
 

 

 

July 6, 2015         by e-mail only 
          trace@inspection.gc.ca 
 

 

Mr. Eric Aubin  
National Manager 
Livestock Identification and National Traceability Program 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 
1400 Merivale Road, 
Ottawa, ON K1A 0Y9  
 
 
Dear Mr. Aubin:  
 
RE:   Canadian Meat Council comments on the proposed federal livestock identification and 

traceability regulations 
 
The Canadian Meat Council (“Council”) has been representing Canada’s federally inspected meat 
processing industry since 1919.  The meat processing industry is the largest component of Canada’s food 
processing sector. It has annual revenues of $23.6 billion, exports of $5.1 billion to 120 countries and 
total employment of 65,000 people.  
 
The Council represents abattoirs of different sizes and scope, ranging from family-owned facilities to  
large meat processors that are publicly-traded and that operate in many countries around the world. 
In recent years, our members have been actively engaged in traceability discussions either from a food  
safety perspective, under the evolving Safe Food for Canadians Regulations, or from the vantage point  
of a national livestock identification and traceability system under the Health of Animal Regulations. 
 
The Council supports the efforts of the federal government, through the auspices of the Canadian Food  
Inspection Agency (“Agency”) and Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (“AAFC”), to enhance the efficiency  
of the current livestock identification and traceability system in Canada.  We don’t believe, however,  
that the regulatory proposal as currently drafted will help the federal government achieve that  
objective.  Some fine-tuning of the proposal, especially as it relates the introduction of the  
two- step reporting process consisting of a “tag retirement event” and a “move-in reception event” at  



2 
 

abattoirs, would be required.  Also, the regulatory proposal raises two important considerations: (1)  
the divergent regulatory approaches underpinning the development of the proposed the federal  
livestock identification and traceability regulations under the Health of Animals Regulations and the  
food traceability requirements of the proposed Food Safety Regulations; and, (2) the distribution of 
regulatory compliance costs.  
 
Our comments will be brief.  They will address each issue separately.  
 
 

(1) Movement Reporting 
 
Under the regulatory proposal, operators of abattoirs for bison, bovine and sheep are asked to report a 
“Move-in Reception Event” in addition to the requirement to report the “Tag Retirement Event” to the 
responsible administrator.  This is done to broaden the scope of section 186 of the Regulations and 
redraft it in-line with subsection 175.2(4) which requires the receipt of pigs at an abattoir to be 
reported.   The Council cannot support this proposal. 
 
An abattoir is a terminal site where live animals are slaughtered.  The movement stops at the abattoir.  
The reporting of the “Move-in Reception Event” is currently achieved through the “Tag Retirement 
Event”.  There is no need to add to an abattoirs’ administrative burden by asking it to broaden the scope 
of its reporting requirements by providing information on the identification number of the departure 
site, the identification number of the location of the abattoir, the date and time the conveyance arrived 
at the abattoir and the licence plate number or, if there is no licence plate, other identification of the 
conveyance. 
 
The current regulatory proposal provides for duplication and overlap of reporting requirements along 
the value chain.  An abattoir can only capture the information, it can’t validate it.   As a result, it reports 
the information that is already available on the manifest and that has already been reported to the 
responsible administrator by others up the chain.  From a trace-in and trace-out perspective, there is no 
value-add in requiring abattoirs to conduct movement reporting. 
 
Furthermore, when considering that intermediate sites such as auction marts, assembly yards, buying 
stations and community pastures will be required to report individual animal identification and premise 
identification at a later date, we question how this regulatory proposal can support a more robust and 
sustainable traceability system in Canada.  At the same time, the unresolved issues dealing with premise 
identification of linked-sites and consignments of animals loaded from different sites compound the 
difficulties associated with movement reporting.    
 
For these reasons, the Council fails to understand how movement reporting from abattoirs can help 
achieve enhanced traceability.  In our view, the status quo is preferable to change.  By continuing to 
report the “Tag Retirement Event”, the abattoirs will help achieve the desired outcome of the national 
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livestock identification and traceability system given that premise information identification would be 
recorded and reported by others up the value chain.  
 
 
(2)  The Safe Food for Canadians Regulations  
 
The reference paper prepared for this second round of consultations identifies a list of traceability 
targets aimed at product tracing as well as livestock tracing. Those targets frame the two-pronged vision 
statement that was developed by the Industry-Government Advisory Committee (IGAC) for livestock 
traceability:  “enhance Canada’s ability to protect animal health and to address food safety issues; and 
enhance industry competitiveness, retain or capture market opportunities”.   
 
Although both livestock and product traceability share the common objectives of supporting market 
access, competitiveness and consumer confidence, there is a distinction to be made between the two 
systems.  Livestock traceability refers to the ability to follow an animal or group of animals during all 
stages of its life through the provision of timely, accurate, and relevant information to mitigate the 
impact of a sanitary issue or a natural disaster.  Food traceability refers to the ability to facilitate the 
rapid identification of the origin and movement of a food through the food supply chain during a food 
safety incident.  
 
The traceability requirement of the Safe Food for Canadians Regulations (SFCR) will apply the 
international standard for traceability established by Codex Alimentarius. The Codex standard calls for 
tracking of food at any specified stage of the food chain (from production to distribution) from where 
the food came (one step backward) to where the food went (one step forward), as appropriate to the 
objectives of the food inspection system.   

