
 
 

 

 

 

By e-mail at:  LRM_LMR_consultations@hc-sc.gc.ca 

 

August 27, 2015  

 
 
Ms. Dana Wang 
Policy, Planning and International Affairs Directorate 
Health Products and Food Branch 
Health Canada 
Holland Cross, Tower B, 5th Floor 
1600 Scott Street  
Ottawa, ON K1A 0K9  
 
Dear Ms. Wang: 
 
Re:   Canada Gazette, Part I of June 13, 2015 

Regulations Amending the Food and Drug Regulations – Nutrition Labelling, Other Labelling 
Provisions and Food Colours  

 
Established in 1919, the Canadian Meat Council (“Council”) is Canada’s national trade association of 
federally-inspected meat processors. The meat processing industry is the largest component of Canada’s 
food processing sector with annual revenues valued at $23.6 billion, exports of $5.1 billion to 120 
countries, and total employment of 65,000 people.    
 
The Council represents 50 Regular Members that are corporations operating one or more federally 
registered meat establishment and 90 Associate Members that provide goods or services to the meat 
processing industry. Our members sell thousands of food products in the Canadian market which are all 
subject to federal food labelling requirements.  
 
The Council welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the nutrition labelling regulations as 
pre-published in the June 13, 2015 edition of the Canada Gazette, Part I.  We note that the Canada 
Gazette, Part I proposal reflects some fine-tuning of the regulatory options that were presented by 
Health Canada in the July 2014 consultation documents. In this perspective, the decision to retain the 
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combined Daily Value (DV) for saturated and trans fats on the Nutrition Facts table (NFt) is a positive 
development.   
 
We are also grateful that Health Canada has introduced a five (5) year coming-into-force timeline to 
reduce the regulatory compliance cost for industry. We appreciate that Health Canada and the Canadian 
Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) have stepped up efforts to work jointly on their respective labelling 
modernization initiatives, and we commend Health Canada for giving proper consideration to the need 
to harmonize compliance and enforcement schedules with the CFIA.   

There is no disputing that Health Canada’s efforts to modernize and improve food labelling must reflect 
the latest available science and help Canadians make informed choices about their food to maintain or 
improve their health.  We believe that some adjustments to the regulatory proposals pertaining to the 
percent (%) DV footnote and the proposed legibility requirements to the list of ingredients would 
enhance Health Canada’s ability to achieve that objective.  The Council wishes to make several 
observations on these and other issues before providing specific comments on the proposed 
amendments to the Food and Drug Regulations (FDR). 
 
 

(a) General Comments: 
 
  Proposed changes to the list of core nutrients and the DVs to be declared on the NFt  

 
We understand that the list of core nutrients in the NFt are determined based on the public health 
concerns related to inadequate or excessive intakes.  We also recognize that Health Canada is seeking to 
achieve harmonization with the US regarding the list of core nutrients and the DVs to be declared on the 
NFt.  We wish to make the following observations: 
 

1. Protein -- Recent research indicates protein requirements have been underestimated by as 
much as 50%1. In addition, the FAO has recommended a new method for determining 
protein digestibility2.  As such, until Canada has an improved state-of-the-science on protein 
deficiencies and quality, we support not having a DV for this nutrient on the NFt.   
 

2. Cholesterol – Previously, the Dietary Guidelines for Americans recommended that 
cholesterol intake be limited to no more than 300 mg/day. The US Dietary Guidelines 
Advisory Committee’s Scientific Report will not bring this recommendation forward because 
available evidence shows no appreciable relationship between consumption of dietary 

                                                           
1 Elango, Rajavel et al. Clinical Nutrition and Metabolic Care, January 2010 – Volume 13 – Issue 1 
2 Report of FAO Expert Working Group, 2014, Research approaches and methods for evaluating the protein quality 
of human foods, Bangalore, http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4325e.pdf . Retrieved August 24, 2015. 

http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4325e.pdf
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cholesterol and serum cholesterol3.  As such, the Council recommends not requiring a DV 
for this nutrient on the NFt.  

 
3. Sodium - The Council supports using available scientific data to set Canadian population 

sodium consumption targets.  Changing the DV from 2,400 mg to 2,300 mg would bring the 
label in line with the Food and Drug Administration’s (FDA) proposed rule of March 3, 2014, 
“Food Labelling: Revision of the Nutrition and Supplement Facts Labels” [Docket No. FDA-
2012-N-1210].  

