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aceERCY: Food and Drug Admisistration,
HHS.

acTion: Proposed rule.

susemary: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is proposing: {1}
To amend its food labeling reguiations
io define nutrient content claims and to
provide for their use on foed labels; {2}
to provide definitions for specific
nutrient content claims that include the
terms “low,” “free,” “reduced,” “light”
or “lite,” “source,” and “high;” (3) to
provide for comparative claims using the
terms “less,” “fewer,” and “more;” (4} to
set forth specific requirements for
sodium and calorie claims; (5) to
establish procedures for the submission
and review of petitions regarding
nutrient content claims; (6) to revise 21
CFR 105.66, which covers special dietary
foods with usefulness in reducing or
maintaining caloric intake or body
weight; (7) to establish criteria for the
appropriate use of the term “fresh;” and
{8} to address the use of the term
“natural”, FDA is addressing claims for
cholesterol, fat, and fatty acid content in
a gseparate proposal published
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register. This action is part of the food
labeling initiative of the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human
Services (the Secretary) and in response
to the Nutrition Labeling and Educatien
Agt of 1990.

DATES: Written comments by February
25, 1992. The agency is proposing that
any final rule that may be issued based
on this proposal become effective 6
months following its publication in
accordance with the provisions of the
Nuirition Labeling and Education Act of
1980.

ADDRESSES: Written comments to the
Dockets Management Branch (HFA~
305), Food and Drug Administration, rm.
1-23, 12420 Parklawn Dr., Reckville, MD
20857,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
flizabeth . Campbell, Center for Food
Safety and Applied Nutrition {1 {FF-312),
Food and Drug Administration, 200 C 5t.
SW.. Washington, BC 20204, 202-485-
0228,

SUPPLEMEMNTARY INFORMATION:

{. Background

A General

FDA has a long history of interest in
presceibing label statements concerning
the dietary properties of food. As early
as 1940 (5 FR 1199, March 28, 1940), FDA
held a hearing to discuss what label
statements might be used to inform
purchasers of the value that a particular
food purports to have. Initially, these
label statements were concerned with
fvods that purported or were
reprecented to be for special dietary uss
by humans. While these statements
focused to a large extent, but not
exclusively, on vitamins and minerals,
the early rulemaking also dealt with
control of body weight and the value of
food for use in dietary management of
disease through controlling the intake of
various nutrients.

By 1953 (18 FR 7249, November 14,
1953), FDA had begun to focus cn
specific nutrients such as sodium. The
1853 notice, for example, announced a
hearing on label statements relating to
certain foods used as a means of
regulating the intake of sodium for the
purposes of dietary management with
respect to disease. On July 1, 1954 (19 FR
3998), FDA issued a final regulation
recognizing that sodium restricted diets
were widely used for dietary
management of edema associated with
some types of heart, liver, and kidney
diseases; and that food purporting to be,
or represented for, special dietary use in
regulating the intake of sodium in
dietary management should bear
information concerning its sodium
content,

In 1873 (38 FR 20708, August 2, 1973),
FDA issued a final regulation, which
was temporarily stayed and later
revised, in part, as § 105.3 (21 CFR
105.3), stating that the term “special
dietary use” applied to a food supplying
a special dietary need that exists by
reason of a physical, physiological, or
other condition including convalescence,
pregnancy, lactation, infancy, allergic
hypersensitivity to food, underweight,
overweight, diabetes meliitus, or the
need to control the intake of sodium. In
1878, FDA adopted regulations that
defined the terms “low” and *“‘reduced”
for describing calorie content and set
conditions for other label statements on
special dietary foods used to reduce or

maintain weight or in diabetic dicis {43
FR 43278, September 22, 1978).

In the 1980s, FDA changed the focus
of nutrient claims from providing
guidance for the dietary management of
certain diseases o providing
information that is useful to the general
population. In 1984, the agency adopted
regulations (49 FR 15510, April 18, 1984}
that defined how the terms *very low,”
“low,” “free,” or “reduced” may be used
to describe the sodium content of foed.
in addition, in 1986, the agency proposed
to define terms to describe the
cholesters] content of foods (51 FR
42584, November 25, 1986).

This change in fecus towards defining
descriptors is in large part the result of
recent scientific developments and
recommendations that have emphasized
the role of diet in the maintenance of
health. For example, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) and
the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) have jointly
developed a set of recommendations
known as “Dietary Guidelines for
Americans” (Ref. 1). These
recommendations, which were
pubiished in 1980 and revised in 1985
and 1980, are based on the view that the
judicious selection of foods containing
low or high levels of certain nutrienis as
part of an overall diet is prudent on the
part of all consumers, not just those with
special dietary neads.

In addition, two scientific consensus
reports, “The Surgeon General’s Report
on Nutrition and Health” {1988) {Ref. 2)
and the National Academy of Sciences’
report “Diet and Health: Implications for
Reducing Chronic Disease Risk" (1989)
(Ref. 3), concluded that changes in
current dietary patterns, namely
reducing consumption of fat, saturated
fatty acids, cholesterol, and sodium and
increasing consumption of complex
carbohydrates and fiber, could lead to
reduced incidence of certain chronic
diseases.

In the Federal Register of August 8,
1989 (54 FR 32610), FDA published an
advance notice of proposed rulemaking
{ANPRM) that announced a major
initiative of DHHS to take a new look at
food labeling as a tool for promoting
sound nutrition for the nation’s
consumers. FDA asked for public
comment on five areas of foed labeling,
including the use of descriptors such as
*low" or “free” to characterize foods,

FDA received over 2,000 written
comments in response to this notice,
plus over 5,000 responses to a
questionnaire that had been distributed
by a consumer organization, Over 500
comments addressed issues related to
specific descriptors. Four hundred and
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fifty addressed the terms “light.”
“fresh,” and “natural.” Among those
commenting, there was nearly universal
agreement that these descriptors should
be defined, and that FDA needed to
proceed as quickly as possible to
develop regulatory definitions for ali
descriptors that lacked definitions.
Approximately 3,500 of the over 5,000
questionnaire responses also supported
the need for additional descriptor
definitions.

As part of this DHHS food labeling
initiative, FDA also held four national
public bearings, announced in the
Federal Register of September 20, 1989
(54 FR 3808}, to discuss nutrition
labeling and other issues related to food
labeling, such as descripters. Some 200
people, including consumers, health
professionals, trade associations and
other industry representatives, and state
and local health officials, testified at
these hearings. In addition, 1,500 more
persons participated in 50 local
“consumer exchange” meetings
conducted by FDA.

The comments revealed a common
concern about the unregulated use of
descriptors. Many comments stated that
the proliferation of undefined terms had
resulted in confusion for consumers and
unfair competition for manufacturers.
One comment stated that the terms were
“meaningless in the way they are now
used and are primarily used as
marketing tools rather than as guides for
the health conscious consumer.” Food
industry representatives requested
flexibility in the use of descriptors, not
only to allow simple content statements
(“Contains X amount of sodium”) but
also to allow statements of nutrient
reductions brought about by
technological advances.

Comments also generally supported
expanding existing definitions for
descriptors to include a number of food
components of public health significance
such as fats and cholesterol. Although
some comments addressed specific
descriptive terms to be used on the
label, few comments recommended
nutrient or food component levels to
qualify for descriptors. Some food
industry representatives did, however,
suggest criteria for “high” and “reduced”
claims.

Comments from health professional
organizations also supported the need
for content claims to take into account
the negative aspects of food in addition
to the positive aspects, in order to not
miglead consumers. Finally, several
comments emphasized the need for FDA
and USDA to be consistent in their
definitions of descriptive terms.

On March 7, 1990, the Secretary, Dr.
Louis W. Sullivan, announced that FDA

would undertake a comprehensive,
phased response to the comments on the
ANPRM. In the Federal Register of July
19, 1990, FDA published its first set of
proposals, including a tentative final
rule that defined terms for use to
describe the cholesterol content of foods
{55 FR 20456} and a proposed rule (55 FR
29487, July 19, 1990) to require nuirition
labeling on most foods that are
meaningful sources of nutrients
{hereinafter referred to as the
mandatory nutrition labeling proposat}.
At the same time, FDA published a
proposed rule (55 FR 29478, July 18, 1850)
in which the agency updated the U.S.
Recommended Daily Allowarnces (U.S.
RDAs} used in food labeling and
replaced the term “U.S. RDA” with
“Reference Daily Intake” (RDI} (the
RDI/DRYV proposal). In the same
proposal, the agency also introduced the
term “Daily Reference Value” (DRV)
and propesed DRVs for eight food
components; total fat, saturated fatty
acids, unsaturated fatty acids,
cholesterol, carbohydrate, fiber, sodium,
and potassium. These DRVs are based
upon a reference diet of 2,350 calories,
which is the population adjusted mean
of the recommended energy allowances
for persons 4 or more years of age (Ref.
4). Together the RDIs and DRV3 are
referred to as Daily Values. FDA also
proposed (55 FR 29517, July 19, 1990)
standardized serving sizes for categories
of foods to assure reasonable serving
sizes and to provide for comparison
among similar products. FDA said that
these serving sizes, if adopted, would
ensure that claims such as “low
cholesterol” were the result of the
characteristics of the food and not of
manipulation of the serving size. The
agency stated that these standardized
serving sizes will help to ensure that
food label claims are not misleading to
consumers.

In the fall of 1990, the Institute of
Medicine (IOM) of the National
Academy of Sciences, issued a report
entitled *Nutrition Labeling Issues and
Directions for the 1990s” {the ICM
report] (Ref. 5). This report addressed,
among other things, the use of
descriptors on the principal display
panel of food labels. The IOM report
expressed concern that the unregulated
use of these descriptors would nullify
the efforts of consumers to make
intelligent use of the factual information
required on the nutrition label. The IOM
report also stated that the absence of
definiticns for many descriptors would
work to the disadvantage of
manufacturers who are reluctant to use
terms that distort or exaggerate
nutritionally unimportant differences.

B. Nutrition Labeling and Education Act
of 1990

On November 8, 1990, the President
signed into law the Nutrition Labeling
and Education Act of 1990 {the 1980
amendments) (Pub. L. 101-535). The 1990
amendments make the most significant
changes in foed labeling law since the
pascage of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act of 1938 (the act). They
strengthen the Secretary’s food labeling
initiative by clarifying the Secretary's
(and by delegaticn, FDA,s} legal
authority to require nutrition labeling on
foods anrd by defining the circumstances
under which claims may be made about
the nutrienis in foods.

Section 3 of the 1980 amendments
among other things, added section
403(r}{1)(A) to the act. This provision
states that a food is misbranded if it
bears a claim in its label or labeling that
either expressly or implicitly
characterizes the level of any nutrient of
the type required to be declared as part
of nutrition labeling, unless such claim
has been specifically defined (or
otherwise exempted) by regulation.

In this document, FDA is proposing
general principles and procedures to
govern the use of nutrient content
claims. The agency is also proposing
definitions for descriptors except as
they apply specifically to cholesterol,
saturated fat, and total fat content. The
use of descriptive terms for these
nutrients, and the use of descriptive
terms on standardized foods and on
butter, is addressed in separate
documents published elsewhere in this
issue of the Federal Register.

In this document, the agency is also
proposicg procedures by which a person
may petition FDA to revise these
regulations, to provide for the use of
new or similar descriptive terms, or to
provide for the use of implied claims in
brand names. It is also proposing to
address certain descriptive terms that
are used for purposes other than making
nutrient content claims, namely “fresh,”
“natural,” and “organic.” The agency is
proposing to define and provide for the
proper use of “fresh,” “freshly
prepared,” and “fresh frozen.”

C. Organization of Regulations

To facilitate use of its regulations and
to provide for the possibility of
additional claims regulations, FDA is
proposing to add Subpart D—Specific
Requirements for Nutrient Content
Claims to 21 CFR part 101. In so doing,
FDA is proposing to redesignate current
§ 101.13 Sodium labeling as § 101.61
Nutrient content cloims for sodium
content of foods and to add a new
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% 101.13 Nutrient content claims—
general provisions. This change will
result in a more logical organization to
the food labeling regulations. In
addition, FDA is proposing to
redesignate Subpart F as Subpart G and
to add a new Subpart F—Specilic
Requirements for Descriptor Claims that
are Neither Nutrient Content Claims nor
Health Claims.

In response to section 3{b)(1)(A){iii) of
the 1990 amendinents, the agency is
organizing this preamble by descriptive
term. However, to the extent that
existing regulations are already in place
or have been previously proposed, the
agency is proposing to organize these
regulations by nutrient, Claims for
“light” or “lite” are codified separately.

1. General Principles for Nutrient
Content Claims

A. Legal Bazis

FDA is proposing to establish the
conditions unider which claims may be
made about the level of a nutrient in a
foed (a nutrient content claim). FDA is
also proposing to define various terms
that may be used to make these claims.
FDA, however, does not consider all
terms used to describe a food as nutrient
content claims. A term may describe
some other attribute of a food such as
freshness. Such claims would not be
subject to requirements for § 101.13
Nutrient content ciaims—general
provisions. FDA has authority to take
these actions regarding nutrient content
claims under sections 201(n), 403(a),
403(r), and 701(a) of the act (21 U.S.C.
321(n), 343{z), 343(r), and 371(a)). Those
sections authorize the agency to adopt
regulations that prohibit labeling that:
{1) Is false or misleading in that it fails
to reveal material facts with respect to
consequenczs that may result from use
of the food and (2] uses terms to
characterize the level of any nutrient in
a food that have not been defined by
regulation by FDA.

Because the consensus reports cited
above suggest that consumers adhere to
certain dietary recommendations, and
because coraments to the 1989 ANPRM
and testimeny at FDA's public hearings
on labeiing show that consumers are
concerned about, and want to adjust,
their dietary intake of certain nutrients
but are concerned with confusing and
misleading label statements, it is
important that these label statements
not convey a misleading impression
about the content of various nutrients in
a food. Without clear definitions of the
terms that describe the levels of these
nutrients in food, manufacturers could
use a term like “high in fibei” on

products that vary widely in fiber
content.

Inconsistent use of the same terrmu on
various products could lead to consumer
confusion and nonuniformity in the
marketplace. To ensure that consumers
are not misled and are given reliable
information, Congress found, and FDA
agrees, that it is appropriate for the
agency to establish specific definitions
to standardize the terms used by
manufacturers to describe the nutrient
content of foods. FDA is proposing to do
so0 in this document.

. Scope

Under section 403(r)(1)(A) of the act, a
claim that characterizes the level of a
nutrient of the type required by nutrition
labeling that is in a food may only be
made in accordance with the regulations
that FDA adopts under section 403(rj(2)
of the act. FDA is incorporating this
provision in proposed § 101.13(b).
Among other things, such claims may
only be made using terms that FDA has
defined by regulation (21 U.S.C.
343(r)(2)(A)(i)) and must be made in
conjunction with the appropriate
labeling statements (21 U.S.C.
343(r){2)(B)), unless they are subject to
one of the exemptions in the act (21
U.S.C. 343(r)(2)(C), (D), and (E)). The
remainder of this preamble and the
accompanying proposed regulations fill
in the delails of these basic statutory
requirements.

