity prevalence, and realising that some edible ices products are also targeted to children, the industry has chosen to apply the most stringent recommentadion and thus dividing the allocated energy for in-between meal products into three serving per day. This leads to an average energy criterion of 120 kcals per portion.

The upper limit for the energy criteria is primarily set by a dietary consideration. However, this defined energy content must then be translated into the nutrient components that make up that energy ice fat, carbohydrate and protein. Whilst the nutrient quality of these components is considered individually later in this document it is important to emphasise their inter-relationship. There is a minimum limit of solids (the combination of these) necessary to make good ice cream. Hence reducing one component means increasing another. As such the challenge of the profile is not at the individual nutrient level but meeting the levels required for all the nutrients.

With a given variability of snack number, snack types and variation in daily energy intake, 120 kcals is a challenging but acceptable upper limit for an edible ices product.

2. Saturated fat, trans fat, sugar and sodium

WHO has also set guidelines on the composition of the diet to prevent chronic disease. A reduction in the intake of saturated fat and simple sugars is generally recommended.

WHO/FAO recommends that less than 10% of daily energy should come from SAFA. National recommendations range from 10 to 15 E %. 15 % of energy would be considered acceptable for ice creams as natural carriers of fats containing SAFA. For a 120 kcal product this would mean a threshold of 2 g SAFA.

Ice cream and dairy ice cream classifications are currently regulated in many EU member states at 5% vegetable fat, and at 8% dairy fat respectively. In 2006  the industry has pro-actively revised its Code for Edible Ices to encourage more rather than restrict healthier propositions. The Code proposes new target compositional standards for dairy ice cream at a minimum of 5% milk fat, and for non-dairy fat no limit has been retained. Good quality, stable ice cream can be made at 5 % fat target using commonly available technology and good formulation understanding. A further 0,5 % should be added to this target level to account for process variability. The SAFA level for Dairy fat is around 65% and 92% for commonly used vegetable fats. SAFA plays a major role for structure stability: the setting point of the used fats dictates the crystallisation process of the fat to obtain a stable ice cream. Nearly all individual ice cream portions fall into the range of 40 to 80 g. The SAFA content (g) per portion can be seen from the following table, covering the various legal and technical limits (note, this only considers “plain” ice cream, no additions or inclusions).

It also should be noted that the addition of more indulgent components such as chocolate/couvertures would require a significant lowering of portion size or new breakthrough technologies to meet this ambitious 3,0 g SAFA target.

A target of < 3,0 g SAFA/serving demands low fat and smaller portioned ice cream products and sets a very challenging technological target in conjuction with the need for freeing up national compositional standards.

TFA 

 TFA is a nutrient that should be minimised. WHO/FAO recommends that TFA forms less than 1% of our energy intake. Calculating from a 2000 kcals daily energy intake for adults, results in a maximum of 20 kcals from TFA which is max 2,2 g TFA per day. TFA has a naturally fixed level in dairy sources, typically 3-4 % of total fat. For vegetable fat based products the target should be better than dairy fat i.e. < 3 % of total fat. A total (low) fat content of 5,5 % in an average 60 g product results in 3,3 g total fat. This corresponds with 0,13 g TFA for a dairy fat ice cream, based on a 4 % TFA content in dairy fat. A TFA amount of 0,13 g corresponds with 6 % of the maximum daily intake and with less than 1 % of energy for a 120 kcal portion.

Minimisation of TFA should be encouraged. Whilst it does not play a functional role in ice cream structure it is sometimes unavoidably present int the components. Dairy fat is the most notable example where the level typically ranges from 3-4 % of the fat.

As such, if the TFA criterion includes all sources, the target should be set at 4 % of total fat and if excluding naturally occurring trans fatty acids (i.e. dairy) it should be set at 3 % of total fat.

3. Total sugars

All around the world nutritional recommendations on sugars intake only consider the added sugars. No mentions exist on maximum on total sugars intake. The WHO/FAO recommendation is less than 10% of energy from free sugars (mono- and disaccharides). That is less than 200 kcal or 50 g sugar per day, based on a 2000 kcal diet.