 
4. Fat – The Council supports not having a specific DV for trans fat and supports the decision of 

the status quo. 
 

 
 The proposed use of % DV benchmark levels in the footnote to the NFt  
 
During the industry consultations, the Council noted that the proposed addition of a footnote at the 
bottom of the NFt explaining how to use % DV benchmark levels of “5% DV or less is a little; 15% DV or 
more is a lot” was of concern because of its ambiguity.   Do the terms “a little” and “a lot” refer to 
insufficient intake and excessive intake?  
 
In the absence of a proper definition, the proposed footnote, as currently drafted, runs the risk of being 
misunderstood and misinterpreted by consumers.  The result - especially as it relates to the statement 
“15% DV or more is a lot” – may be that consumers will avoid foods that are a good source of protein as 
well as many of the other nutrients such as calcium and iron.   
 
Moreover, what is the nature of the scientific evidence supporting the statement that “15% DV is a lot”? 
Could we not make a case for 20%? 
 
Health Canada’s July 2014 consultation document on the proposed format changes to food labels 
concedes that “many consumers still struggle with the concept behind the % DV information despite the 
fact that the % DV has been at the core of the Nutrition Facts Education Campaign since 20104.”  The 
footnote at the bottom of the NFt is not practical or beneficial if consumers do not understand how it 
relates to making healthier food decisions.  Why then would Health Canada propose to include a 
declaration on the use of % DV benchmark levels in a footnote to the NFt which, by its very essence, is 
designed to be “facts” based?    

                                                           
3 Scientific Report of the 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee at 17, 
http://health.gov/dietaryguidelines/2015-scientific-report/PDFs/Scientific-Report-of-the-2015-Dietary Guidelines-
Advisory-Committee-pdf). Retrieved August 21, 2015. 
4 Health Canada, Health Canada’s Proposed Changes to the Format Requirements for the Display of Nutrition and 
Other Information on Food Labels, (Ottawa:  Bureau of Nutritional Sciences, Food Directorate, Health Products and 
Food Branch, July 14, 2014) at 10.  

http://health.gov/dietaryguidelines/2015-scientific-report/PDFs/Scientific-Report-of-the-2015-Dietary
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Conveying information that is meaningful to consumers and in a way that does not confuse or mislead 
them is critical to help them make informed decisions about the food they buy to best fit their dietary 
preferences and lifestyle needs.  At this juncture, Health Canada could expand the scope of its Nutrition 
Facts Education Campaign and conduct further focus group testing to determine how to improve the 
usability of the % DV information through a more meaningful declaration or through specific education 
messages.  Until then, it should defer including a declaration on the use of % DV benchmark levels in a 
footnote to the NFt.   

 

Specific Comments on the Proposed Regulatory Text  
 
 
 Improving the Legibility of the List of Ingredients 
 
The Regulations are amended by adding the following after section B.01.008: 
(1) Information appearing on the label of a prepackaged product according to sections B.01.008.2 to 
B.01.010.4 shall be shown 

(a) In a single colour of type that is a visual equivalent of 100% solid black type and that is shown on 
a white background or a uniform neutral background having a maximum 5% tint of colour; 

(b) in a single standard sans serif font that is not decorative and in such a manner that the 
characters never touch each other or any differentiating feature under subsection B.01.008.2(2);  

(c) in type having normal or condensed width except that if a nutrition facts table appears on the 
label the width of type must be the same as that required for nutrients that appear in the 
nutrition facts table;  

(d) in a single standard sans serif font that is not decorative and in such a manner that the 
characters never touch each other or any differentiating feature under subsection B.01.008.2(2); 

(e) in a type size of at least 6 points with leading of at least 7 points, except that if a nutrition facts 
table appears on the label, the type size and leading must be at least the same as those required 
for nutrients that appear in the nutrition facts table.  

 
Paragraph (c) is too prescriptive.  It mandates the same width of type than in the NFt.  It does not bring 
additional clarity but rather complicates compliance for no good reason. 
 
Paragraph (e) is also problematic.  By switching from a minimum height of words (1.6 mm based on 
lower “o”) to a point size, it will be more difficult for the consumer to read the ingredients statement on 
some of the small packages. This proposed change will also complicate enforcement because points 
cannot be easily related to mm.   
 