FDA is proposing in § 101.13 to
prescribe the circumstances in which
claims that characterize the level of a
nutrient in a food may be made on a
food label or in labeling [see 21 U.S.C.
343(rj(1)(A) and (r)(2)) In propo.ed
§ 101.13(a), FDA, reflecting the
introductory language of section
403(r)(1) of the act, states that § 101.13
and the regulations in subpart D of part
101 apply to all foods that are intended
for human consumption and that are
offered for sale.

The regulation also states the types of
claims that are covered. Propesed
§ 101.13(b), following section
403(r)(1)(A) of the act, limits the use of
both express and implied nutrient
content claims. The 1990 amendments
do not elaborate about what constitutes
an expressed or an implied claim. The
legislative history, however, specifically
the House report on the 1990
amendments (H. Rept. 101-538, 101st
Cong., 2d sess. 19 {June 13, 1990)), states
that an example of “an expressed claim
covered by section 493(r)(1)(A) would be
the statement ‘low sodium’.” Such an
expressed claim makes a direct
statement about the level of a nutrient,
in this case sodium, in a food.
Consequently, FDA is proposing in

§ 101.13(b)(1) that an expressed nulrient
content claim is any direct statement
about the level (or range) of a nutrient ir
the food.

The House report also states that an
example of an implied claim would be a
statement that “implies that the product
is low {or high] in some nutrient * * *
but does not say so expressly.” (Id.) The
report cites two examples of implied
claims: “lite,” which according to the
repert implies that the food is low in
some nutrient but does not say so
expressly, and * ‘high oat bran’ which
conveys an implied high fiber message.”
(Id.)

Although FDA is proposing a
definition of “light” (or "lite”) that is
somewhat different than that portrayed
in the House report, the agency
considers that Congress' choice of the
“high oat bran” claim as an example of
an implied claim is significant. FDA
notes that, based on this exampie,
several other claims being used on the
food label would constitute implied
nutrient claims. For example, such
claims as “contains no tropical oils,”
*contains no palm cil,” and “made with
100 percent vegetable o0il,” convey an
implied message that the product is low
in, or free of, saturated fat. Therefore,
FDA is proposing in § 101.13(b)(2) to
define an implied nutrient content claim
as any claim that describes the food, or
an ingredient therein, in a manner that
implies that s nutrient is absent or
prescnt in a certain amount or that may
be useful to consumers in selecting
foods that are helpful in achieving a
tctal diet that conforms to current
dietary recommendations {e.g.,
“healthy”). Significantly, if FDA adopts
this definition, under the provisions of
the statute, such implied claims would
be prohibited until such time as they are
defined by FDA by regulation.

FDA recognizes, however, that an
argument can be made that statements
such as “contains cat bran” are not
intended to be nutrient content claims
but are intended to advise consumers
that oat bran is used as a significant
ingredient in the product. Furthermore, a
similar argument can be made that a
statement that a particular ingredient
constitutes 100 percent of the feod {e.g.,
“100 percent corn ail” or 100 percent
Columbian coffee) should not be
considered an implied nutrient content
claim when that statement is the
statement of identity for the food.
Moreover, FDA recognizes that this
provision may raise questions about
similar claims such as “contains no
preservatives” or “contains no artificial
flavors or colors.” The agency belisves
that the latter claims cannot be
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characterized as nutrient content claims
because they do not relate in any way to
nutrients of the type that are addressed

in section 403(q) of the act. These claims

are more appropriately characterized as”

ingredient claims. FDA requests
comments on how to draw an
appropriate line between implied
nutrient content claims and ingredient
claims.

In addition, because of the largs
variety of statements that can be
considered to make implied claims
about the level of a nutrient in a focd or
the usefulness of a food in achieving a
diet that conforms to current dietary
recommendations, and because of the
resource constraints and strict
timeframes under which this rulemaking
is proceeding, FDA is not proposing to
adopt regulations that authorize any
implied claims at this time. However,
the agency solicits comments concerning
criteria for evaluating whether implied
claims are appropriate and not
misleading as well as information on
specific implied claims.

If FDA receives sufficient information
in comments, it will consider providing
for specific implied claims in the final
regulation. Alternatively, the agency
may defer action on implied claims until
after the rulemakings required by the
1990 amendments are complete. The
agency would then consider individual
implied claims through the petition
process on a case-by-case basis. In this
document, the agency is proposing
procedural regulations for petitions on
nutrient content claims, including these
requesting definition of acceptable
implied claims.

In § 101.13(b)(3), FDA is proposing to
prohibit the use of nutrient content
claims on food products that are
specifically intended for infants and
toddlers less than 2 years of age. The
agency is proposing this prohibition for
several reasons. Comments received in
response to the 1986 preposal cn
cholesterol descriptors (51 FR 42584,
November 25, 1986) stated that changing
the diet of these children toward a more
restrictive dietary pattern should await
demonstration that such dietary
restriction is needed and would support
adequate growth and development. The
agency agreed with these comments and
proposed in the tentative final rule on
cholesterol descriptors (55 FR 29456, July
19, 1990) to exclude the use of
descriptors and quantitative cholestersl
and fatty acid labeling on foods
specifically intended for use by infants
and toddlers. Furthermore, there is
agreement among the American
Academy of Pediatrics, the American
Heart Associatior, the National

Institutes of Health’s Consensus
Conference on Lower Blood Cholesterol
and the National Cholesterol Education
Prograrm that fat and cholesterol should
not be restricted in the diets of infants
(Ref. 57). Relatively little attention has
been given to the role of the pediatric
diet in modifying the risk of other
chroric diseases found in adults such as
hypertension and obesity (Ref. 3). Thus,
the agency lacks evidence that a more
restrictive dietary pattern for cther
nutrients such as sodizm or an
increased intake for nutrients such as
fiber are appropriate and recommended
for infants and toddlers. Therefore, until
the agency has information that such
dietary patterns are appropriate for
children and support adequate growth
and development, FDA is proposing in
§ 101.13(aj that nutrient content claims
may not be made on foods intended
specifically for use by infants and
toddlers less then 2 years of age.

The act specifically excludes
statements that appear as part of
nutrition information from the coverage
of section 403(r)(1) of the act. This
exclusion was included in the 1990
amendments to make it clear that the
information required on the nutrition
label, and the optional statements that
are permitted as a part of nutrition
labeling, are not claims under section
403(r)(1) of the act and are not subject to
the disclosure requirements in section
403(1r)(2) of the act (Congressional
Record H5841 (July 30, 1990)). However,
the legislative history of this provision
specifically states that the identical
information will be subject to the
descriptor requirements if it is included
in a statement in another portion of the
label. (/d.) Consequently, FDA is
proposing in § 101.13(c) that information
that is required or permitted by § 101.9
to be declared in nutrition labeling, and
that appears as part of the nutrition
label, is not a nutrient content claim and
is not subject to the requirements of this
section. Proposed § 101.13(c) also states,
however, that if such information is
declared elsewhere on the label or in
labeling, it is a nutrient content claim
and is subject to the requirements for
nutrient content claims.

C. Labeling Mechanics

The 1990 amendments do not include
specific limits on the prominence of
nutrient content claims. Although FDA
recognizes the importance that certain
nuirient content claims can have in
encouraging sound dietary practices, it
also recognizes that individual foods
must be evaluated in the context of the
total diet. Consequently, it is important
not to overemphasize any one aspect of
a single food. Therefore, FDA is

proposing to require in § 101.13(f) that a
nutrient content claim be, in type size
and style, no larger than that of the
statement of identity. The agency
believes that this proposed requirement
will ensure that descriptors are not
given undue prominence. Under
proposed § 101.13(f), descriptors that are
a part of a statement of identity can be
in the same type size and style as the
other words in the statement of identity.

FDA is proposing this requirement
under section 403(f) of the act as weli as
section 403(r) of ihe act. Section 403(f) of
the act states that a food is misbranded
if any statement required by or under
the authority of the act is not placed on
the label with such conspicuousness, as
compared to other words, statements,
designs, or devices, as to render it likely
to be understood by the ordinary
consumer. FDA believes that the
requirement in proposed § 161.13(f) is
necessary to ensure that importance of
the information provided by the nutrient
content claim, as well as that provided
by the statement of identity, is fully
understood by consumers. Because
these two items will have at least equal
prominence on the label or in labeling,
the consumer will be able to judge that
they both present important information
that must be considered in structuring
the total diet.

Section 403(r)(2)(B) of the act states
that if a nutrient content claim is made,
the label or labeling of the food shall
contain, prominently and in immediate
proximity to such claim, the following
statement: “See for nutriticn
information” (hereinafter referred to as
the referral statement). Under section
403(r)(2)(B)(i) of the act, the blank must
identify the panel on which the
information described in the statement
may be found. FDA is incorporating this
requirement in proposed § 101.13(g).

Section 403(r)(2)(B) of the act requires
that the referral statement must appear
prominently, but it does not contain
specific prominence requirements such
as type size or style. However, section
403(r)(2)(A)(iii) through (v) of the act
requires that statements that disclose
the level of fat, saturated fat, or
cholesterol, which must be presented in
conjunction with certain nutrient
content claims, “have appropriate
prominence which shall be no less than
one-half the size of the claim.” The
agency believes that for consistency,
and because the referral statement and
the statement disclosing the level of
another nutrient must both be in
immediate proximity to the claim, and
therefore must be adjacent to one
another, the type size of these
statements should be the same. In
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addition, FDA has long held that
accompanying information should be in
# size reasonably related to that of the
information it modifies. This relative
prominence, when codificd, has been
vne-half the type size of the information
modified (e.g., §§ 101.22(i}{2} and
102.5(b)(2)(ii)).

The agency is proposing cne-sixteenth
ot an inch as the minimum type size for
the referral statement. One-sixteenth of
an inch is specified in § 101.2{c) as the
minimum type size for most other
mandatory information on the principal
display panel or information panel, e.g..
designation of ingredients, name and
place of business, nutrition information,
and warning and notice statements,
Further, one-sixteenth cf an inch is the
minimum size required in § 101.105(i) for
net quantity of contents statements.
Consequently, the agency believes that
the minimum type size for such
information should be one-sixteenth of
an inch.

In addition, the agency is proposing
that the referral statement be in easily
legible boldface print or type in distinct
contrast to other printed or graphic
matter.” Section 403{r}){2}(B} of the act
states that the referral statement for
nutrient content claims should be
“prominent.” In other instances where
the act has suggested that information
be prominent, FDA has proposed a
similar requirement {see, e.g., proposed
on percentage labeling of foods
purporting to be beverages containing
vegetable or fruit juice (56 FR 30452, July
2, 1991)}. Therefore, to be consistent
with previous actions and to ensure
under section 403(f), that the referral
statement is presented in a way that
makes it likely to be read, FDA is
proposing in § 101.13(a)(1) that the
referral statement be presented in easily
legible boldface print or type.

As stated above, the 1980
amendments require that the referral
statement be in immediate proximity to
the nutrient content claim. In addition.
the related statements required by
section 403({r}(2)(A)iii) through (v) of the
act are required to be in immediate
proximity to such claims, and no
distinction is made as to which
statement must be closer to the actual
claim. Because the related statements
provide more specific information, FDA
is proposing that they be presented
before the referral statement.

Although there is no specific guidance
given as to what constiiutes immediate
proximity, FDA has traditionally defined
immediate proximity as immediately
adjacent to, with no intervening material
present. Section 101.2(e) of 21 CFR, for
example, requires that there be no
intervening material among the

information that is required to appear on
the information panel. By no intervening
material, FDA means that there may be
no printed matter, either pictorial or
character between the two picces of
information. However, a claim may be
made immediately preceding, or as part
of, the statement of identity. Thus, for
purposes of proposed § 101.13{g)(2).
when the nutrient content claim
immediately precedes or is part of the
statement of identity, the statement of
identity, or the non-claim part of the
statement of identity, will not be
considered intervening material. For
example, if a product were labeled
“Light cupcakes——contain % fewer
calories than our regular cupcakes; sue
side panel for putrition information.”
and no pictorial or written material
intervened, the agency would consider
that the related statements and the
referral statement were in immediate
proximiiy to the nutrient content claim
of “light.” The term “cupcakes” in this
example would not be considered to be
intervening material.

Section 3(b}(1)(A)(v) of the 1990
amendments states that the Secretary
shall provide that if multiple claims
subject to the nutrient content claim
regulations are made on a single panel
of the food label or page of a labeling
brochure, a single statement may be
made to satisfy the requirements for
referral statements. To ensure that this
referral statement is adequately
prominent, the agency is proposing in
§ 101.13(g}(3) that the statement be
adjacent to the claim that is printed in
the largest type on the panel.

Although section 403(r)(2)(B) of the act
requires that if a nutrient content claim
is made, that referral statement be
immediately adjacent to such claim, the
agency believes that for those claims
that appear more than one time on a
panel, the referral statement need only
be presented with the most prominent
claim. To require referral statements for
multiple claims on the same panel
would unnecessarily burden the panel
and dilute any other information
presented on the panel. FDA is
proposing to require that the referral
statement be adjacent to the claim that
is printed in the largest type because
that claim is the one most likely to
initially be seen by the consumer.

In addition, the agency believes that it
is not necessary to include a referral
statement if a ctaim is made on the
panel containing nutrition information,
because such claim would be made in
view of the nutrition information cited in
the referral statement. FDA is proposing
to codify this provision in § 101.13(g){2).

D. Disclosure Statements

Section 403(r}(2)(B)(ii} of the act states
that if a food that bears a nutrient
content claim “contains a nutrient at a
level which increases to persons in the
general population the risk of a disease
or health-related condition which is diet
related, taking into account the
significance of the food in the total daily
diet, the required referral statement
shall also identify such nutrient.” FDA is
referring 1o this level as the “disclosure
level.”

The act goes even further with respect
{0 health claims. In section
403(r}(3)(A)(ii), the act prohibits, except
in special circumstances, health claims
for a food if any nutrient is present in
the fcod in an amount that increases the
risk of disease or health-related
condition. FDA will refer to this level as
a "disqualifying level.” The statutory
fanguage defining a disclosure iavel for
a nutrient in conjunction with a nutrient
content claim is the same as that for a
disqualifying level for the nutrient for a
health claim. Consequently, FDA is
proposing the same levels for the
individual nutrients for both types of
claims.