The lower total solids technical limit for making processable, stable, creamy ice cream is 31%. A further 1% needs to be added to allow for process variability, resulting in a total dry solids content of at least 32 %. Of that 32% we assume 5,5% total fat to be within the SAFA requirement (see earlier discussion) and approx 2,5% protein (coming from milk). This sets a minimum of approx 24 % carbohydrate for the control of sweetness and ice content in an ice cream. In the case of sorbet there is the same basic requirement for sweetness and ice content control but in the absence of fat a higher level is required to off set the greater quantity of water in the mix. A typical minimum to achieve the criteria of 50% ice content at extrusion is around 26%. Assuming a portion size of approx 60g, together with the option to substitute approx 1% simple sugars for complex sugars sets the relative ice cream and sorbet technical sugar limits at around 14g/portion and 16g/portion respectively. It is important to recognise that healthier options will not just be a function of ice cream formulation technology, but also reflect the need to add other healthy inclusions and additions like fruit pieces and fruit juices or fruit juice concentrates, which all introduce (intrinsic) sugars. To encourage healthy inclusions in ice cream and to cover the technological requirements for sorbet a very challenging total sugars target of 16g total sugars/serving is recommended.

Taking into account the nutritional recommendations, to support the minimum technological requirements for sugar and include room to encourage addition of healthy components such as fruit pieces a total sugar target of < 16 g per serving is proposed.
4. Sodium

WHO/FAO recommends a sodium intake of less than 2 g per day. The amount in ice cream is typically less than 80 mg per serving. 80 mg is 4% of the recommended maximum intake. Edible ices can therefore be regarded as an insignificant source of sodium, a nutrient causing the biggest health concerns and therefore seen by all stakeholders as a high priority to fight non-communicable diseases.

Sodium is not a functional element for plain ice cream where the main source comes from added milk. However, for some confectionary components added to ice cream sodium is important for the delivery of flavour. Products containing confectionary ingredients such as biscuits will be higher in sodium although there is potential for lowering content through future development.

It is proposed that a limit of 80 mg/serving is applied to edible ices which is in line with general food guidelines of 120 mg per 100 g or 120 mg/100 kcal whilst recognising that the contribution made by edible ices to the diet is insignificant.

5. Summary: Proposal for nutrient profiles for edible ices

Energy             < 120 kcal/serving

SAFA               < 3,0 g/serving

TFA                  < 3 % of total fat, excluding naturally occurring TFAs (e.g. dairy source)

Total sugars     < 16 g/serving

Sodium             < 80 mg/serving

V. Specific points for meat

FFDI welcomes the overall valuable considerations contained in the abovementioned document. However, FFDI wishes to highlight a number of remarks in relation to meat and meat products. 

To start with a general –albeit fundamental- consideration, FFDI questions the effectiveness of incorporating raw fresh meat in the categories used for setting nutrient profiles. Considering that fresh meat is not eaten as such, and that the seasoning –including the addition of salt- is extremely variable and subject to the personal feeling of the final consumer, FFDI is the opinion that unprocessed meat should not be part of the nutrient profiling exercise. 

Therefore, FFDI calls on the European Commission to deal with “meat products” only when considering the setting of nutrient profiles, and suggests dividing the “meat products” category in the following sub-groups: meat preparations/minced meat, cooked hams, dried hams, heat treated sausages, and non-heat treated sausages. 

As regards the “Working document on the setting of nutrient profiles” itself, FFDI wants to make some specific comments on the figures for meat and meat products on pages 22-23-24: 

· The Nutritional characteristics paragraph (page 22) states “... and 60% saturated fat in weight”: in the European Union there is no meat of any kind where the SFA are >50% of saturated fat in weight. The FFDI proposal for a “new” basket of meat and meat products (annex 1 to the abovementioned letter to the European Commission of 25.06.2008) indicates that nearly all meat and meat products contain max. 40% of SFA on total fat. Lamb meat, with 42%, is the only meat exceeding this threshold.

· The Nutrient to take into account list (page 22) refers to salt as follows: “meat and meat products are major providers of salt and also characterized by high energy density”. 
First of all, salt in prepared meat (raw meat has about 0.07 % sodium) is most often added by the consumer on preparing (including seasoning) the meat. Hence, as already stated, only “meat products” -and not “meat”- should be mentioned here as potentially being high in sodium.

Secondly, with regard to the energy density: taking bread as reference for low energy density food (with 220 to 250 kcal/100g), high energy density foods start at around 250 kcal/100g. Compared with this criterion:

· all meat cuts, except fat pork belly, are not energy dense. Based on <20% fat, 15 to 24% protein and the nearly absence of carbohydrate, these provide <240 kcal/100g (and hence are not energy dense); 

· an important number of meat products are not energy dense neither. This concerns more than 95% of all cooked hams, more than 85% of dried hams (all except bacon-like products and some other fat traditional dried hams), and around 40-50% of other cooked meat products (like emulsion type sausages and blood sausages). These meat products have <2% carbohydrates, <20% fat and 15 to 20 % protein. 