Under the evolving regulatory framework, it would appear that federally-licenced abattoirs will find 
themselves complying with two sets of traceability requirements: the prescriptive regulatory 
requirements of the Health of Animal Regulations and the outcome based regulatory requirements of 
the Safe Food for Canadians Regulations. The outcome based regulatory requirements of the SFCR are 
based on a preventative approach to food safety risk management which grounds the Agency’s 
integrated inspection model on risk-based oversight of food, plant and animal commodities.   
 
As noted above, we find it difficult to support a regulatory proposal that would require abattoirs to 
report a “Move-in Reception Event” in the database of the responsible administrator because of the 
noted lack of tangible improvements to the reliability and integrity of the data.   Viewed from the lens of 
the SFCR, what is the risk-based justification for adopting such an approach?   
 
Rather than imposing prescriptive requirements, the proposed regulations should allow for the 
establishment of appropriate preventive control measures to strengthen and reinforce the proposed 
national livestock identification and traceability program design.   
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As noted in the consultation paper, live animals that arrive at abattoirs without a tag are subject to 
enhanced inspection. Also, the meat derived from the live animals may be rendered ineligible for export.   

Under the proposed federal livestock identification and traceability regulations, live animals would also 
be subject to enhanced recording and reporting requirements. An abattoir would be expected to 
provide the premise identification information in addition to the obligation to record and report the 
quantity of animals and their species of animals received at the abattoir and not bearing an approved 
indicator.   

From our perspective, appropriate preventive controls should be to be put in place in the earlier stages 
of the supply chain to ensure that abattoirs are not subject to significantly more regulatory burden than 
the rest of the value chain stakeholders.  This would contribute to ensure that the accountability for the 
system’s efficiency is shared among all stakeholders in the entire supply chain.  For this reason, we 
believe that the proposal to amend the prohibition to transport animals not bearing approved indicators 
with a requirement for carriers to demonstrate that controls are in place to ensure that animals are 
identified with an approved indicator before being loaded in the conveyance is a step in the right 
direction.   
 
 

3. Distribution of Regulatory Compliance Costs 

There is no denying the public interest benefits of a traceability system.  Both government and industry 
benefit from reduced disease control and eradication costs.  For its part, industry also benefits from 
reduced production losses associated with disease control and eradication, reduced damage from trade 
embargos, and enhanced international market access. 

A fully-functional traceability system needs a strong foundation for the effective collection, storage and 
reporting of data.  If a terminal site does not process cattle or bison (e.g. in the sheep, goat or cervid 
only category), it will need to build up an adequate information structure to comply with the regulatory 
requirements of the national livestock identification and traceability program proposal. In all cases, 
abattoirs processing cattle, bison, sheep, goat and cervid will need to assume ongoing labour costs to 
engage in the reading, recording and reporting activities -  report origin (loading location) of animals and 
read and report animal ID (retire tags) - of the program proposal. 
 
The role of the federal government is to achieve a high level of compliance.  It can only do so by 
incurring incremental costs for compliance verification and for training, and communication support.  
With respect to compliance verification, we strongly believe that the federal government must dedicate 
the necessary resources within the Agency to verify regulatory compliance along the value chain as the 
Agency phases in the operations of its integrated inspection model.  In keeping with the risk-based focus 
of the inspection model, this would also include, for example, the verification of approved tags through 
on-site inspections until such time as the gap in reporting from intermediate sites has been eliminated.  
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As stated above, the proposed federal livestock identification and traceability regulations will not 
achieve the desired outcomes, especially if they impose redundant “move in” reporting requirements 
along the value chain. We have highlighted our concerns with respect to the proposal to introduce 
movement reporting for abattoirs, the different approaches governing livestock traceability and foods 
safety traceability in Canada, and the distribution of regulatory compliance costs. We strongly 
encourage the federal government to consider the issues before it drafts its final regulatory proposal.   

We have also noted a lack of alignment between the livestock traceability and the food safety 
traceability regulatory frameworks. Given that food safety rests on a two-tier regulatory system in 
Canada, there is a definite need to avoid creating a patchwork of food traceability rules and regulations 
that will lead to an increased regulatory burden for value chain stakeholders without any measureable 
benefits in terms of market access, competitiveness or consumer confidence. A truly national food 
safety traceability system can only be achieved through regulatory harmonization between the federal 
and provincial governments.  

In closing, we wish to urge the federal government to firmly define a compliance timeline for 
intermediate sites to close a gap in the system’s design and implementation.  If the mechanism of 
passive reading remains an issue in terms of enabling intermediate sites to meet the necessary reporting 
requirements, then perhaps efficiency measures such as incorporation by reference should be included 
directly into the regulatory proposal to facilitate compliance. Also, a phased-in approach to 
implementation is recommended to give all value chain stakeholders the ability to comply with new 
requirements.  

We wish to thank-you for the opportunity to provide these comments.   If you have any questions about 
any aspects of these comments or would like to discuss them, please don’t hesitate to contact me at 
suzanne@cmc-cvc.com .   
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Suzanne Sabourin 
Director, Legal and Regulatory Affairs 
 
 
c.c.  John Ross, Director, Red Meat, Animal Industry Division, Sector Development and Analysis 

Directorate, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada  
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