In the proposed rule on heaith claims
published elsewhere in this issue of the
Federal Register, the agency discusses
how it arrived at the various proposed
disclosure/disqualifying levels. Briefly,
in setting such levels, FDA considered ©
that there are no generally recognized
levels at which nutrients such as fat,
saturated fat, cholesterol, or sodium in
an individual food will pose an
increased risk of disease. Therefore, if
FDA were to attempt to set these levels
on an individual food basis, it would not
be possible to do so. However, sections
403(r)(2}(B)(ii) and 403{r}(3)(A)(ii) of the
act require that the agency take. into
account the significance of the food in
the total daily diet. For the general
population, the intake of fat, saturated
fat, cholesterol, and sodium in the total
day’s diet in excess of dietary
recommendations increases the risk of
diet-related disease. Therefore, because
the agency's proposed DRVs for total
fat, saturated fat, cholesterol, and
sodium are based on recommended
dietary intake levels, the agency
tentatively decided to tie the disclosure/
disqualifying levels to the DRVs,

To determine the appropriate
disclosure/disqualifier levels, FDA used
an approach based on the number of
servings of food in a day and available
information on food eomposition. As
described in-the health claims proposal,
the agency has tentatively found that an
appropriate disclosure/disqualifying
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level for individual foods is between 10
and 20 percent of the DRV. The agency
made this tentative finding by lecking at
the food supply. It noted that the
nutrients fat, saturated fat, chelesturol,
and sodium are present in roughly one
half of the general USDA food
categories. Therefore, if approximutely
20 foods/beverages are consumed in &
day. and bhalf of the foods consumed
centain the nutrient at a level of 10
percent of tha DRV (on average), then
the total daily intake of the nutrient
would be 100 percent of the DRV. This
leva! of intake would not constitute 2
risk for chronic disease. On the other
hard, if the same number of foeds are
consumed, and half the foods contain en
avarage 20 percent of the DRV, then the
total daily intake of the nutrient weould
be 209 percent of the DRV, a level of
intake that would increase the risk for
diet-related disease. The agency then
used food composition data to evaluate
the effect of establishing varicus
disclosure/disqualifying levels between
16 and 20 percent and tentatively
concluded that a level of 15 percent of
the DRV was most appropriate. If % of
the foods consumed during a day
containg on average this amount, the
total daily intake of the nutrient wouid
excead the DRVs but without the risks
iherent at higher levels. Yet, if this
criterion is used, a significant number of
foods would not be disqualified. Thus,
FDA is proposing § 101.13(h) to establish
disclosure/disqualifving levels for total
fat, saturated fat, chelesterol, and
sodium, and that these levels be 15
percent of the DRV per serving and per
100 grams (g) of food. These levels are
11.5 g for total fat, 4.0 g for saturated fat,
45 milligrams (mg) for cholesterol, and
360 mg for sedium.

The legislative history provides some
guidance on how these disclosure
statemcnts about the presence of these
rutrients should be made. It states that
if FDA found, for examgle, that the fat in
a food that bore a nutrient content claim
was present at a leve} that increased the
risk of disease or a health-related
cendition, then the referral statement
would read, “See [nutrition panel] for
information about fat and other
nutrients.” Congressional Record Fi5441
(July 36, 1980). Therefose, the agency is
proposing in § 101.13(h) to require this
information in the referral statement.
Because the agency is proposing in
§ 101.13(g)(3) that if a single panel of a
food label or labeling contains multiple
nutrient content claims or a single claim

repeated several times, a single referral
statement may be made, and because

§ 101.13(h) only requires the disclosure
statement as part of the referral

statement, or‘,y one disclosure
stalement per panel would be required
hy the propos: " rng:xla?ionv

B, Disqualify Levels for Nutrien?

Centent Ciaims

Section 403{(x){Z}{A){vi} of the act
provides that FDA can, by regulation,
pmhibit a nutrient content claim if the
claim is misleading in light of the level
of another nutrient in the food. FDA has
tentatively made such s finding with
regard to cholestercl claims and the
presence of saturated fat. This finding is
discussed in the cempanion document
published elsewhere in this igsus of the
Federal Register. In that document, FDA
is proposing to prohibit a claim for
cholesterol content in focds containing
saturated fat at levels above 2 g per
serving.
F. Amount and Perceatage of Nulrieat
Content Cloims

Section 3{b)(1)(A)iv] of the 1890
amendments states that the agency
“# * * ghall permit statements

describing the amount and percentage of

nutrients in food which are not
misleading and are consistent with the
terms [that FDA has defined}.” In
discussing this provision (which at thst
time was numbered as section
3(b)(1)(A)(iii)}, the legislative history
states:

* * *[tlhe Secretary ie required, in the
regulations, to define the circumstances
under which statements disclosing the
amount and percentage of nutrients in food
will be permiited. Those statements must be
consistent with the terms that the Secretary
has defined under section 403(r){2){A){i}
[definition of descriptive terms] and they may
not be misleading under secticn 403{a) in the’
current law.

Thus, if the Secrelary defined “low fat” as
less than 1% fat for a particular category of
food, the Secretary might conclude that the
statement “Less Than 1% Fat” is consistent
with the defined term. However, the
Secretary might conclude that the statement
“Less Thau 2% Fat” is not consistent with the
definition of “low"” because it implies that the
product is low in fat when it is not. Following
a similar analogy, the Secretary might
prohibit the statement “98% Fat Free” while
permitting the statement “More Than 99% Fat
Free” for a product where “low {at” has been
defined as less than 1% fat.

(Congressional Record H 5841~2 (July 30,
1990)3

Like Congress, FDA is concerned that
consumers may be easily misled by
statements about the percent or ameunt
of a nutrient in a product. The agency
received many comments to the ANPRM
asserting that statements such as ...
percent fat free” on foods are confusing
and misleading. These comments
suggest that many consumers do not

understand this type of claim cr simiter
claims that g prod ict contains a
\,.e(.l;"'d amount of a nutrient such

“containg mg sodium,” Additigna!
comments suggested that such claime he
prohibited.

A statercand that 4 food contains X
percent of a nuirient implies that the
food is useful in maintaining healihy
dietary pragctices. If the level of the
nutrient in the food was not in fact
useful in structuring a healthy diet, it
claim weuld be misleading, For
example, claimsz that a food is “__ .
percert fat free” imply that the food hue
a very small amount of fat in it, and thst
the food is nseful in structuring a diet
that is low in fut. The impression that
the claim gives is incorrect, however, i
the fuod coniains a significant amount
of fat,

Similarly, since many consumers have
a limited knowledge and understanding
of the amounts of nutrients that are
recommended for daily consumption, &
statement declaring that the product
contained a specified amount of a
nutrient could be misleading. By its very
presence, such a statement could give
consumers whao were unfamiliar with
the dietary recommendations the false
impression that the product would assist
them in maintaining healthy dictary
practices relative to the amcunt of the
nutrient consumead when it, in fact,
would not. Consistent with the statute,
FDA is proposing not to permit the uso
of claims that state the percent or
amount of a nutrient in those
circumstances in which they would b
misleading and thus would misbrand the
product.

The agency believes that foods
bedring such claims must be useful in
maintzining healthy dietary practices for
the claims not to be misleadii:g.
Accordingly, in § 101.13(i), the agency is
proposing that foods bearing statemenis
about the amount or percentage of 2
nutrient in a food must meet the
definition for “low"” in the case of fa},
saturated fat, sodium, and caleries and
**high” for fiber, vitamins, and minerals,
and other nutrients for which that term
is defined. These definitions are
discussed below, in the regulations for
the particular nuirients.

G. Nutriiiorn Labeling

Although the 1990 amendments
establish that mast foods wili bear
nutrition labeling, some foods are
exempt from these requirements, In
addition, there are provisions that
permit some foods to bear an
abbreviated form of nutrition
information,

fo 3
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Under current § 101.9, nutrition
labeling is required on all products that
contain an added vitamin, mineral, or
protein or whose tabel, labeling, or
adveriising includes any natrition claim
ov information. The agency derived ifs
sthority te issue regulations to require
this nutrition labeling or all foods
hearing a claim for added vitamins,

minerals, or protein {rom sections 201{n}.

403{a)(1), and 701(a) of the act (21 U.S.C.
321{n), 343(a)(1), and 371{a)). Under
section 201(n] of the act, the label or
tabeling of a food is misleading if it fails
io reveal facts that are material in light
of representations actually made in the
lisbel or labeling. Under section 403(a}{1}
of the act, a food is misbranded if its
label or labeling is false or misleading in
any particular. Finally, under section
701(a) of the act. the agency has
authority to issue regulations for the
officient enforcement of the zct.

The agency is proposing in § 101.13{mj}
that a nutrient content claim may be
used on the label or in labeling of a food
provided that the food bears nutrition
labeling that complies with the
requirements in § 101.9 or, where
npplicable, § 101.36.

The applicability of current
regulations to restaurant foods was
discussed in rulemaking promulgating
§ 191.10 Nutrition lobeling of restaurant
foods (39 FR 42375, December 5, 1974
and 41 FR 51002, November 19, 1576). In
the preamble to the proposed rule, the
agency discussed its belief that nutrition
education is of prime importance and
stated that it will take every opportunity
to foster the dissemination of such )
information to the consumer, including
the use of nutrition labsling in
restaurants. However. the agency
acknowledged that if nutrition
information provided in restaurants
necessitates the expense of nutrition
{abeling, the restaurant “may choose not
to provide any nuirition information in
advertising or labeling, on the basis that
the added cost of previding detailed
information * ¥ * might cause the
project of providing nutriticn
information not to be worth the
expense” (39 FR 42375). Therefore, tu
encourage the dissemination of nutrition
information in the food service industry,
FDA proposed to exemp! ready-to-zat
foods from the requirement of bearing
nutrition labeling on food labels if the
required nutrition labeling was
displayed prominently ¢n the premises
by other means, e.g., counter cards or
wall posters, where the information
would be readily available to the
consumer when he is making 2 menu
szlection,

Subsequent action on this proposal
led to the tssuance of 4 statement of
policy in § 3.207 {recodified us 21 CFR
101.10 in the Federal Register of March
15,1977 (42 FR 14302)) that if any
advertising or labeling {other than
labels) includes a claim or information
about the total nutritional value of a
combination of two or more foods (e.y..
a rombination consisting of a
hamburger. french fries, and mitkshukel.
then, as an alternative to providing
nutrition information about each
separate food on the food lubel. the
restaurant may instead provide
information about the total nutritional
value of the combination of foods,
provided that the statement ef toted
rutritional value follows the nutrition
labeling format and provided that the
nutrition information is effectively
displayed te the consumer both when
lie/she orders the food. and when he/
she consumes the food.

As discussed in the supplementury
nutrition labeling proposal published
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register, the 1950 amendments
specifically exclude restaurant foods
and foods sold in other establishments
in which food that is ready for human
consumpticn is sald (hereafter
“restaurant food") from the requirement
for nutrition labeling. However, as
stated above, the agency believes that it
has the authority to issue regulations
requiring restaurants that choose {o
raake nutrient content claimsg to adhere
to the requirements for such claims,
including putrition labeling.

FDA is not, gt this time, making any
specific provisions for the nutrition
fal:eling of restaurant foods. FDA
specifically seeks comment on how it
should handle this issue. Cn one hand,
many believe that it is important that
consumers be given useful and
rmeaningful nutrition information. On the
other hand, many continue {o be
concerned, as FDA was in 1974, that the
cost of compliance not be se high that
restaurants will not be willing to offer
and identify through nutriert content
claims those foods that will assis
consumers in selecting diets that
provide health benefits. Therefore, the
agency is requesting comments on
whether and to what extent it has a
basis for nutrition labeling when
nutrient content claims are made on
restaurant foods, or whether a
requirement for such labeling would
discourage restaurants from making
nutrient content claims because of the
cost associated with nutrition labeling.

if, based on comments received, FDA
were to require nutriiion labeling of
restaurant foods, should the requirement

apply only io large restaurant chains
with fixed menu items? Additionally,
should the content or format of nutrition
fabeling be different for the food service
industry than for packaged foods? If so,
how and why?

FDA recognized in its july 19, 1990
reproposal on mandatory nutrition
labeling (55 FR 29504) that certain
restaurant-type food service facilities
cannot reasonably be expected to
provide information concerning nutrient
profiles, and that exemptive provisions
should be established for such
gituations. The proposal advised thal
comments pointed out that nutrition
labeling for foods served in restaurant-
type facilities present significan!
feasibility problems in a number of
situations. The ccmments made the
following points: These facilities may
not be able to develop consistent
nuirient information on the foods that
they sell because of frequent menu
changes and variations in how the
consumer wants the food prepared and
served. Without nutrient consistency,
frequent nutrient analyses would have
to be performed to provide consumers
with accurate nutrition labeling
information. These analyses could
become very burdensonie. The
cumulative costs of these analyses could
place undue restrictions on seme
establishments. Firms could be inhibited
from making frequent menu changes or
forced to limit the options that
consumers have in ordering a food.

Bacause of these problems, FDA
proposed an exemption under section
2031{n}, 403(a), and 701{a) of the act for
restaurant-type foods in the mandatory
natrition labeling proposal {see
proposed § 101.9(hj{2}, 55 FR 28518).
Although the agency wanted to limit the
exemptions to only these situations in
which it is needed, FDA did not, and
still does not, have sufficient indepth
knowledge of the food service industry
to develop edequate criteria to fairly
impose such a limitation. The agency
therefcie requests comments en this
issue.

A related question is what is 1o be
done with § 101.10. Because § 101.10
was adopted unde- section 493{a) of the
act, it is not subject to State
enforcement under section 307 of the
act. For this reason, and because
§ 101.10 has not been enforced by FDA,
the agency believes that it is appropriate
to make an affirmative statement about
the continuing need for this provision.
Thus, if FDA elects not to make
restaurant labeling part of the
Nutritional Labeling Education Act
implementation, the agency will, in the
final rule, delete § 101.190.
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i1 Apelytical Methodology

The sgency has proposed analyiical
methodology for measuring levels of
rsirients in foods in the supplementasy
r*utr,hor’ labeling proposal published
eizewhere in this issue of the Federal
Ragister, FDA is proposing in § 101.13{n)
to use the analytical methoadelogy
specified in the final rule based (m that
proposal to determine compliunce with
the requirements for nutrient content
claims,

BERE

£ Exemy

The 1980 amendments provide certain

exemptions from the requirements for
natrient content claims. These are
discussed below
1. Claims in & Brand Name

Section 403(r}{2)(C] of the act states:

Subparagraph (2}(A) does net apply 1o a
claim described in subparagraph (1}{A)} and
contained in the label or labeling of & food if
such claim is contained in the brand name of
such food and such brand name was in use
on such food before October 25, 1983, uniess
the brand name contains a term defined by
the Secretary under subparagraph (2}{A)i}.
Such a claim is subject to paragraph (a).