· As regards the graph on page 23 and following our preliminary remark on the salt content of unprocessed meat: all meat cuts below 14% fat will fulfill salt and SFA requirements. This means that around 80 % of all beef and pork cuts, and 90% of chicken and veal cuts, and 100% of turkey and venison cuts will remain under the threshold, whilst no meat product can meet the 500mg sodium threshold (= 1.25% salt).

· With regard to the graph on page 24, nearly all meat cuts and meat products will fail to comply with the 20% SFA/100 kcal threshold. This requirement means 20kcal from SFA, and to be more precise it is 2.2% SFA x 9=20 kcal. Only extreme lean cuts and products can satisfy this condition.

200mg sodium/100 kcal is equal to 500mg salt/100kcal, which means 1.5 g salt/300 kcal: many meat products -with the exemption of very lean products with less than 200kcal/100g (like cooked hams and a few emulsion type sausages) - will not comply with this value, while all meat cuts will. 

We remind you about the definition of “meat products” as referred to in Art. 7.1 of Regulation (EC) No 853/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 laying down specific hygiene rules for food of animal origin: “Meat products means 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”.

Further processing would mean:

i. The addition of more than 1% of salt (which is common in all sausages, cooked and dried hams).

ii. The addition of additives - like nitrates and nitrites (salt is not an additive, it is an addition of a food ingredient) - smoking or mould growing, which change also the features of meat (shelf life, colour, colour stability and appearance). 

iii. Processes which end up in shapes or forms of products which have no resemblance of a meat cut, like sausages or meat batters in tins or glasses.

The >1% salt is a good marker for meat products. With a salt content higher than 1% the muscle fibre swells and looses its meat structure. Salt >1% becomes increasingly a factor of technological changes and safety requirements. Therefore, all meat processing steps which add more than 1% salt into the meat and distribute it throughout are meat products. 
Summary of some important constituents (and energy) of the European meat cuts and meat products in ready to eat composition

	Group
	   energy

(kcal/100g)
	    salt

 (g/100g)
	protein

 (g/100g)
	fat

 (g/100g)
	sat. FA

 (g/100g)


	cholesterol

(mg/100g)
	vitamin B1

 (mg/100g)

	beef, veal, pork, lamb

venison

(red meat)
	110 - 280
	<0.2
	17 – 27
	2 - 23
	1 - 9
	45 – 75
	0.1 - 0.8

	chicken, turkey

(white meat)
	100 - 220
	<0.2
	18 – 26
	2 - 16
	0.6 – 4.5
	45 – 80
	0.05 – 0.1

	cooked ham
	135 - 170
	1.8 – 2.2
	18 - 24
	2 - 10
	0.6 – 3.3
	55 - 65
	0.15 – 0.3

	meat preparations,

minced meat
	140 – 380
	0.2 – 1.7
	12 – 24
	5 – 27
	2 – 10
	45 - 65
	0.1 – 0.6

	heat treated

sausages
	190 – 360
	1.6 – 2.6
	10 - 24
	10 - 32
	3.5 - 10
	55 - 220

	0.2 – 0.6

	dried hams
	235 - 320
	4 - 5.5
	25 - 33
	13.5 - 24
	4.5 - 7.5
	70 - 80
	0.1 – 0.3

	non-heat treated

sausages
	310 – 520
	2.5 - 4.7
	13 -25
	28 - 48
	9 - 15
	55 - 90
	0.2 – 0.5


Comments to the database

FFDI supports the European Commission ongoing exercise – set up under Regulation (EC) No 1924/2006 on nutrition and health claims made on foods – for establishing and testing nutrient profiles. FFDI believes that the food database (basket of products) provided by EFSA should be as complete and representative as possible. FFDI is also convinced that some improvements to the list are needed, and therefore is keen to submit you the following comments concerning meat and meat products.

Description of the database

59 samples of meat, offals and meat products (equivalent to 8.3% of the total selected food items) are presented in alphabetical order; this presentation makes it difficult to gather items in groups which contain similar (and comparable) products.

The list contains the name, the country which provided the data, the energy value and up to 25 ingredients. It is assumed that ingredients are related to 100g in the case of meat and meat products. Nevertheless, not all ingredients could be presented in the actual concentrations. It is assumed that the figure value -9 (sometimes also -6) does mean that there are no values available, which in the case of meat products occurs quite often with trans fatty acids and vitamin A. Missing data for trans fatty acids are easy to explain, as any meat species does not contain much trans fatty acids (it is in all species below 3% of the fat content).