According to the proposed amendment, “point” means the unit of measurement for type size that is 
known as an Anglo-American point and is equal to 0.3527777778 mm.  For a regular product using 3.1 
(B) panel format ingredients should be 8 points. The conversion equals to 2.822222222 mm.  When 
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using 8 points for text in a computer graphic application, it gives very close to 1.6 mm in height based on 
a small “o”.  We strongly urge Health Canada to better define sizes with measures that can be easily 
verified once on a printed material to avoid debates with regulators on interpretation issues. 
 
 
Section B.01.008.2  
[…] 
 (2) A list of ingredients shall be shown in a manner that clearly differentiates it on the label, by means of 
one or both of 
(a) graphics in the form of a solid-line border around the list, or one or more solid lines appearing 
immediately above, below or at the sides of the list;  
(b) a background colour that creates a contrast between the background colour of the list and the 
background colour used on the adjacent area of the label, other than the area used to display a food 
allergen source, gluten source and added sulphites statement, as defined in subsection B.01.010.1 (1), a 
declaration referred to in subsection B.01.010.4 (1) and a nutrition facts table.  
[…] 
(3) In a list of ingredients, ingredients shall be shown […] 
 (c) separated by a bullet point, unless the product is sold only in the retail establishment where it is 
packaged and is labelled by means of a sticker, in which case ingredients may be separated by a comma.   
(The same exemption is also captured in section B.01.010.3 (3)). 
 
We believe that the proposal under paragraph 2 (a) to add a border around the ingredients statement, 
or one or more lines above, below or at the sides of the statement, should be removed as it constrains 
the design of the packaging.   Packaging has a lot of variation in size and shape (cups, trays, cans, ovals, 
hexagons, etc.) based on the product.  The proposed size of the list of ingredients must allow for this 
variation.   To regulate a maximum or minimum box size around the ingredients is far too prescriptive.  
The overlying requirement for a good contrast colour with mixed case lettering should be enough.  It 
provides the consumer with an acceptable design standard without putting too much restriction on the 
manufacturer to ensure compliance. 
 
In our view, paragraph (2) (b) of section B.01.008.2 is also too prescriptive as it would mandate a 
differentiation in backgrounds even if the requirement for a 5% colour tint is met under section 
B.01.008.1 (1) (a). In this perspective, we recommend mandating the use of the white or 5% tint of 
colour as opposed to a contrast colour. 
 
We have reproduced below a moderate list of ingredients based on the current and proposed legibility 
requirements.  Viewed from a design perspective, the regulatory proposal requires a space that is at 
least + 75% larger when compared to the current requirement.  The actual legibility requirements are 
set at 4100 mm (165 mm x 25mm) while the proposed legibility requirements are set at 7200 mm (160 
mm x 45 mm). 
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Ingrédients : Côtes levées, eau, sucre, sauce au piment fort (piments de cayenne vieillis, vinaigre, poudre d'ail), sel, vinaigre, pâte de tomates, 
chlorure de potassium, huile de soya, extraits secs de glucose, phosphate de sodium, amidon de maïs modifié, arôme, fibre d'agrume, protéine 
de levure hydrolysée, assaisonnements, gomme xanthane, farine de moutarde, épices, poudre d'oignon, poudre d'ail, inosinate disodique, 
guanylate disodique, extrait de levure autolysée. Contient : moutarde. Peut contenir : blé et lait. Ingredients:  Spare ribs, water, sugar, hot 
pepper sauce (aged cayenne red peppers, vinegar, garlic powder), salt, vinegar, tomato paste, potassium chloride, soybean oil, glucose solids, 
sodium phosphate, modified corn starch, flavour, citrus fiber, hydrolyzed yeast protein, seasonings, xanthan gum, mustard flour, spices, onion 
powder, garlic powder, disodium inosinate, disodium guanylate, autolyzed yeast extract. Contains: mustard. May contain: wheat and milk. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
We do acknowledge that Health Canada’s proposal does improve the legibility of the list of ingredients.  
However, considering that labels have to be printed in Canada’s two official languages, the proposed  
 
 
 
Considering that labels have to be printed in Canada’s two official languages,  we believe that the 
proposed new legibility requirements of the ingredients statement will increase the “footprint” of the 
label – especially when dealing with a product with a long list of ingredients - leaving less space for key 
attributes. 
 