Paragraph {a) that provision refers to
is secticn 463(a) of the act which siates
that a food is misbranded if its labeling
is false or misleading in any particular,

In discussing section 403(r}{2){C}, the
House report states:

Secticn 403{r)(2}{C) states that section
402(rj{23{ A) does not apply to claims
containad in a brand name that was in uss
before October 25, 1989 (the date the
Subcommiitee reported the bill). However, if
the brand name contains a term that has been
defined by the Secretary pursuant to section
4323(r}(2){A)(i}, then it must comply with that
definition. The disclosure provisions in
szction 403(r){2)(B) will also apply to brand
rames. In addition, section 403{z) of that
constitute false and misleading labeling,
irrespective of whether the brand name was
exempt under this provision,

(if. Rept. 101-538, supre, 26.)

Thus, manufacturers may continus to
uge brand names that inclede nutrient
content claims that have nol been
defined by regulation s¢ long as these
claims appeared as part of a brand
name before October 25, 1989 and are

not false or rmsleqdmg Section
453(r){2){B) of the act, which reguires the
nutrition information referral statement,
does apply to foods whose brand name
includes such claims. Congequently, the
labeling of preducts whose brand name
includes such terms will have to Liear an
appropriate referral statement.

Accordingly, the agency is
incorporating the provisions of section
433(r}(2)(C) of the act into its proposed
regulations, Froposed § 101.13(0){1)

states that nutrient content claims not
defined by regulation, appearing as part
of a brand name that was in use prior 1o
Qctober 25, 1969, may be used on the
label or in labeling of a food, provided
they are not false or mislesding under
section 403(a} of the act.
2, “Met” Soft Drinks
Scction 4037 H2HD) of the act creates
reption from the requirement that
zrm may be ussd only in accordance
with the definitions established by FIJA
for the uga of the term “diet” on sof}
drinks, provided that its use meets
certain conditions. First of ali, the claim
must be contained in the brand name of
such soft drink. Secondly, the hrand
name must have been in use on the soit
drink before Qctober 25, 1889. Finally,
the use of the term “diet” must have
been in-conformity with § 165.65. Tha
aci provides, however, that the claim
remains subiect {o section 403{a) of the
act, in that it would misbrand the food if
it is false or misleading in any way.
Accordingly, the agency is proposing
in § 161.13(0)(2} that if the claim of
“diet” was used in the brand name of a
soft drink befere October 25, 1989, in
compliance with the existing § 105.66,
the claim may continue to be used. Any
other uses of the term “diet” must be in
compliance with amended § 105.66 and
the cther provisions of the part.

3. Vitamins and Minerals

Section 403(r){2){E) of the act states:

Subclauses (i} through (v) of subparagraph
{2} A} do not apply to a statement in the label
or labeling of focd which describes the
perceniage of vitamins and minerals in the
foud in relation to the amount of such
vitamins and minerals recommended for
daily consumpticn by the Secretary.

Accordingly, the agency is proposing
in § 101.13{0}{3} to permit the use of
statements on the label or in labeling of

a food that desaribe the percentage of a
vitamin or mineral i refation to the RDI
as defined in § 1018, withcut specific
rﬂg*xlauons avthorizing claims for each
specific vitamin or mineral. The agency
is proposing to permit such claims
pnless they are expressly prohibited by
regulation vnder section 403(r)(21{A){vi)
of the act,

4, Infant Formoelas and Medical

Section 403(r} of the act does not
apply te infant formulas subject to
section 412{h) of the act (see section
403(r)(5}(A) of the act) or to medical
foods as defined in section 5(b) of the
Orphan Drug Act. Section 412(h} applies
to any infant formula that is reprasented
and labeled for use by an infant who
has an inborn esror of roetabolism or a

Foods

faw birth: weight or who ctherwise has
an ureraual medical or dietary problem
Under s=otion 3(b}3} of the Orphan

Phrug Ao

jeal food” means a food

! to be consumed or

Ity under the supervisinn
of a phyzician and which is intended for the
spacilic gy mapagement of a disease or
condition for which distinciive nutritional
requirements, t on recognized scientifi
grinciples, are iblished by medical
evalyation.

FDA. is prosenting ils views on whei
constitsiag a medical food in its
supplementary proposal on mandstory
nutrition 1ab021ng9 which was published
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register,

Therefore, under section 403(r}{5)}{A}
of the act, nutrient content cla:ms can be
made on foods fermulated to meet the
unigue medical requirements of certain
lﬂdl\/‘dllulb even ’}mnbh FDA has not
defined the terms in those claims by
regulation. The agency is propesing tn
reflect this fast in § 101.23{0}(4).

As discussed above, FDA has
tentatively concluded that all nutriens
content claims are inappropriate for uge
on the labels of food intendad
specifically for use by infants and
toddlers less than 2 years of age.
Therefore, if this proposal is adopied,
nutrient content claims will net be
permitted on most infant formulas. The
agency recognizes, however, that the
lahels of certain formula products carry
statements such as “with added iron” or
“low iron.” Such stalements are already
perinitted under § 107.10{ ‘(4} issued
under the authority of section 412 of the
act,

5. Restaurant Foods
Section 403(r}(5)}(B) of the act states

Subclauses (iii} througn (v} of
bubp.nm‘mph[ J(A} and subparagraph (2)i1)
do not apply to foed which is served in
restaurants or other establishments in which
food is served for immedizte human
consumptiion or which is sold for sale or nse
in such establishments.

Section 403(r){2){A){iii} through {v] of
the act set forth certain labeling
requirements and restrictions for foods
bearing claims shout cholestero),
saturated fat, and fiber. Section
403(r)(2)(B) of the act requires that the
referral statement be on all foods that
bear nutrient content claims. Although
early versions of the bill that became
the 1990 amendments exempted
restaurant food from virtually all of the
requirements for nutrient content claimse
the statute, as it was passed, dees not.
As the legislative history states:
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“ Y Restgurgnts thot use content
deseriptors in connection with the smh- of
f(md {for example, the use of the waord “jiy’

“low. on a mennd must comply w h?. E‘v
e;,uldh«m.s issued by the Seor o«
403{r){2}{A}{i%. Restaurants wao
prohibited froms stating the ab
nutrient in: food unless they compitnd
section 403 2J{A)I). Hix wev e
would be exempt from the disci
reguiremonts ilisied abovel,
Conpressinnal Record 113 841 {Toiy 3G vend)

Therefore, the agency is proposing
§ 167.13{c){5) that if a nuirient o
claim is used for food that is
resteurants or other estabiishmn
which food is served for immedia:
human consumption, or for food that
sold for sale or use in such
establishments, the claiin must be vsed
in a manner that is consistent wi
definition that FDA has adopted.
However, the agency is also proposing
to provide, under section 463{r)(5}{3} ¢f
the act, that such claims are exerapt
from the requirements for disclosers
staetements in proposed §§ 101.13 {g} =
(h), 101.54(d), 101.62(c). (d}(3){ii}{L].
(d){2)(ii)(C), (d)(3}. (d){4)()(C). and
(d)(E)C).

6. Standards of Identity

Section 403(r)(5)(C) of the act atales
that nutrient content claims that are
made with respect to a food because the
claim is required by a standard of
identity issued under section 461 of ine
act shall not be subject to section
403(r){2){A}(i) or (2}{B) of the act. T!
nutrient content claim that is part ¢!
common or usual name of a
standardized food may continue te be
used even if the use of the term in ths
standardized name is not consistent
with the definition for the term that FDA
adopts, or if FDA has not defined the
term. Moreover, the label of the
standardized food would not need 1o
bear a statoment referring consumerz to
the nutrition label.

It is clear, however, that Congress did
not intend section 403(r}{5){C] of the act
to imply in any way that any new
s! andards issued under the act would be

exempt from the provisions fur s ent
content claims in part 105. Raiher,
Congress intendad that this exem
weuld apply only to nuirient cont
claims made in the namas of existing
standards of identity. The Hg,.. se Rennr\
states:

This exemption was necessary 1
hecause of the pre-existing stan (‘
identity. To the extent that those
vided definitions of cantent o}
are difierent from the definjtions in the
regulations issued by the Secretary under the
bill, on# basic purpose of the bill w
partially undermined. The Secrsiar,
authority to corract this problem by

the portions of the standards of identity
pertaining fo food labels to conform with tie
riagoy ations ssued ender soction 402{r].
{1 Rent 101 5538, sapr

Wherelore. the agenay is proposia in
£ 101 13{u}(6] that nutrieni conient
& that sre part of the namwe of ©
'wi thot was subject to a stundard of
identity on November 8. 1890, the date
of eractient of the 1990 amendments,
w0t subject to the requirementis of
135.13(b), (g). and (k) or to the
itions in subpart D of part 101.

sawhare in h.xs issue of the Federal
Ragister, FI3A is publishing a proposal
on the use of nutrient content claims and
terms that are defined in standards of
identity to name new foods

7. Use of Terms Defined in Resporse to
v

Plitions

Soctions 403 {r){4){AT () and (i of the
act authorize the agency to permit the
use of certain types of claims in
response to a petition, without requiring
that the agency grant such approval by
regulation. The claims covered by these
sactions are those made by use of a term
that is consistent with a nutrient content
claim defined by the agency, i.e., a
synonym, or by an implied claim made
ag part of a brand name. The act sets
forih specific timeframes and
prozedures for FDA’s handling of these
petitions, which FDA is proposing te
codify.

As discussed below in section IV,
FDA intends to list any approved
synonyms in the regulation defining the
underiying nutrient content claim. ’Ilu.

regulations will be updated in the
annual issuance of the CFR. Or the
other hsnd, because brand name
approvals apply to individua! firms. the
agenqy intends to retain a separate,
publicly available list of approved
implied nutrient content claims that may
be made as part of a brand nazme.

The agency is proposing in
§ 101.13{0}{7} to recognize approved
implied claims made as part of a byand
name (e.g., “healthy”) as exceptions lo
the general requirement in § 101.13{h)
that ierms used in a nutrient content
“laim be defined by regulation.

[ Definition of Tanns

7

A. Ceneraf Approach

1. Use of Reference Daily intakes and
ifaily Reference Values in Formulating
Definiticns

Y gmpmwd rule related to nutrition
{35 FR 29475, July 19, 1990}, FOA
upddﬁnc and revised the U.8. RIVAs uzsd
in food labe;mg and proposed o replace
the term “U.S. RDA” with “RDL In the
same proposal, the agency also
introdueed the term “DEV™ and

proposed DRV for eight fuod
camponents, Tha propesed DRV for
wotal fat, saturated fatty acids,
ungaturated feity acids, carbohydrites,
and fiber ure based upon & diet of 2,350
calories, which is the population-
adjasted mean of the recommended
energy allowance for persons 4 or moie
vears of age, as calculated based on ihe
taik edition of the "Recommended

iy Allowancss” (Ref. 4). 'The DRVs
iium, polassium, and cholestera!

for sadi
ars, however, independen! of calories.
’I"hmugxwut this notice, the term
“calories” is used instead of the more
pracise term “kilocalories” because of
conswmner familiarity with the former
term.

With the exceptions of the term
“sugars free” and terms relatad fo
caloric luvu!s in foods, the agency his
iimited the proposed definiticns to
nutrients for which there are proposed
DRVs or RDIs. This appreach has the
advantage of linking nutrien! content
ciaims to established reference values,
iherchy providing # consistent and
guantitative basis for defining terms,
Additionally, because these reference
values were determined using
established scientific reports, such 43
the “Recommended Dietary
Allowances” (Ref. 4) as well as
resognized consensus reports and
dietary recommendaticns such aa the
*Surgeon General’s Report on Nutrition
and Health” (Ref. 2}, “Diet and Health:
Implications for Reducing Chronic
Disease Risk" report (Ref. 3), and
“Dietary Guidelines for Americans”
(Ref. 1), claims are limited to essentiad
nuirients and nuirients of putlic health
significance.

2. Criteria for Definitions of Terms

a. Serving size to evaluate nutrient
content claims. FDA propesed
standardized serving sizes for categories
of foeds in & proposed rule {55 FR 26517,
july 19, 1996; to assure reasonuble
ing sizes and to provide for
r‘o;nparisop among similar produ’*ts.
DA said that these serving sizes, if
.rinr-wd would ensure that claims, such
a8 “low cholesterol,” were the resuli of
the chsracteristics of the feod and not
raanipulation of the serving size. The
sgency sta atod that these standardized
lsF‘-S‘ ving sizes would belp to ensure that

ld.:Pl claims are not wisleading to

ISGHIETE

1 the "'}O serving size deoument,
F3A proposed that for any containar
with more than one serving, the
proposed standard serving size weuald
he used to determine the
appropriateness of a nutrient conten
«1aim. For containers identified as a

S
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single-serving containing 100 percent or
less of the standard serving size. the
agency proposed to evaluate the label
claims based on the standard serving
size. However, for single-serving
containers containing more than 100
percent but 150 percent or less of the
standard serving, the agency proposed
to evaluate the claim on the basis of the
entire content of the package.

A majority of comments on FDA's
proposal supported the proposed basis
for evaluating the appropriateness of a
nutrient content claim. However, many
food indusiry and trade organization
comments objecied to the proposed
evaluation criteria. Such comments
generally stated that the standard
serving size, not the package content,
should be used to evaluate nutrient
content claims on all types and sizes of
packages. Manufacturers pointed out
that under the 1990 proposal on serving
size, the same food product that could
be labeled as “low sodium" on the basis
of the standard serving size might not
qualify for a “low sodium” claim when
packaged in a single-serving container
containing between 100 percent and 150
percent of the standard serving. For
example, an 8 fluid ounce (fl 0z)
container of skim milk containing 126
mg of sodium would meet the criteria for
a “low sodium” claim, but a 10 fl oz
container of the same milk containing
158 mg of sodium would not.

Because of the complexity of the
issues with respect to serving size and
the need to obtain additional public
comment on the impact of the 1990
amendments and the I0M report {Ref. 5)
on this subject, FDA announced a public
meeting to discuss issues related to
serving size determination (56 FR 8084,
February 26, 1991). In the notice of the
public meeting, FDA asked for
comments about the role that serving
size should play in defining nutrient
content claims and asked for data to
support any views presented. The public
neeting was held on April 4, 1991, and
provided opportunity for both oral and
written comments.

In comments for this meeting, a
manufacturer suggested that FDA
establish reference serving sizes, and
that both the reference serving size and
the serving size declared on the label be
used to evaluate the compliance with
FDA criteria for nutrient content claims.
The agency believes that this suggestion
is a reasonable approach to regulating
the use of nutrient content claims not
only on single-serving containers but
also on all other products when the
serving size declared on the label differs
from the reference standard fe.g..
products in discrete units such as

muffins}. Therefore, in the agency's
reproposal on serving sizes, published
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register, FDA has set forth reference
amounts customarily consumed per
eating occasion {reference amounts) for
131 food product categories {§ 161.12{b)].
In accordance with provisions of the
1990 amendments that require label
serving sizes to be expressed in common
household measures, proposed

§ 101.9(b)(2) in the same document
provides procedures for manufactursrs
to use in canverting the reference
ameunts, generally in metric measures,
to label serving sizes most appropriate
for their specific products.