Comments 

59 samples of meat, offals and meat products, equivalent to 8.3% of all foods is -in comparison to milk and dairy products with 9.3%- fairly smaller but in comparison to cereal and cereal products with 27.6 % by far beyond the actual representativeness in the European food basket. Class Nr. 13 (milk and dairy products) are divided into milk with 2.1%, other milk and milk products with 2.5%, cream and cream based products (1.3%), and cheeses (3.4%). 

FFDI calls for meat and its products being also subdivided into 3 groups (at least): 

i) Meat with offals,

ii) minced meat and meat preparations, and 

iii) meat products. 

The list contains data for meat and meat products from only 6 EU countries and Norway, while many Member States with an important consumption of meat and processed meats (i.e.: Spain, France, Belgium, The Netherlands, Finland, and Austria) are not presented at all. 

FFDI believes that an overall presentation of European meat cuts and meat products together with their share on total meat and meat products consumption is necessary for evaluating the product group for nutrition profiles.

The energy values and the 25 ingredients in the list of meat and meat products are most probable related to 100g. FFDI suggests considering the composition of products in the ready to eat form. 

Nutrition profiles will be set up on a certain number of important ingredients. In meat and meat products besides the Big 8 it will be the fatty acids, cholesterol, some minerals like potassium, iron, magnesium, and zinc and with vitamins many vitamins of the B group. In the list provided by EFSA some of these values appear to be incorrect or do not fit with each other respectively, and some other values are missing. Here are a few examples:

1. No. 4167 and 4171 (tender beef, 4171 without visible fat). Cuts without visible fat especially in beef contain <2% fat. 4171 has 5% fat. With <2% fat the protein value is 21.5 %, which is 1.0 % above the value in the list. In lean beef the MUFA % value (here in g related to total fat) is higher than the SFA % which is true for cut 4167 but not for the leaner 4171. The cholesterol values are not given, they should be around 60 – 65 mg/100g. The Zinc value must be the same in both cuts. There is a 40% difference in the EFSA list.

2. No. 11618 (beef roast medium fat salt-cured smoked), No. 12167 (pork chop salt-cured smoked), No. 1405 (pork ham with fat and rind smoked boiled) contain respectively 2450, 2457, and 2040 mg sodium/100g, which is equivalent to 5-6% salt. The first 2 samples may be non-heat treated meat products for which the salt concentration related to their country of origin is rather high (it will be between 3.5 to 4%), while the 3rd heat-treated product (No. 1405) is inedible with 5.1% salt.

3. No. 5064 (Pate, liver) and No. 5079 (pate, meat, reduced fat): does it mean that No. 5064 does not contain meat at all? Assuming that pork fat (32.7% fat) is used the SFA value in No. 5064 should be >33 %, it is 29% only, the MUFA value is 36 %, it should be >42%. Anyhow the sum of the FA groups amount to 24.3% only, which is 74% only of the fat. In No. 5079 the FA sum adds up to 8.9%, the fat value is 12%, again 74% of the fat value. If there is the glycerol moiety in fat deducted and only FA values are given, then a value around 90% should be given. 

In comparison, in point 1 of these examples in No. 4167 and No. 4171 the FA sum adds up to 90% of the fat value. This must be kept in mind in comparison of various FA groups.

4. No. 3789 and No. 3790 (Wiener sausages): these Swedish products contain 6.7% and 11.1% sugar respectively but only 5.7% and 3.9% carbohydrates respectively overall. This is questionable. It is also important to stress the fact that in many European countries Wiener sausages contain <1% carbohydrates or sugar. These products contain more (about 2-3%) meat (protein) and in the fat reduced form -as these products are- they contain an even higher protein content which binds the higher amount of water. Wiener/Frankfurter sausages are in many countries high quality products with a high consumption percentage. Therefore a representative version should be evaluated for nutrition profiles. 

We need to take into account a smaller number of ingredients (namely 18) than the EFSA list, and defines portion/servings sizes in an average value (tolerance 20%). Moreover, meat cuts, minced products and meat preparations are presented in their ready to eat composition (for this reason e.g. the highly variable amount of salt added by the individuals after the preparation of the meat is not taken into account) and only in their common processed form. 

FFDI is aware that there are different ways of processing, but differences between cuts or minces and to raw material are greater than differences in composition after heating between different heating processes. Meat products are either consumed as sold, or they will neither loose nor gain much weight and composition during preparation. 