We also have significant concerns – both from policy and design perspectives - with the exemption for 
the use of bullets in the ingredients statement under sections B.01.008.2 (3) (c) and B.01.010.3 (3) of 
the proposed regulations.  
 
According to the Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement (RIAS), the requirement to use bullets in the 
ingredients statement would not apply to prepackaged products with labels applied at retail 
establishments. Retail establishments would be allowed to continue to use commas, as per current 
practice, to reduce costs because this sector consists of a significant number of small businesses.   This 
means that large and small retail establishments alike would benefit from this exemption.  
 
This exemption is not linked to empirical evidence.  Although the “What We Heard5” report summarizes 
feedback from parents, consumers or other interested stakeholders who participated in the consultation 
sessions conducted by the CFIA, Health Canada and the Minister of Health between June 2013 and April 
2014, that feedback does not stem from studies testing various design options for the list of ingredients. 
There is little empirical evidence of how and to what extent the proposed modifications may help 

                                                           
5 Government of Canada (2014):  Consulting Canadians to Modernize and Improve Food Labels:  What We Heard, 
June 10, 2014.  Retrieved August 24, 2015. 

Ingrédients : Côtes levées  Eau  Sucres (sucre, extraits secs de glucose)  Sauce au piment fort (piments de cayenne vieillis, vinaigre, 
poudre d'ail)  Sel  Vinaigre  Pâte de tomates  Chlorure de potassium  Huile de soya  Extraits secs de glucose  Phosphate de sodium  
Amidon de maïs modifié  Arôme Fibre d'agrume  Protéine de levure hydrolysée  Assaisonnements  Gomme xanthane  Farine de 

moutarde  Épices  Poudre d'oignon  Poudre d'ail  Inosinate disodique  Guanylate disodique  Extrait de levure autolysée  Contient : 
moutarde   
Peut contenir : blé et lait 

Ingredients:  Spare ribs  Water  Sugars (sugar, glucose solids)  Hot pepper sauce (aged cayenne red peppers, vinegar, garlic powder)  
Salt  Vinegar  Tomato paste  Potassium chloride  Soybean oil  Glucose solids  Sodium phosphate  Modified corn starch  Flavour  
Citrus fiber  Hydrolyzed yeast protein  Seasonings  Xanthan gum  Mustard flour  Spices  Onion powder  Garlic powder  Disodium 

inosinate  Disodium guanylate  Autolyzed yeast extract Contains: mustard  
May contain: wheat and milk 
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consumers in understanding a product’s nutrition characteristics and in using the ingredients statement 
to make dietary choices. 
 
The exemption is linked to cost considerations.  In this perspective, manufacturing companies that pack 
counter ready products and label them with a sticker using labelling software must also incur costs to 
deal with the logistical and supply chain issues that are associated with changes to nutrition labelling 
requirements.  The cost varies according to the scale of the operations.  
 
This problem is accentuated when considering the labelling requirements for least cost formulas (LCF), 
referred to as variable formulations, under Chapter 7, Section 7.6.3 of CFIA’s Meat Hygiene Manual of 
Procedures, which is reproduced at Annex 1 of this document.  In variable formulations, all species of 
the meat product must be grouped together in descending order of proportion in the ingredient list and 
separated from non-meat ingredients with a semi-colon (;) or a dash (-).    
 
In addition, section 120(1) of Meat Inspection Regulations (also reproduced at Annex 1) allows for 
flexibility in scheduling where substitution of ingredients is permitted.  Variable formulations allows for 
a meat ingredient to be substituted for any other meat ingredient(s) already declared in the ingredient 
list.  The establishment is responsible for ensuring that substituted meat ingredient (i.e. beef) appears in 
the formulation at least once in a 12 month period from the time the label is applied to the product. 
  
As a result, the semi-colon (;) and use of “AND/OR” can be applied to an ingredient deck in several 
scenarios: 
  
Scenario 1:  
Multi species product when one species is present in every formulation, but in a low quantity 
Example 
Pork 78.00% 
Chicken 11.00% 
Water 6.00% 
Salt 3.00% 
Beef 2.00% 
Total  100.00% 
In this example all species are grouped together in descending order with a semi-colon (;) at the end.   
The ingredient list will read as follows INGREDIENTS:  PORK, CHICKEN, BEEF; WATER, SALT.  
  