In proposed § 101.12(g) of that
document, FDA is proposing that, if the
serving size declared on the product
label differs from the reference amount
listed in proposed § 101.12(b), both the
reference amcunt and the serving size
declared on the preduct label be used in
determining whether the product meeis
FDA criteria for nutrient content claims
as set forth in proposed subpart D of
part 101.

Consistent with proposed § 101.12(g),
FDA is proposing for nutrient content
claims that all per serving criteria {e.z., 2
mg or less per serving for “cholesterol
free” claims) will apply to the serving
size declared on the product label and,
where the label serving size and the
reference amount differ, to the reference
amount as well. Therefore, taking the
preceding requirements and using skim
milk as an example, the proposed
reference amcunt customarily consumed
for all beverages is 240 milliliters which
is equivalent to 8 fl oz. When
considering an 8 fl oz container, the
reference amount and the labsl serving
size are the sama. Eight fl oz of milk
contain 126 mg of sodium, and because
the proposed definition for “low
sodium” is 140 mg or less, the container
could bear a “low sodium” claim.

However, when considering a 10 fl oz
container, the label serving size is larger
than the reference amount. Ten {1 oz of
skim milk contain 158 mg of sodium, an
amount exceeding the definition for
“low sodium.” Therefore, while the
amount of sodiurn in the reference
amount of skim milk is within the
definition, the amount of sodium in the
labeled serving size is not. Hence, if this
proposed rule is adopted, the 101l oz

container could not bear a "low sodium”

claim.

While acknowledging the different
treatment resulting from this approach,
FDA tentaiively concludes that it would
be misleading to allow claims based
only on the reference amount since.
particularly with single-serving

containers, the consumer would be
expected to consume the entire labeled
serving size. Likewise, it would also b
misleading to allow claims based only
on the labeled serving size. If claims
were defined in this way, manufacturers
could manipulate serving sizes so that
their products could bear a claim.

In proposed subpart D of part 101, the
agency is specifically providing that the
quantitative criteria must be met “per
label serving size and per reference
amount customarily consumed.” Rather
than comglicating the discussions
concerning proposed quantitative
amournts in this preamble, hewever,
FDA will abbreviate *per label serving
size and per reference amount
customarily consumed” as “per
serving.”

The agency had also considered as an
alternative approach, defining nutrient
content claims based solely on the
amount of the nutrient in a specific
amount of food, such as the amount of
nutrient per 100 g of food. This approach
has the advantage of presenting a
nutrient centent claim for a food in a
way that is more consistent with
laheling ased internationally, and it may
allow consumers a method to more
readily compare very dissimilar foods.
However, FDA does not believe that this
approach alone is appropriate for the
initial definition of descriptors. Foods
vary greatly in weight or density and are
consumed in various amounts depending
upon their nature and use in the diet.
‘The agency believes that content claims
for certain nutrients, fat for example,
could be misleading and not useful to
consumers when applied equally to 100
g of nuts and to 100 g of spinach.
Therefore, FDA decidéd to not propose
the amount of nutrient per specified
weight of food as the primary basis for
evaluating nutrient content claims, but
as discussed in the following section,
the agency will consider a weight-based
criterion to preclude claims attributable
only to small serving sizes.

b. Need for criterion based on a
designated weight. After reviewing
comments received in response to the
1939 ANPRM as well as analyses of food
composition, FDA kas tentatively
concluded that in scme cases an
additional criterion to the amount of
nutrient per serving is needed to prevent
claims from being misleading. The use of
a criterion based on a serving is
generally apprepriate, but for a certain
limited number of foods with small
serving sizes, the use of the serving size
criterion alone would allow claims on
foods that are dense in a nutrient on a
per weight basis but that have such
smali serving sizes that the food
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the teem “low calorie.” r{ece -t anal; ses
i iable informatics on compae:
odification of USI3A's Nutrient Data
flase, Standard Reference Release 4
4)) conducted by FDA indicate that
I n utrmms oiher than calories, there
sre foods that would meet & “low”
criterion for amount per serving bet stil,
on a weight basis. coniain 4 substauntial
amount of the nutrient (Ref. 7). For
example, assuming the use of a
definitior of “low fat” as less than r
Lqual to 3 g per serving, a dessert
lopping fhdl’ centains approximately 2 g
of fat per serving would meet the
definition of “low fat,” but cx,nlans as
much as 25 g of fat per 100 g of food.
Therefore, the agency is preposing to
reguire that the definition of certain
descriptors include an additional
criterion based on the amount of
nutrient per specified weight of food,
specifically per 100 g of foad. (For an
instznce in which the agency is not
proposing fo use this criterion, see the
discussion of "low saturated [at” in the
companion document on fat, sizturated
fat, and cholestero! claims.) while the
agency has tentatively concluded thai a
weight-based criterion is not an
auprcpri..t' criterion when used alen
in conjunction with the per serving
criterion it he!ps to preclude the
possibility of misleading claims
.ittrzbutable to small serving sizes zione.
Diespite the agency's previous
proposal to require an additiona
criterion based on percent dry weight
tor terms related to fat descriptors {33
'R 294586), FDA is not propesing to
include percent dry weight as an
additional criterion for any descriptor.
Comments received by the agency in
response to the 1989 ANPRM. at the
public hearings on the ANPEM, and in
response lo the tentative finai rule on
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! sponse to seciton 403
WAl of t“x act. For instunce. {he
is proposing in the coux np(u St
iu{‘umen{ en fat, saturated fat, and
cheiesierni descriptors to Hmit
e.bolesterol content claims based on the
amount of saterated fat present in the
faod (e.g., proposed § 101.62(d){1}{i}{a}}
These additional criteria will be
discussed in conjunction with the
individual ciaims.

3. Need for Consistency of Terms
Limited Number of Terms

I reviewing the requirements of the
1290 amendments, the agency has given
considerzble attention to the apparent
need to develop a system of nuirient
content claims that: (1} Is consistent in
definitions, (2} is in keeping with public
health goals, (3) can be used by
consumers to implement distary
recommendations. Over the years, FDA
kas stressed the importance of
consistent definitions and descriptive
terms as a necessary requirginent for
effective education and for preventing
misleading labeling (Ref. 8). The
definition of more terms than is
necessary to convey the qualiiies or
characteristics of a food relative to
dietary reconimendations has the
potential to increase the difficulty of
wluguting the public about the meaning
and interpretation of numen' contan
claiiiis and could result in food labals
that are needlessly confusing to
consumers. An approach that limits (he
number of defined terms is consistent
with that advocated by a report of the
Committee on the Nutritional Aspects of
Food Standards, Internationa! Union of
Nutritional Sciences (IUNS] {Ref. 10).
which stated that caution should he
exercised to constrain the number of
descriptors that are considere *
desirable. The IUNS Commi:tsr
questioned the wisdom of more detailed
descriptors because of the difficulties of
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Alternetively. some have argued that
fiexibility in the use of terms tacx itates
consunmer understanding by attracting
altention to the messzage being
delivered. In addition, this argumenti
ats that mcre defined terss or
flexibility to use various terms to convey
nuiriional fiformation encourages
competition among products and fosters
nutritions! improvements in products.
The agency solicits comment on how it
can balance those goals of consumer
vnderstanding and competition.

4, Synenyms

As discussed above, section
403{r}(2}(A}{}) of the act states that a
nutrient content claim must be defined
by regulation. In addition, section
3{b)}(1}{A){ix)} of the 199C amendments
provides that those regulations may
include similar terms commonly
understood to have the same meaning,
Although the agency does not have a
comprehensive list of such terms that
are actually in use, some synonymous
terms have been suggested. Some have
argeed {hat the use of these terms
dafined by other label infermaticen, wiil
be useful to industry as well as
Consumears.

In a letter of May 10, 1861 {Ref. 12},
{he Grocery Manufacturers of America,

inc. (GMA] subinitted a list of synonyms
that it considered to be illustrative of the
type of synonyms that could be used.
The GMA list is set ferth below for
comment.

No

free

meaningiess

pevera . ... thit, ‘rice, efc.)



Federal Register / Vol. 56, No. 229 /| Wednesday, November

27, 1991 / Proposcd Rules

TR

be useful to consumers atlempting to
limit their intake of certain nutrients in

recommendations, Furthermore, FDA
believes that the ability to make claims
describing a product as “free” of a
particular nutrient would provide an
incentive to manufacturers to make
available alternative foods that will be
helpful in meeting dietary
recommendations. Finally, under section
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none

not a . (bit, trace, etc.)

not any accordance with dietary
7e10

Very Low

dab pinch
cash slight
hardly any smidgen
inconsequential tinge
insignificant tiay
meager touch
minimum trifling
negligible trivial

next to nothing very little

Low

few short
litite smuil

Significant
added goodaess
consequential imporiant
enhanced meaningful
enriched sizeable
fortified source
good source supplaments!

High

intense major
loaded rich
fots

Very High
chief predominan?
excelient preeminent
fantastic super
finest superior
great terrific
outstanding

On the other hand, as stated above,
the IOM has raised concerns that the
proliferation of synonymous terms on
food labels will be confusing to
consumers who may believe that there
are differences among the terms.
Accordingly. and because of agency
resource constraints and the strict
timeframes under which this rulemaking
is being issued, FDA is only providing
for similar terms for those descriptors
that refer to absolute values such as
“free” in these regulations. However, if
information submitted in comments
substantiates that authorizing a number
of synonyms will be useful and not
misleading, FDA will include a range of
synonymous terms in the firal
regulations. In addition, petitions
requesting permission to use specific
synonymous terms may be submitted
after the procedural regulations
proposed in this document become
effective.

B. Terms Describing the Level of a
Nutrient

1. “Free"”

a. Backaround. Nutrient content
claims, that a nutrient is absent from a
food, have historically been considered
to have the most relevance for persons
on strict therapeutic diets. The agency is
of the opinion that the inclusion of such
foods as part of a total daily diet would

3(b)(1)(A)(D) of the 1990 amendments.
FDA is required to define the term
“free,” unless it finds that use of the
term would be misleading.

The comments that FDA has received
in respense to the proposals that it has
issued over the years to define the term
“free,” as well as in response to the 1989
ANPRM, have generally supportad the
use of this term in nutrient content
claims. The IOM report on nutrition
labeling, while not recommending a
specific definition for this term,
discussed its meaning in the overall
context of nutrition labeling efforts and
did not recommend against its inclusion
as a nutrient content claim {Ref. 5). The
IUNS Committee suggested that the term
“free” was useful, and that the definitien
should be based on assuring the public
that the food contributes truly
insignificant amounts of the component
to the diet (Ref. 10). Internationally,
several countries including Canada have
established definitions for putrient free
claims, including claims for calories and
sodium.

The agency is therefore proposing to
define “free” for the following nutrients:
total fat, cholesterol, sodium, sugars.
and calories. FDA is proposing
definitions for “free” for these nutrients
because limiting the amounts of these
nutrients in the diets of many
individuals is of public health
importance (Refs. 2 and 3). The terms
“fat free” and ‘‘cholestero! free” are
defined in the companion proposal
published elsewhere in this issue of the
Federal Register.

b. Statutory limitations on
circumstances in which an absence
(“free”) claims may be made. For a food
to be labeled as a [nutrient] free
[product}, under section
403(r}(2){A)(ii)(1) of the act, the nutrient
must usvally be present in the food or in
a food that substitutes, as that term is
defined by the Secretary {and by
delegation, FDA}, for the food. Under
this provision, an appropriate absence
claim would be “sodium free Italian
bread” because Italian bread usually
contains salt. In addition, beaten. frozen
whole egg substitutes can be labeled as
“cholesterol free.” Although these
products inherently contain no

cholesterol, they have been fermulated
for use in cooking as a suhstitute for
beaten whole eggs, which do contain
cholesterol.

FDA recognizes, however, that there
may be some confusion as to the
circumstances in which one food mav be
considered to substitute for another
food. Therefore, in § 101.13(d), FDA is
proposing to define when one food may
be considered to substitute for another.

FDA is proposing that a substitute
food is one that is used interchangeably
with another food that it resembles in its
physical characteristics {e.g..
organoleptic properties and physical
atiributes) and in its performance
characteristics (functional properties
such as cooking and shelf life). Although
FDA recognizes that substitute foods,
such as substitutes for beaten whole
eggs, may not be identical to the foed for
which they are a substitute, it believes
that they should bear a substantial
resemblance to that food and be able to
be used like that food. (Sabstitutes for
beaten whole eggs resemble beaten
whole eggs and can be usad in cooking
like beaten eggs.) To the extent that a
substitute food does not have the
characteristics of the food for which it
substitutes, FDA believes that that
difference must be declared on the label
or in the labeling of the subistitute food,
adjacent to the most prominent claim as
defined in § 101.13(j)(2){ii}. FDA is
proposing to require thai this
declaration be made in prouosed
§101.13(d)(1).

For example, some foods with altered
fat content cannot be used in cooking.
The disclaimer would. therefore, state,
adjacent to the most prominent claim,
“Not for use in cooking.” The agency
tentatively concludes th:t information
about such a difference is material
under section 201{n) of the aat because
it bears on the consequances that may
result from the use of the {cod, and that
the substitute would be misbranded
under section 403{a) of the ant if the
difference is not declared. To #nsure
that the disclaimer is presentzd with
appropriate prominence, the zgency is
proposing in § 101.13{d}{2} that it be in
easily legible print or type, o less than
one half the size of the descriptive term
(see section IL.C. above).

In addition, the substitute food should
=0t be nutritionally inferior. as defined

1 § 101.3(e)(4), to the {ood fer which it
substitutes. However, same foods, to
meet the definition of the descriptive
term for a particular nutrient, may be
nutriticnally inferior. Under § 101.3(e},
these foods must be labeled as
“imitation” foods. FDA believes that
identifying imitation foods that meet the
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descriptor definition may provide a
benefit to the consuner, even though
they are nutritionally inferior. Therelore,
FDA tentatively cencludes thet such
foods should be allowed to Lear the
appropriate nutrient content claim as
long as they are appropriately labeled.

Section 403(r} (2} A1} (1) of the act
states that absence (Le., “free”) claims
may be made for foods i FDA allows
such claims based on a finding that the
claim would assist consumcrs in
maintaining healthy diets, and the claim
discloses that the nutrient is not usually
present in the food.