In order to facilitate the analysis of the data provided, FFDI is pleased to submit also a summary table of some important constituents (and energy) of the European meat cuts and meat products in their ready to eat composition (annex 2). FFDI considers this table an extremely useful tool to better understand the differences existing among meat and meat products groups.  

VI. Specific points for dairy products

According to the Regulation, the use of nutrient profiles would aim to avoid a situation where nutrition or health claims mask the overall nutritional status of a food product, which could mislead consumers when trying to make healthy choices in the context of a balanced diet. Nutrient profiles should be established by January 2009. EFSA has presented its scientific opinion in February of this year. EFSA confirms that dairy products have an important role in a healthy diet and hence supports the establishment of a specific nutrient profile for dairy products. EFSA concludes that dairy products are one of the food groups for which a specific profile should be established.

Comments to the profiles

This is also reflected in the Commission working document on nutrient profiles that was presented in the beginning of June as background document for discussion with EU Member States. The Commission has presented different possible nutrient profiles scenarios for different food groups, among them dairy products, which will be presented and commented on. 

FFDI supports a special approach for dairy, separate from a general profile. This is justified because dairy products play an important role in the healthy diet, providing several minerals, vitamins and high-quality protein. Specific nutrient thresholds should be set for dairy products. Dairy products are nutrient dense and key contributor of nutrients the European diet. 70% of calcium intake comes from dairy. It is necessary to consider the compositional diversity of dairy products - butter, cream, cheese, milk and milk products. 

The composition of dairy products depends on milk which is the main raw material. The composition of milk fat determines the fat composition of the 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. 

Lactose is a natural milk component. Therefore it should be excluded from the sugar criterion. If lactose is to be included with the sugar criterion, the amount of sugar permitted should be high enough to allow for the natural presence of this sugar. Dairy products are protected against imitation and substitution products by EU Regulations that prohibit any replacement of milk components. In dairy products, milk fat cannot be replaced with other fats. The relative content of saturated fat cannot be changed by processes or replacement. 

Only dairy products (i.e. butter, cream, cheese, milk and milk products) are eligible to the special 

dairy approach. Vegetable based products should be excluded from the dairy category. 

In the document the criterion to choose for dairy products is 100g. A “relative” value based on fat or energy content (per 100 kcal) would lead to disqualifying most dairy products, even those with reduced fat content. Dairy products are nutrient dense even if sometimes energy dense! 

The proposed criterion for saturated fat for cheese (15g) is too low. Cheese is a very good calcium contributor and generally eaten in amounts much smaller than 100g. The proposed criterion for saturated fat for cream (5g) is too low. With the proposed criterion no cream, even reduced fat creams, will be able to carry a claim. 

According to TFA, a new scientific research in the area of TFA has become available which confirm that there is no evidence of negative health effects from the consumption of ruminant TFA naturally occurring in dairy products at habitual intake. This new evidence has been presented several times by international scientists that concluded that naturally occurring ruminant TFA pose no health concerns to consumers, and therefore do not need to be considered for labelling or nutrient profiling for claims.

FFDI initially considered that total exemption of all dairy products from nutrient profiles would be the appropriate solution. Following EFSA scientific opinion, FFDI proposes a special nutrient profile for dairy foods with specific nutrient thresholds for few dairy sub categories to reflect the compositional diversity of dairy products as well as the specific characteristics of the raw material milk such as the milk fat composition and the naturally present lactose. The approach taken by the EU dairy industry to develop a proposal for nutrient profiles for dairy products will be presented.

Comments to the database
Basis for the scenarios presented in the Commission working document is the food composition database of foods available on the EU market that the Commission has requested EFSA to develop and that should be used to carry out the testing of a proposed nutrient profiles system. This so-called “food basket” was initially compiled with data coming only from national food databases leading to a limited and not representative food basket. 

The EFSA limited food basket is not representative of the EU dairy products’ market. Nutritional diversity for the different types of dairy products (public health impact) as well as the diversity of dairy products in the market (economic impact) is not reflected. Caution is necessary when interpreting the testing presented in the Commission working document. It is important to have a representative food basket as a basis for discussions with Member States for the establishment of nutrient profiles for the claims regulation. 










� For cocoa powder mixes, calculations must be made per 100 g as prepared according to manufacturers instructions








� Salt means NaCl. In fresh meat and its prepared forms, including minced meat, there is no NaCl. The salt value is calculated of Na x 2.5. 


� High cholesterol values only in liver in pate and liver sausages, all other products are <100mg/100g. 
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