Scenario 2:  
Beef is NOT present in every formula, but will appear in formulation at least once in a 12 month period 
Example 
Pork 81.00% 
Chicken 11.00% 
Water 6.00% 
Salt 2.00% 
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Beef (added once a year at max 1%) 0.00% 
Total  100.00% 
In this example all species are grouped together in descending order with a semi-colon (;) and the beef is 
addressed with an “AND/OR”.   The ingredient list will read as follows INGREDIENTS:  PORK, CHICKEN 
AND/OR BEEF; WATER, SALT. 
  
Scenario 3:  
The table included under Section 7.6.3 (d) (iii) of CFIA’s Meat Hygiene Manual of Procedures (also 
reproduced at Annex 1) provides an example of how mechanically separated meats used in variable 
formulations must be declared. In that example, a variable formula for all meat ingredients 
(mechanically separated meat and meat) are grouped together in descending order and separated from 
non-meat ingredients with a semi-colon (;).   
 
By mandating the use of bullet points to separate ingredients on the ingredient list, the proposed 
nutrition labelling regulations are introducing an unnecessary level complexity to food labelling 
requirements. Simplicity and clarity should be cornerstones of nutrition labelling to assist consumers in 
understanding and appraising the information provided on the labels. There is no need to unduly 
complicate industry compliance or the regulator’s oversight and enforcement.   
  
In our view, Health Canada must remove the exemption for retail from using bullet points in the list of 
ingredients.  Rather, Health Canada should provide retailers and manufacturers with the flexibility to use 
bullets, commas, semi colons, dashes, as the case may be, as long as the ingredients statement is legible 
and based on sound design principles on labelling and communications, instead of proposing an 
arbitrary solution as to what the preferred method of delineation in the ingredients statement should 
be. 
 
 
 Sugar Labelling:  Grouping sugar based ingredients in the list of ingredients  
 
B.01.008.3 (1) If a prepackaged product contains one or more sugars-based ingredients, despite the 
order of presentation referred to in paragraph B.01.008.2(3)(a), the sugars-based ingredient or 
ingredients shall be shown in the list of ingredients, in parentheses, immediately following the term 
“Sugars”. […] 
 
(2) The term “Sugars” referred to in subsection (1) shall be shown in the list of ingredients 

(a) in descending order of its proportion in the product, basing that proportion on the total 
quantity of all sugars-based ingredients in the product; and 
(b) separated from other ingredients by a bullet point, unless the product is sold only in the retail 
establishment where it is packaged and is labelled by means of a sticker, in which case the term 
may be separated from other ingredients by a comma. 

(3) Each sugars-based ingredient mentioned immediately following the term “Sugars” shall be shown 
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(a) by its common name according to section B.01.010; 
(b) despite paragraph B.01.008.2 (3) (b), entirely in lower case letters; and 
(c) in the case of more than one sugars-based ingredient, each ingredient shall be shown 

(i) in descending order of its proportion in the product as prescribed by subsection 
B.01.008.2 (3), and 
(ii) separated by a comma. 

 
In our assessment, this proposed requirement is flawed in several respects.   For greater clarity, the 
regulatory text should specify that if there is only one source of “sugar-based ingredient” it must be 
listed in the correct order of predominance and declared by its common name.   
 
Also, the rationale for the aggregation of all sugars on the ingredient list is unclear since this information 
is already present on the nutrition label in the “total sugars” line of the table.  Further, this approach is 
inconsistent with the listing of other ingredients that supply other macronutrients/calories, and, hence, 
may be confusing to consumers.  Additionally, as consumers are used to seeing ingredients listed in 
order of weight, such aggregation may be perceived incorrectly (e.g., that there is more sugar in the 
product than there actually is), and may incorrectly represent (e.g., over-exaggerate) the presence of 
some ingredients in a product.   
 
Finally, the current proposal suggests that multi-ingredient products that contain only sugar or brown 
sugar as a sweetening agent would appear as “sugars (sugar)” or “sugars (brown sugar)” on the 
ingredient list.  The Council strongly encourages Health Canada to remove this requirement from its 
nutrition labelling proposal as it is redundant.  

 

B.01.010.4 (1) If the label of a prepackaged product includes a declaration alerting consumers that, due 
to a risk of cross- contamination, the product may contain the source of a food allergen or gluten or 
sulphites,[…] 
(c) the declaration must begin on a different line than the line on which the list of ingredients or the 
statement that immediately precedes it ends; and [...] 
 