FDA believes that highlighting that a
food is frce of a nutrient can help
consumers maintain healthy dietary
practices whether the food is inherently
iree of that nutrient or is processed to be
that way. Furthermore, FDA surveys
have shown that consumers want
nutrient content claims and use them in
making food selections, and that many
respondents reported difficulty in
understanding the quantitative
information presented in nutrition
labeling (Ref. 13). In addition,
descriptive terms that highlight positive
nutritional attributes {such as “fat free")
help to educate consumers on the
intrinsic properties of foods {Refs. 14
and 15}. FDA believes that the
definiticns in this proposed rule respond
to consumers’ needs. Therefore, FDA
has tentatively concluded that it is not
necessary to limit absence or “{ree”
claims to foods in which the nutrient is
nsually present or that substitute for
foods that usually contain the nutrient.

However, the unqualified use cf the
term “free” on foods that are inherently
free of a nutrient can be misleading
because such terminology would imply
that the food has been altered or
specially processed or formulated to
reduce the nuirient as compared to other
foods of the same type. Accordingly,
FDA is proposing for calories in
§ 101.80{b}(1)(ii) and for scdium in
§ 101.60(b}{1)(ii} to require that if a food
is fres of a nutrient without the benefit
of specisi processing, alteration,
formuiation, or reformulation to lower
the contert of the nutrient, the relevant
clainmr must refer to all foods of that type
and not merely to the particular brand to
which the labeling is attached. The
agency is proposing a similar
requirement for focds that are inherently
fat or cholesterol free in the companion
document published elsewhere in this
issue of the Federal Register. For
example, many fruits and vegetables
would meet the definition for the term
“fat free.” If the agency adopts its
proposad approach, a “fat free” c¢laim on
broccoli would have to be made as

“broceoli, a fat-free food.” FDA is
proposing a similar rule if a foed is
inherenily “low” in a nutsient.

This requirement is consietent with
the general policy on nutrient content
claims set forth in current § 105.66{¢)(2)
for low calorie foods, with that or “{ree”
and “low” claims discussed in the
prezmble to the final rule on seditm
claims {49 FR 15510 at 15517), and with
that proposed in § 101.25 {¢}{2}{i) and
(2)(2}(ii) of the tentatlive final rule for
both “free” and “low” cholesterol claims
(55 FR 29456). The agency belicves that
this requirement is necessary to prevent
the consumer from being misled by an
implication that a particular feod has
been altered to lower its fat content, for
example, when in fact, all foods of that
type are naturally free of, or low in, fat.
Therefore, it is proposicg such a
requirement in § 101.13(e){2).
Conversely, FDA is providing in
proposed § 101.13(e)(1) that if a food has
been specifically processcd, altered,
formulated, or reformulated to remove
the nutrient from the food, it may reflect
this fact by using the terms “free” or
“low,” as appropriate, before tie rame
of the food.

FDA is aware that the effect of
proposed § 101.13{e)(2) will be to allow
to allow “free” or “low” claims on foods
that do not usually contain, cr are
usually low in, the nutrient (e.g., “Brand
A soft drink, a fat-free food”). However,
for the rcasons stated above, the agency
believes that this course is the
appropriate one. FDA specificaily
requests comments on this aspect of its
proposal,

c. How definitions of “free” for
nutrients were derived. In arriving at the
proposed definitions for “free,” the
agency chose the level of the nutrient
that is at or near the reliable limit of
detection for the nutrient in focod and
that is dietetically trivial or
physiologically inconsequential. This
approach is consistent with that used by
the agency in the past for defining
“free.”” FDA established a policy of
using “free” as a descriptor of
physiologically insignificant components
when it adopted the regulation for
sodium descriptors (49 FR 15510, April
18, 1984). This approach is also
consistent with the comments and
recommendations submitted to the
agency in response to the 1989 ANPRM.

The claim “(rutrient) free” is a
representation that the food does not
contain the nutrient. The agency
believes that this representation can be
made in good faith if the focd inherently
contains very small amounts of the
nutrient because the amount present is
physiologically insignificant. Such a

representation cannat be made in good
faith, however, if the manufacturer
intentionally adds the nutrient to the
food as an ingredient. In such
circumstances, even though the nutricn
might not be of dietary consequence, it
is obvious when reading the ingredient
statement that it has been added. The
agency has received comments,
including a letter from the state sitorns
gerneral from Minnesota, writing en
behalf of eight other state attorneys
general, expressing the view that such
labeling is misleading to consumers (R«
16). Thus, FDA tentatively concludes
that representing the food as free of the
nutrient when the nutrient is
intentionally added, even at very small
amounts, would cause confusion and b
false and misleading under sections
201(n) and 403(a) of the act. To reflect
this tentative conclusion, the agency is
proposing to add an additional
ingredient-based criterion to definition:
for “free” for sugar and sodium, as
discussed belew and for fat, as
discussed in the companion decument
on fat, saturated fat, and cholesterol th.
a product may not be labeled as free of
a nutrient if that nutrient is added as ar
ingredient. However, some have
suggested that this distinction creates s
discrepancy between naturally
occurring “insignificant” amounts and
those that are added.

As an alternative approach, it would
be possible to allow “free” claims even
though the nutrient is added, if the labe
includes a disclosure statement in
association with the claim
acknowledging the addition of the
putrient. In order for the claim to be not
misleading, such a disclosure statemer
would need to be prominent and
immediately adjacent to the claim each
time it is made. Such a disclosure might
state, “An insignificant amount of fat
has been added to this product as an
ingredient.” This approach was
suggested by the Minnesota Attorney
General, as an alternative if FDA
determined that it was not feasible to
prohibit nutrient free claims on produst
that contained a very small amount of ¢
nutrient added as an ingredient (Ref. 16
The agency solicits comments on
whether nutrient free claims should be
allowed on products that contain a very
small amount of the nutrient as an
ingredient if such products provide an
appropriate disclosure statement and, i
so, what such a disclosure statement
should be.

The agency points out that, although :
product would not be allowed to call
itself “free” of a nutrient if a
manufacturer intentionally added the
nutrient to the fcod as an ingredient,
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FOA is not proposing to include a
criterion that is based on the amount of
the nutrient per 189 g of food for the
term “free.” FDA considered the need to
include this criterion and has tcmam-n%}
concluded that because the level of ea()l
tri fent must be so low to qualify fo

£ im as to be physiologics ilv
1ﬁcmt even frequent consumpiion
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ny meaningful affect on the
I diet. For example, the proposed
nition for “sodium free,” discussed
balow is, an amcunt in & food equal to
o; lzss than 5 mg of sodium per serving.
if a "sodium free” food were consumed
a3 often as twenly times a day. the
rtake of eodium from “sodium free”
is would be no more than 160 mg of
scdium, and it would likely be less,
Given the proposed Daily Reference
Vz;!ue {BRV) for sodium of 2,400 mg per

day, this intske of sodium would
constitute less than 5 percent of the DRV
ansd cennol be considered substantial or
of vhysiological significance.

Additionally, consistent with the
regulations on “free” claims that it has
issued {current 21 CFR 101.13{a}{1)),
FDA is proposing in the supplementary
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insignificant source of.” as synonyms for

the term "l1ee.” For example, a food that
meels the criterion {or "sodivm free”
could meo be labeied with the terms “no
sodium™ or “zero sodivm.” As discussed
zbove, the agency is concernad about
the proliferation of synonymous terms
because of the poiential to conluse and
mislead conswmers. However, the
agency dees not believe that there is
potential for consumers to misinterpret
the terms “no" or “zero,” and therefor
the agency is proposing to provide for
the use of these specific synonyms. The
agency requests comments on whether
congumers commonly understand the
meaning of all these terms and whether
thev are synonymous,
¢. Speoific definitions—i. “Sodiun
free” and terms refcled io sail. In its
1984 regulation on sodium descriptors
{21 CFR 1011 3) FDA defined a "sodium
free” food as one containing less than 3
mg of sodiom per serving. ‘: DA
estnblishad this definition to ensure that
a food that met it would coatribute only
amount of sodium to the total
diet for ¢!l individuals {49 FR 155106).
Furthermors, while the ager ey
recognized that it weuld be almost
impossibie io consume a diet consisting
of nothing but “sedium free” foods, it
stated that availab lity of such foods
would be helpfal in balancing the
sodium iniake frem foods 2hq
necessarily contain larger amounts of
sodium. According o FDA's 1988 Dict
and Health Survey {Ref. 17), sodium
xer‘mr« the most commonly mentioned
1pmu=m that consumers iry io avoid
in their diet. Moreover, the recent
National Food Processors Association
survey on food labeling (Ref 18}
reported that 88 percent of shoppers felt
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recegnizes that the use of trivial
amounts of sodium-containing
compounds included for flavor or
preservation purposes is noi likely to
have a meaningful impact on the overall
sodium content of the diet, the agency is
concerncd that consumers will note the
presence of these ingredients in the
ingredient list and be confused as to the
significance of the “sodium free” claim.
FDA, however, speaifically requests
commentls concerring the
appropriateness of restricting
ingredients in foods making sodium free
claims and of the alternative approach
of allowing the claim in the presence of
an appropriate disclosure statement.

In the past, FDA has defined or
provided conditicns for the use of “salt
free” and cther terms containing the
word “salt” § 101.13(b)). so as to prevent
the terms from being misleading to
consumers. The agency has said
elsewhere in this document that
statements about an ingredient that lead
one to make an assumption about the
level of a nutrient are implied nutrient
content claims which are rot being
defined at this time. Salt is an
ingredient, and thus claims concerning
salt content could be considered to be
implied nutrient content claims.
However, FDA is tentatively proposing
to retain the current provisions for the
use of the term “salt” in a somewhat
modified form in § 101.61{c).

The agency believes that because of
the confusion between “salt” and
“sodium,” any food bearing the claim
“salt free” must meet the definition of
“sodium free.” Therefore, the agency is
proposing this requirement in
§ 101.61(c){1).

In § 101.61(c){2), FDA is proposing to
define the terms “without added salt,”
“unsalted,” and “no salt added,” which
are currently defined in § 101.13(b).
These terms may be used only if no salt
is added to the food durirg processing
but is added to the food for wkhich the
food that bears the claim will substitute
(e.g., peanuts). In addition, in response
to a comment, the agency is proposing to
require a declaration on the food label
that the food is not sodium free, if that is
in fact the case, to avoid misleading
consumers when claims that a food is
unsalted or contains no added salt are
made.

This proposed declaration is
consistent with current FDA regulations
(21 CFR 105.66) concerning the use of the
term “suger free.” The concern that
consumers could interpret this term as
an indication that a food is low in

- calories prompted the agency to require
that any food not low or reduced in
calories but making a statement about
the absence of sugar must bear a

statement that it is not a low calorie or
reduced calorie food.

il. Sugars frec. Several comments
received by the agency in response to
the 1989 ANPRN and public hearings
suggested a need for the agency to
define descriptor terms for the absence
of sugar or sugars. The ION report on
nutrition labeling (Ref. 5) also
recommended that FDA define
descriptor to be used for the sugar
content of foods.

(a) Regulatory history: “Suguir” and
“Sugars”. FDA has traditionally held
that the term “sugar” in an ingredinnt
list means “sucrose” and does not
include other sugars. In 1974, FDA
proposed to permit the term *“sugar” to
also include invert sugar (39 FR 20883).
The agency withdrew that proposal on
June 21, 1921 (56 FR 28592 at 28607) and
at the same time denied a request to
allow the term “sugar” in the ingredient
list to include glucose and fructose
(including high fructose corn syrup).
“Sugar” is defined in 21 Ci'R 184.1854
(53 FR 44870, November 7, 1988). That
regulatien states that the terms
“sucrose,” “sugar,” “‘cane sugar,” and
“beet sugar” are appropriate names for
sucrose. Therefore, in the ingredient list,
the term “sugar” is limited to sucrose.

FDA addressed the issue of the use of
the terms “sugar free,” “sugarless,” and
*no sugar” in its July 19, 1977 findings of
fact and tentative order on label
statements for special dietary feods {42
FR 37166). At that time, the agency
stated that consumers may associate the
absence of sugar with weight contrcl
claims and with foods that are low
calorie or that have been altered to
reduce calories significantly. The agency
concluded that any food making a
statement about the absence of sugar
would have to bear a statement that the
food is not low calorie or calorie
reduced, unless the food is a low or
reduced calorie food. The agency stated
that without this disclosure, some
consumers might think the food was
offered for weight or calorie control.

Evidence had been intreduced at the
public hearing on special dietary food
regulations to show that the “sugarless”
claim is useful to identify foods like
chewing gum, which is in sustaired
contact with the teeth, in which the use
of a sweetener other than a fermentable
or cariogenic carbehydrate may not
promote tooth decay.

In the final rule on label statements
for special dietary foods published in
the Federal Register of Sentember 22,
1978 (43 FR 43248}, FDA required a
statement that a food is not low calorie
or calorie reduced (unless it is in fact. a
low or reduced calorie focd) when a
“sugar free,” “sugarless,” or “no sugar”

claim is made for the fuod. The agency
also allowed for the use of alternative
statements, such as “not for weight
control” and “useful ouly in preventing
tooth decay.” The statements that the
feod is not low calorie or not useful for
weight control were needed because the
term “sugar free” meant only that the
food was sucrose free. A “sugar free”
food could contain other, fermentabile
carbohydrates.

More recently, in a 1981 report in
entitled *“Task Group Report on
Nutrition Labeling of Sugars,” a spesial
task group comprised of representatives
from FDA, USDA, and FTC developed
guidelines for labeling of sugars in food
products (Ref. 19). These guidelines
were intended to serve as the criteria
necessary to develop regulations for
quantitative sugars labeling. The tri-
agency task group concluded that
quantitative label declarations {or
sugars should be based on the content
{by weight) of total sugars, beth added
and naturally-occurring. They defined
“total sugars” as the sum of all mono-
and oligosaccharides through four
saccharide units and their derivatives,
such as sugar alcohaols.

During the last several years, FDA has
sent letters to food manufacturers that
have set forth agency policy on the use
of the term “sugar free.” In a 1988
memorandum (Ref. 20) and
memorandum of telephone conversation
(Ref. 20a), the agency addressed the
question of whether a “sugar free” claim
would be considered appropriate for a
food containing maltodextrin as an
ingredient (e.g., a popsicle). FOA
responded that, based on the
recommendations of the tri-agency task
group, a food product with a substantial
amount of maltodextrin as an ingredient
most likely would be considered
misbranded if it bears a “sugar free”
claim because while it may contain no
added sucrose, it still contains
significant amounts of indigenous sugars
and sugars other than sucrose. FDA zlszo
responded (Ref. 21) to a question
concerning the appropriateness of a
“sugar free” claim on a product
containing polydextrose by noting that
at least 10 percent of polydextrose (by
weight) qualifies as “sugar” and thus is
subject to the same guidelines as
specified for maltodextrin.