Why add a requirement to begin the “may contain” statement on a different line while not making the 
same requirement for the “Contains” statement?  Again, this constrains the use of space on the label.   
Health Canada should either drop this requirement or mandate that the “Contains” and “may contain” 
statements be on the same or separate lines.  
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 Nutrition Labelling Core Information (The Rounding Rule) 

According to the table of core information under section B.01.401, the manner of expression for calcium 
and potassium under column 4 follows:  
 
Potassium and Calcium 
(1) The amount is rounded off 

(a) if it is less than 5 mg, to “0 g”; and 
(b) if it is 5mg or more and less than 50 mg, to the nearest multiple of 10 mg. 
(c) if it is 50 mg or more and less than 250 mg, to the nearest multiple of 25 mg; and 
(d) it if is 250 mg or more , to the nearest multiple of 50 mg. 

(2) The percentage is rounded off 
(a) if the amount is declared as 0 mg, to “0%”; and 
(b) in all other cases, to the nearest multiple of 1%. 

 
Currently, calcium, potassium, and sodium all have the same rounding rules. Under the proposed 
amendments, the potassium rounding rule is applied to calcium, while the rounding rule for sodium 
remains unchanged.  All are mandatory core nutrients under the regulatory proposal.  We fail to 
understand why different rounding rules would apply to the mandatory core nutrients. 
 
 
 Small Packages 

 
B.01.467. (1) Despite section A.01.016 and subject to subsection (2), if the available display surface of a 
prepackaged product is less than 100 cm2, the label of the product need not carry a nutrition facts table 
if the outer side of the label contains an indication of how a purchaser or consumer may obtain the 
nutrition information that would otherwise be required to be set out in a nutrition facts table on the label 
of the product. 
(2) Subsection (1) does not apply to a prepackaged product that is 
(a) described in paragraph B.01.401 (3) (a), (b), (c) or (e); or 
(b) contained in a package to which a label cannot be physically applied or on which information cannot 
be legibly set out and easily viewed by the purchaser or consumer under the customary conditions of 
purchase 
(3) An indication referred to in subsection (1) 
(a) shall be set out in a type size of not less than 8 points 
(b) shall include a postal address or a toll-free telephone number; and […] 
 
We recommend amending paragraph 3(b) by adding a third option after a toll-free telephone number 
which would refer to a website, Facebook page or other electronic medium where the nutrition 
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information can be obtained.  This would reflect the more modern way manufacturers provide 
consumer information. 
 
 
 Reference amount & portion declaration 

 
We wish to make the following observations with respect to items L.4 and L.5 at page 50 of the 
document “Nutrition Labelling – Table of Reference Amounts for Food” that will be incorporated by 
reference to the regulations.  
 
Some products such as cooked pepperoni and cooked salami are similar to luncheon meats listed under 
item L.4 when they have a big diameter. For unsliced products, this will result in two sets of rules 
because there are no mandated criteria to determine the serving of stated size for multiple-serving of 
prepackaged foods for a cooked pepperoni that is similar in shape to an unsliced bologna.  While an 
unsliced bologna would need to be expressed in 100g, the cooked peperoni could be expressed in 
virtually any amount.  
 
Also, many of sausage type products like pepperoni or polish sausage listed under item L.5 are usually 
thinly sliced (i.e. 2.0 mm) when they are sliced for consumption. We believe the units for expressing the 
serving stated size for multiple servings of prepackaged foods should be written as a whole number 
rather than using decimals (i.e. For 5 slices of 0.2 cm (50 g) – should read For 5 slices of 2 mm (50 g)). 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
As noted, the current regulatory proposal requires some fine-tuning to help Health Canada modernize 
and improve nutrition labelling.  The proposed use of % DV benchmark levels in the footnote to the NFt 
as well as the new legibility requirements to the list of ingredients need to rest on a firm empirical 
foundation. 
 
The principle supporting the % DV information is still misunderstood by consumers.  It is a core element 
of the food label designed to provide factual information to consumers, reflecting the most recent 
scientific information. The NFt assists consumers in understanding and appraising the information to 
help them make informed food choices in the interest of maintaining and improving a healthy eating 
practice.  In this perspective, we believe that Health Canada should engage in a consumer education 
campaign aimed at facilitating the reading and understanding of the use of the % DV on the NFt and 
what the implications may be on the consumer’s overall diet before contemplating including a 
declaration on % DVs on the footnote of the NFt.  
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We also note that serving of stated size for foods sold in multiple-serving prepackaged products was not 
presented as a regulatory option for consideration during the industry consultations.  Now, Health 
Canada proposes to mandate the serving of stated size for foods sold in multiple-serving prepackaged 
products in the regulations and to align them more closely with regulated reference amounts.  Costing 
figures were not required for adjustments being made to serving sizes in developing this regulatory 
proposal.  We believe that Health Canada should conduct the required cost-benefits analysis on this 
issue rather than assume that these costs would be included in the cost of label printing and nutrient 
analysis.  
 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. Please don’t hesitate to contact me by 
phone (613) 729-3911 (ext. 25) or e-mail suzanne@cmc-cvc.com should you have questions or wish to 
discuss the recommendations of the Canadian Meat Council in more detail. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Suzanne Sabourin 
Director, Legal and Regulatory Affairs 
 
 
  

mailto:suzanne@cmc-cvc.com
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           Annex 1 
           Page 1 of 2  
 
 
Canadian Meat Council Submission 
Canada Gazette, Part I of June 13, 2015 
Regulations Amending the Food and Drug Regulations – Nutrition Labelling, Other Labelling Provisions 
and Food Colours            
 
 
Meat Hygiene Manual of Procedures 
Chapter 7, Packaging and Labelling 
Section 7.6:   Mandatory requirements for labels of edible meat products in registered establishments 
Sub-section 7.6.3:  The list of ingredients 
 

(a) General Requirements 
 

[…] 
 
In variable formulation all meat product ingredients shall be grouped together and placed in the 
appropriate position in the ingredient listing and be segregated from non-meat ingredients by a semi-
colon (;) or a dash (-). If meat product ingredients are fixed as to inclusion and order, segregate each 
meat product ingredient by a comma (,). 
 
If the meat portion varies as to inclusion or order, then it may read: "Beef, Pork and/or Mutton". If all 
meat product ingredients are interchangeable, then it may read: "Beef and/or Pork and/or Mutton". 
Designations of species should appear, in the case of variable formulation, in either of the following 
formats: 
 

i. ingredients: may contain beef, pork, mutton and their by-products; or 
ii. ingredients: beef and/or pork and/or mutton and/or their by-products. 

 
[…] 
 
(d) Requirements for products where mechanically separated meats have been used 
 
The declaration of ingredients for products where mechanically separated meats have been used shall 
be shown as follows on the label: 
 
[…] 
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           Annex 1 
           Page 2 of 2 
 

iii. If more than one mechanically separated species meat is used in the meat block as well as 
boneless meats, e.g. 
 

meat in meat block per cent 
Mechanically separated chicken:  12.85% 
Mechanically separated turkey:  10.00% 
Mechanically separated pork:  8.00% 
Beef:  18.00% 
Pork:  9.00% 
Beef by-products (plasma, tripes): 8.00% 
Water:  22.60% 
Filler and Spices:  11.55% 
(Total of ingredients):  100.00% 
 
where the mechanically separated meats represent, in total, the highest percentage of the meat block, 
the ingredients list should read:   
 
Mechanically separated meat (chicken, turkey, pork), beef, pork, beef by-products; water, ... 
 
Meat Inspection Regulations, 1990 (SOR/909-288)  
120. (1) Where it is an acceptable manufacturing practice for an operator to omit from a meat product 
any food that is ordinarily an ingredient of the meat product or a component of an ingredient thereof or 
substitute in whole or in part in a meat product any other food for a food that is ordinarily an ingredient 
or a component of an ingredient, the list of ingredients on the label of the meat product may, for the 12 
month period beginning at the time the label is applied to the meat product, show as ingredients of the 
meat product or components of ingredients thereof the foods that may be omitted and the foods that 
may be substituted, where 
 
(a) all the foods that may be used as ingredients or components throughout the 12 month period are 
shown in the list of ingredients; 
 
(b) it is clearly stated as part of the list of ingredients that the food shown as an ingredient or 
component may not be present or that another food may be substituted for a food shown as an 
ingredient or component; and 
 
(c) the foods that may be omitted or substituted are grouped with those of the same class of foods that 
are used as ingredients or components and the foods within each of the groups are listed in descending 
order of the proportion in which they are likely to be used during the 12 month period. […] 