In mid-1989, FDA responded to a
question about the appropriateness of a
“sugar free” claim for a product

weetened with a nonnutritive
sweetener but that contained lactose,
polydextrose, sorbitol, and mannitol
(Refs. 22 and 23). The agency pointed
out that § 105.66(f)(1) states that
“[Clonsumers may reasonably be
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to regard lerms that represent
ood conltains no sugars or
sweeleners, e.g., ‘sugar free,’ 'sugarless,’
1o sugar,’ as indicaling a product which
is low in calories or significantly
reduced in calories.” Noting that the
staiement in § 165.66 says “no sugars or
sweeteners,” FDA concluded at the time
that the ebsence of ingredients that,
genaricaily. are sugars or nutritive
sweeleners is basic to a “sugar free”
elaim. Because lactose, polydextrose,

oar alcohols are sugars or
nidritive sweeteners, the agency could
not conclude that the product was
“sugar free.”

Finally, in respeuse to the 1990
amendments, FDA is publishing
zwhere in this issue of the Federal
~gister a supplemontary proposal on
nuirition labeling in which the agency is
proposing 4 chemical definition for
sugars and providing for the mandatory
declaration of the sugars content of
toods. FOA is proposing to define
“sugars” 8s the sum of all free mono-
&nd gligosaccharides (and their
derivatives) that contain four or fewer
sharide units and to include sugar
alcohols in that definition. However,
FDA is proposing to permit 2 separate
declaraiion of the amount of sugar
elochols on a voluntary basis. This
definition of “sugars” is consistent with
the guidelines developed by the tri-
agency task group on sugars labeling
(Ref 19)

FDA is not, however, proposing a
DRV for sugars because the leading
consensus reports have not provided a
guantitative recommendation for the
intake of sugars.

Thus, in the ingredient label, the term
“sugar” is limited 1o sucrose, and the
agency is proposing to use the broader
term “sugars” in the nutrition label.

(b) Need for change. In considering
the appropriateness of defining the term
“sugar free,” the agency took into
account the guidelines and regulations
that it has developed on this term, the
current and proposed definitions for
“sugar” and “sugars,” end the poiential
for the term “sugar free” to be
misleading. The agency has received a
somment indicating that this term, when
used to refer to the absence of only
ose, may be misleading to
consumers, even though the nutrition
labeling will list calorie content.
Furthermore, the dietary guidelines
izsued jointly by DHHS and USDA
stipulate that Americans should “use
sugars only in moderatien” and define
“sugars” as table sugar (sucrose), brown
sugar, raw sugars, glucose (dextrose),
fructose, maltose, *lactose, honey, syrup.
coin sweeteners, high-fructose con

e,

syrup, molasses, and fruit juice
concentrate (Ref. 1),

The 1978 rule concerning the use of
the term “sugsr free” centered around
sucrose or table sugsr, However, more
recent FDA regulatory policy, based
primarily on the tri-agency report on
sugars labeling, has specified clearly
that the agency considers the term
“sugar free” 1o be most appropriate for
foods that do not centain sugars or
nutritive sweeteners, although FDA has
net addressed this issue specifically for
food products such as chewing gumn
sweetened with sugar alcchols which
may be useful in not promoting dental
caries. As stated above, the proposed
definition for “sugars” for nutriticn label
purposes includes not only monoe- snd
oligosaccharides but alss sugar alcohols
[56 FR 28582)

Given the consumsr interest in the
sugars content of food, the fact that
current dietary guidelines recommend
that consumers ‘‘consume sugars in
moderation” (Ref. 1), and the ageacy's
longstanding practice of providing for
the use of a descriptive term intended to
indicate the absence of sugsr in some
form, FDDA is tentatively proposing io
define the claim “sugars free” in
§ 101.60(c). FDA is defining this term to
niean the absence of total sugars rather

than the absence of sugar {i .e.. sucrose).

The ageacy counsiders it important for
nutrient content claims to be consistent
with the nutrition Jabel, which serves as
a source of specific information for
consumers concerning the nutritional
value of the food. As stated above, the
agency has propesed to require that the
nutrition label contain information on
the sugars content. FDA is concerned
that there would be potential for
confusion if the nutrient content claim
were to use fhe term “sugar,” and the
nntrition label were to specify
information using the term “sugars.”
Such a discrepancy could make it more
difficult to implement education efforts
pertaining to label information.

The need for consistency is supported
by the ICM report on nutrition labeling
{Ref. 5). The report highlights the
impertance of the content claims on the
principal display pane! being supported
by the quantitative values listed in the
nutrition nformation panel.
Furthermore, "sugars free” is consistent
with the terminology used in
governiment dietary recommendations,
specificelly "Nutrition and Your Health.
Dietary Guidelines for Americans” (Ref.
1), which advise that sugars should be
consumed in moderaiion.

The agency acknowledges that it has
been a common practice to use the term
“sugar free’ rather than “sugars free.”

but FD2A believes that the term “sugars
free” is more appraopriate for the reasons
stated above. The agency believes that
anticipated ecucaiion effaorts to assist
consumers in interpreling the nutrition
label {including the term “sugars”) will
improve consumer understanding of the
term “sugars free.” Furthermore, gven if
consumers contintue to interpret the term
“sugars free” as synonymous with
sucrose free {i.e., “sugar free”),
consumers will not be misled or harmed
becouse a "sugars free” food will in fact
tie sucrose free.

{c) Definiticn. FDA is proposing 1o
define “sugars free” as less than 8.5 g of
sugars (i.e., all free mono- and
oligosaccharides and their derivatives
that contain four ur flewer saccharide
units as well a3 sugar alcohsls) per
serving. In defining the term. the agency

¥

be trivial from a dietary inteke
perapective as well as that leve] that
could be reliably detected using
available laboratory methodalogiss. In
the supplemzntal nutritional lubeling
proposal, FDA proposed that analyvtical
values for sugars content that are less
than 0.5 g per serving ceuld be declared
as zerc on the nutriticn label. On this
basis, FDA is proposing in

§ 101.60{c)(1){i} to define “sugars free”
as containing less than 0.5 g sugars per
serving.

In the past, FDA has not provided «
definition for the term “sugars free”
relative to its use in managing or
planning diabetic diets, although the
agency has provided Jor the use of
certain declarative statements su as to
avoid confusion ameng persons with
diabetes {§ 105.87). Recently, ine
American Diabetes Association (ADA)
issued a policy on the use of caleric
sweeteners in recipes and foods
intended for use by diabetics (Bef. 24).
The new policy is more liberal than
previous policy concerning the inclusion
of caloric sweeteners in diabetic diets.
The permitied intake of sucrose, honey,
molasses, and other caloric sweeteners
is 1 teaspoon per serving size. This
amount of sweelener is equal to
approximately 4 g of sugar per serving.

The proposed definition for “sugurs
free” is less than or equal to 0.5 g per
serving, well below the 4 g amount
suggested by ADA. Thus, the use of the
term is not contradictory to current
recommended diabetes management
practices, However. the agency wishes
to emphasize that definitions of nutrient
content claims do oot specifically
address issues related to diabetes
management, and that diabetes
management should not be hased sclely
on the consumption of “sugars free”
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foods. Rathey, diet planning for diabotics
should en cump;uc the entire diet aid he
supervised by a trained p rofessional.

The ngency believes that the amour
qars allowed in a food bearing @
“sugars free” claim is so small that even
xrmpumt consumption of such a food
will not reselt in an intake of sugars that
would aficct the overall diet in any
rieaningful way. Therefore, FDA is noi
rosing an additional criterion hazed
e the weight of the food.

ilowever. the agency is proposing @

« r?!hi?ﬂn in the definition of “sugars
free” o prevent the use of the tern: on
ihe lubels of products to which a sugar
1s5 been deliberately added (proposed
& 101.60{c}(1}{1}). Despite the {uct that
these foods can meel the criterion of
rs free,” confusion could oogur if
the inprﬂdium list for a food bearing the
ierm included any sugare deliberately
srdded. Therefore, the proposal states
that to bear a “sugars free” claim, no
ingredient in the food can be an added
sugar. As stated in previous sections,
the agency solicits comment on the
appropriateness of this policy.

Finally, FDA continues to believe that
any food that bears a statement about
the absence of sugars should bear a
statement indicating that the food is not
low calorie or calorie reduced unless the
food meets the requirements for a low or
reduced calorie food. Without this
disciosure, some consumers might think
the food was offered for weight or
calorie control. As discussed above, this
requirement is already established in
§ 105.66(f) and will be recodified as
§ 101.60 (c)(1)(iii)(A) and {c){1)(iii)(B).

(d) Sugar alcohols. The agency
acknowledges that this approach for
defining “sugars free” would preciude
the use of the term on certain pror{uci

HOSINe

such as chewing gums that contain sugar

alcohols (also known as polyols) as
nutritive sweeteners and have for soms
time stated on the !abel the potential
benefit of their product in not prometing
tooth decay.

The agency is concerned that these
products serve a useful purpose i that
they offer an alternative to chewing
£ums that contain sucrose. FDA also
Lizlicves that there is some benefit to the
consumer in label statements that
identify Lebe gums by noiing the
differance in the two tyoes oi proifuciz
Sceordingly, the agency believes that
gums containing no sucrose may
sntinue to be able to bear tne terme

o
“sugar free.” ‘eugarless,” and "no
sugar” alon mi~ the othier statements

currently required in § 105.65{fj. The
agency s therefore proposing in

§ 101.13(c](8} to permit these products to
continue to bear sugar free cluims
provided that the lebel also bear. when

xH' f()d“ is not ]()W oF l(‘ixll( l)d Cat ()'H‘, of
statement such as “Not a reduced
mlon\ food,” “Not a low calorie fm;‘ .

‘WNot for weight control,” or “Uselul
Only in Not Promoting Tooth Decay.”
/18 has been required in § 105.66(1). this
1orin should be immediately adjzcent to
the claim each time it is used.

However, the determination of the
winfulness in not promoting teoth decay
ol gums sweetened wiih sugar alcohols
was pased on data that are now over 20

vears old. The agensy intends to
n:cvahmre this determination in ligh: of
new data and current scientific criteriu.
The agency solicits comments
specifically on whether the terms “sugar
free.” “sugarless,” and “no sugar” on
chewing gum would be confusing in light
of ihe total sugars declaration in the
nutrition label and on whether those
tersns may be useful in spite of any such
confusion. In addition, the agency
specifically sclicits data on the effects of
cossumption of these sugur alcohels and
on any other types of products that
should be included in the exemption in
proposed § 101.13(s} (8).

(e) Synoryms. In § 105.66(f], the
agency provided for the use of the term
“sugariess” as well as “sugar free” and
“no sugar.” However, as specified
eariier in the introductory section, the
agency is proposing to allow five terms
as synonyms for “sugars free.” The
agency is proposing these terms in
§ 101.60(2). However, the agency is
proposing not to provide for use of
“sugarless” for several reasons. Tc be
consistent and thus synonymous with

“sugars free,” the term defined would
have to be * ‘sugarsless.” The agency
believes that the synonyms defined are
sufficient to advise consumers of the
abzence of sugars in a food, and that
there is no need to define additicnal
terms &t this time.

(Y} Unsweeiened, no added
sweeteners. In the September 22,
final rule on label statements for special
dietary foods (43 FR 43248), FDA also
addressed the terms “unsweetened” and
“no added sweeteners.” The agency
conciuded they were factual statements

«bout the orcanoleptic properties of the
foods. FDA is not aware of any reason
to change this view. Therefo"? uniike
the term “svgar free,” these terms, when
wsed for foods with apparent inherent
mgars contant (such as juices), are not
{ to the requirements of secticn
m?o(r) of the act for nutrient content
claims. FDA is reflecting this fact in
proposec § 101.60(c){3).

FDA is unaware of any evidence to
indicate that the use of these terms has
Lieen misleading to consumers. The

agency advises that it will use the
dafinition of sweeteners in proposed

oy
a5

TG

ad/

§ 101 .4{b} 21} in deterniining the

appropriatonass nfh:s terms
*.mwed sred” and “no added

sweeteners” on a foed label FDA

included this definition in its proposal

or ingredient declaration in the Federal

Heﬂisis‘ar of Jure 21, 1991 (56 FR 285421

@ agency considers that the final role

‘ms propozal will provide an

a"‘ b sis Gm these terms.

FUA bas

...F:

not iSSUuL ngLu_:UOnS for the vse of the

terms “noe added sugars,” “without
added sugars,” or “no sugars added,”
the agency nas provided advice
concerning their use. In a 1879 letter to
the Sugars Asscciation {Ref. 26}. FDA
stated thai the terms "no sugar added”
and “no sucrose added,” when
unqualified, may reasonably be
interpreted by consumers to mear inat
trhese foods are low or reduced in
calories. The agency also stated that
such claims should be supplemented
either by statements that disclese the
presence of, or the usefulness of, the
alternative sweetener or by other
explanatory statements as appropriate
to minimize the likelihood of consumer
confusics
In a 1984 letter to representatives of a
food manufacturing firm (Ref. 27), FDA
reiterated its earlier position concerning
the term “no sucrose,” stating that its
unqualified use may be misleading, and
that the agency had long felt that food
lzbeling claims that highlight either the
prasence or absence of a particular
sweetening substance, unless
dppvaprlately gualified by additional
staterments that are understandable to
the ordinary consumer, have the
pctential te mislead and confuse. The
letter also pointed cut that the
statements “ne sucrose added” and “no
engar added,” without fu'ther
(}ugilflun?lon may reasonably be
interpreied hy consumers to mean that
these foods are low or reduced in
calories. It continued that therefore,
such claims should be supplemented
either by statements that disclose the
presence cf, or the usefulness of, the
alternative sweetener or by cther
explanatory statements. FDA
d :iCdH} stated that it did not object
ta a factual statemoent that a food is
“swaatened with fructase (ete.) instead
cf sugar.”
Ins ‘\QSa (Ref. 22}, FDA stated that it
believed that the statement “Neo sugar—
Hoeney qwee? rzd” was acceplable
bacause “no sugar” implied no table
sugar. In 1987 FDA responded to a
request for clarification from a food
ma::ufac*urer (Ref. 29} by stating that
(he term “no sigar added” may be used
the 1xl wls of fruit spread F*O\rld?d
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that each time the statement appears, it
is acccmpanied by a qualifying
statement explaining the manner in
which the product is sweetened, for
example “sweetened with concentrated
grape juice.” On January 3, 1950, FDA
sent a notice of adverse findings to a
food manufacturing firm {Ref. 30} lhat
included a statement that a label claim
of "no sugar added” was false and
misleading when applied to a product
that contains sugar from sugar cane
juice.

Thus, ia providing advice on the use
of the terms “'no added sugar.” "no sugar
added.” and “without added sugar,” the
agency has generally censidered the
intent of these claims to be limited to
claiming the absence of so-called table
sugar, that is, sucrose. FDA has
expressed concern that consumers may
expect such products to be low or
reduced in calories and has therefore
stated that statemerts as to whether the
food is low calorie or reduced calorie
content, as well as to the presence or
use of alternative sweeteners, should
accompany the claim.

Thus, for terms such as “no added
sugar,” as for “sugar free,” FDA
considered whether to continue to limit
their application ¢nly to sucrose.
Currently, a variety of added nutritive
sweeteners are used in foods, and these
sweeteners often contain sugars other
than sucrose. Dietary guidelines (Ref. 1)
stipulate that Americans should
“consume sugars only in moderation”
and indicate that sugars other than
sucrose should be consumed in
moderation.

Therefore, given current dietary
recommendations, FDA has tentatively
concluded that the use of a descriptive
term that implies that the product has
been made without adding sugars would
be more helpful to consumers in
implementing such recommendations
than would a term that is limited only to
sucrose (i.e., “'sugar”). However, the
agency believes that to avoid misleading
consumers, such terms should be limited
to foods that would be expected to
contain added sugars. Claims
concerning the absence of added sugars
on products that would not normally
contain added sugars, for example
canned tuna or petato chips, are likely
to mislead consumers into thinking that
a particular brand may be more
desirable when compared to other
brands of the same product. Based on all
of these factors, the agency is proposing
to provide for “no added sugars” claims,
to define them in terms of the other
proposed definitions pertaining to
sugars, and to specify provisions for
their proper usc.

The agency is proposing in
§ 101.60(c)(2) that claims for the absence
of added sugars apply only to those
foods to which sugars have not been
added during processing or packaging.
This provision is consistent with the
provisions proposed above with respect
to the addition of salt to foods. Also.
consistent with earlier provisicns, the
agency is proposing te require that
products bearing a “no added sugars”™
claim bear a statement that the food is
not low caicrie or calorie reduced, if
applicable. Furthermore, the agency
believes that it would be misleading to
claim “no added sugars” if an ingredient
that contains added sugars, for example
jam, is added to the product. The agency
also believes that it would be
misleading to claim “no added sugars™ if
the sugars content of the product has
been increased by the manufacturer
using a means such as adding enzymes
to the product. Consumers would expect
that a product bearing a claim for “no
added sugars” would contain only
sugars naturally present in ingredients,
when in fact the manufacturer would
have deliberately “added” to the sugars
content of the product via the addition
of enzymes.

The agency is proposing in § 101.60{c)
(2) to permit the use of the tarms “no
added sugars,” “without aded sugars,”
or “no sugars added.” These claims will
be permitted only if:

(1) No amount of sugars (as defined
for nutrition labeling purposes in
§ 101.9) is added during processing or
packaging;

{2) The product does not contain
ingredients that contain added sugars,
such as jam, jelly, and concentrated fruit
juice;

(3) The sugars content has not been
increased above the amount naturally
present in the ingredients of the food by
some means such as the use of enzymes;

(4) The food that it resembles and {or
which it substitutes normaily contains
added sugars; and

(5) The product bears a statement
indicating that the food is not low
calorie or calorie reduced {unless the
food meets the requirements for a iow or
reduced czlorie food) and directing
consumers’ attention to the nutrition
panel for further information on sugars
and calorie content.

iii. “Calorie free”. The agency has
reccgnized that people who are
interested in controlling their weight can
be aided if the level of calcries in a food
is brought to their attention, particularly
when the calorie level is low (42 FR
37166). Accordingly, FDA responded to
the need for descriptive terms for claims
concerning the caloric content of foods

by defining “low calorie” and “reduced
calorie” {43 FR 43248). However, the
agency has not proposed a definition for
“calerie free.”” Comments received by
the agency in response to the 1989
ANPRM and at the public hearings
stated that the term “no calories™ or
“calorie free” should be defined by ihe
agency.

While FDA has not defined the erin
“calorie free,” current § 105.66(e)
provides for the term “diet” for use
when a food is represented as being
useful in reducing caloric intake or
reducing or maintaining body weigh:.
The term has often been used on fooris
that are virtually free of calories, such
as specially formulaled soft drinks.
However, under § 105.66(e) (1), a "diet”
food is not necessarily a food free of
calories because “diet” may be used
with products ihat are low or reduced 1n
calories.

FDA is proposing to define “calorie
free” because the ability to cail
attention to products free of calories will
provide useful guidance to consumers
who are seeking to conirol their caloric
intake. The agency, however, ncles that
such a claim may be applicable to
relatively few foods in the food supply
and therefore, requests comments on the
appropriateness of providing such a
definition.

The agency is proposing in
§ 101.60(b){1)(i) to define the term
“calorie free” as less than 5 calories per
serving. The proposed nutrition labeling
regulation which is publishing elsewhere
in this issue of the Federal Register
provides for the declaration of the
calorie content of a food as zero when
caloric levels are less than 5 calories per
serving. The agency believes that this
level of calories can be considered
trivial and of no physiological
significance. Even frequent consumption
of such “calorie free” foods would not
result in a caloric intake great enough to
affect in any meaningful way on the
overall intake of calories. For example.
if “calorie free” foods were consumed 20
times a day, the usual number of
servings a person consumes, the intake
of calories from such foods would be no
more than 100 calories. As a point of
reference, the population adjusted mean
intake of calories per day is 2,350.
Additionaily, as discussed above, FDA
is proposing five terms as synonyms fo:

‘calorie free.”

2. "Low"”

a. Background. Nutrient content
claims that describe the level of a
nutrient as “low” are among the mos
common claims on labels but are not
consistently defined or used (Refs. 5 and
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it FDAs first efforts to define the term
“low” were made regarding calories
posticuliasly so that the term could to
used to ussist in weight control, On
Coptemboer 22,1978 (43 FR 43248), I'OA
ued a final rule that established o
nition for “low calerie.” In 18964 (49
YR 15510}, Fu issued a rule defining
“ow sedivm.” and on November 23,
1066 {31 FR 4"r{i4} FDA proposed «
sion for “low cholesterol” whivh
=panded upon in the teatetive
frule on July 19, 1990 (G5 FR =
- ulso has developed

3

guide oy 1'.<(' of the terin “tow fat”
b exnevimenial shelf Jabeling programs
(Ref 1),

i dictary recom: r:end;:iiun:;

_ 2 and 3] mauke clesr th
conbime ri useluiness of 'lder.hi

(et

in the

n'% of w Mr‘“ consumers have bonrn
advised to limit their intake including
fat, satureted fat. cholestersi, sodius,
and calories. Comments from a variaty
of cunsumer and professional
organizations strongly support the use of
the term.

Definitions for “low™ can also be
found internationally. Canadian
regulations and guidelines gpecify
conditions for the use of the term to
describe fat, cholesterol, sodium, and
calorie content (Ref. 32), and a Codex
Alimentarius standard for foeds for
special dietary uses defines “low
sodium” (Ref. 33). Further, Codex
guddnn :5 that would defins “low” fora
number of other nutrients are in
develepment, as is a European
Community directive on labeling claims
tbat includes claims relating to low
rontent.

The agency is proposing to define
“low’ for the following nutrjents: total
fat, saturated fat, cholesterol, sodium,
dni calories. The definitions for “low
fat,” “low saturated fat,” and “low
chalesterol,” and the basis for thase
definitions, are presented in the
companion document published
elsewherz in this issue of the Fedural
Kegister. FDA is not preposing
definitions for low content claims for
cther nutrients because low levels of
these other nutrients in foods are not of
public health importance according to
major censensus documents such as the
“Diet and Health: Implications for
Reducing Chronic Disease Risk” (Ref. 3}

and The Surgeon Gensral’s Report ont

Nulrition dﬂd Health (Ref. 2}.

While the agency has defired “sugars
firee,” FDA does not believe that it is
appropriate to define “low sugars.”
Unlike the claim “sugars free,” which is
based on the absence of sugars in a
food, a definition for a “low” level of
sugars (or any other nutrient} in foods

should refate to the totst ameunt
reiummended for daily consumption,
Diciuse the available consensus
decuments do not provide
rceommendations for daily intoke of
sugase, FDA s not preposing « reference
value for this nutrient. The apency has
thus tentatively concluded that withov
quantified recommendations for sugars
¢ definition for low levers of
ir. food cannot be speciflied.
b ffew definitions of “lov"" for
slrients were derfved. In the Federa!
ister of ]n\} 19 197 (42 FR 371€6}.
FizA prc\m :d a iz for ihr~ deliuition
! A.Aha\:gh flion was
"; fe can l o

'uzv\

snale ioods
¢t value, but the

! be restricted
“eaten frecly in

g8 Thus, FIdA s view
and the sgency contlinues to
that the designation “low

dnot necoss::rilv mean that the
putrient is rresent in the food v an
inconseguential amount as with “free,”
bat rather that the selection of a fuod
besring the term “low™ should assist
consumers in assembling & prudent
daily diet and in meaeting o J(:I‘rlll dietary
recemmandations to limit certain
nutrienis. The agency believes that to
neet current dietary guidelines, it
should not be necessary for persons to
limit their diets solely to foods “low” in
the nutrients that the guidelines
recommend lHmiting. Rather, FOA
xpecis that educational efforts will
siress the importance of a total daily
dint ihat is comprised of a mixture of
facds, some of which muy be “low” in a
particalar nutrient and some of which
may not.

Ini establishing the proposed
definitions for “low,” FDA has
tentatively concluded that there should
be a single definition of what is low for
each natrient that would be applicable
to all foods. rather than several
definitions for use with specific
categories of foods. As discussed in the
companion document cn claims for fat,

saturaied fat, and choiestero! uantem
{published elsewhere in thiz issue of the
Federal Register), FDA received &
comrment that requested that the agency
define “low fat” diiferently for different
foods, that is, that FDA vary the
guantitative definition of “low”
accurding to food category and
designata as “low” those feods that are
relatively low compared to other foods
in: the feod cztegory. The agency rejects
this &ppreoach.

The use of different criteria for
different food categories has severai
disadvantages that affect both

t" od

numercus

i\. f:r:.‘- it
descriptos fnr'
I '()1 LI J‘:(’

- LLV\i\

ke ds

ament car Lo rude
fi. .! ml.( rert criteria for dilfcrent foads
would permit consumers o identify the
ith the lowest (o highest)

i . the agercy
wr would have

for differcent Jood
categovies, it w cu!“ ve possible that
some feode that did not gualify (o use
the descriptor would have ¢ lower

{ha natrient than foods in
other calegories that did c"xa‘m\.;.

Furthermore, in this documeant, FI3A is
propost g to wrovide for the use of
relative claims oi the labels of food

s, claims that are intended fo
alert consumers that a particular
prodnct, when compered te a similar
preduct, is lewar or higher in certain
nutrienis. FDA believes that this
approach is more appropriate for
consurcers te identify favorahie or
desirable yroducts within a food
category.

FDA has received many comments
asking for increased consistency among
nutrient centent claims to aid consuglers
in recalling and using the defined terms.
In addition, the JOM report
recommended that “low sodiup,” for
example, should have the same meaning
whether it is applied to soup. frezen
peas, or meat (Ref. 5). Accordingly, the
agency concludes that establishing
different cutoff levels for each nutrient
content claim fer different food
categories would greatly increase the
complexity of using such claims to plan
diets that meet dietary
recommendatiuns. Therefore. the agency
is proposing a singie dsfinition for “low”
for each nutrient across the entire food
supply.

VD:'\ believas that the most logical

tarting point for the definiticn of “low™
is the level that FDA has defined as the
teasurable emount of the nutrient in a
serving of a food. In § 101.5¢ej(4){i}),
FDA }n s defined this amournt as 2
perf,cnt or more of the reference value
(i.e., U.S. ROA} the level at which all of
the nutriexnts in question can be
measured in z!! or nearly all foods.

The reference value for tha nutrients
fur which FDA is proposing to define the

Il

content ci i
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claim “low" is the DRV rather than the
U.S. RDA, but all the nutrients in
question have propesed DRVs. Two
percent of the proposed DRV, then, is an
amount that can be considered to be low
relative to overall recommended
intakes.

Looking at this definition from a
different perspective, FDA has generally
estimated the number of servings of
foods and beverages to be 16 to 20 per
day. The Minnesota Nutrition
Coordinating Center has estimated the
average number of servings of foods and
beverages to be 20 per day (Ref. 34). If
the nutrient were contained in all foods,
and 2 percent of the DRV was adopted
as the basis of the proposed definition
for “'low,” persons who selected only
foods designated as “low” in the
nutrient would have a daily intake of the
nutrient that would be no more than 49
percent of the propesed DRV (i.e., 2
percent times 20 servings). Thus, 2
percent of the DRV as a definition for
*low” provides fer a quantitatively low
amount in food that is sufficiently
restrictive to allow consumers to select
a variety of foods, including some that
are “low” in a nutrient and some that
are not "low,” and siill meet current
dietary recommendations.

On the other hand, the agency
believes that 2 percent of the DRV can
be overly restriciive as a definition for
“low" for those nutrients that are not
contributed by all foed categories or
that are found in relatively few foods.
FDA believes that in defining the term
“low,” the amount per serving for
nutrients that are not found in all
categories of foods can be larger than
for nutrients that are ubiquitous in the
food supply. For example, assume that
nutrient X is spread across 20 foods/
beverages in a day, while the intake of
nutrient Y is contributed by only 10
foods/ beverages in a day, that is one-
half as many as contribute to the intake
of nutrient X. If the definition of “low”
for nutrient X is established as 2 percent
of the DRV, the consumption of only
foods *low™ in nutrient X results in an
intake of 40 percent of the DRV, that is 2
percent times 20 focds/beverages. If the
definition for “low” for nutrient Y is set
at 4 percent (i.e., twice than 2 percent)
the consumption of only foods “low” in
nutrient Y also results in an intake of
only 40 percent of the DRV because only
10 foods containing the nutrient are
eaten in a day (i.e., 4 percent times 10
foods/beverages in a day). If the
definition of 2 percent of the DRV for
“low" had been applied to nutrient Y,
then the intake of nutrient Y would be
only half the intake of nutrient X. Thus,

such a limit on nutrient Y wouid be
overly restrictive.

However, this general approach
cannot be precisely refined because
there are only limited data available to
determine the number of foods eaten in
a day that may be expected to
contribute the various nutrients.
Furthermore, distributions of nutrients
among food categories may not reflect
the patterns of consumption of
consumers. FDA is thus tentatively
proposing to apply a rough and
simplistic “rule of thumb™ for adjusting
the 2 percent DRV definition for “low”
for those nutrients that appear to bz loss
than ubiguitcusly distributed among
foods and therefore are assumed to be
consumed less frequently than nutrients
that are present in virtually all foods
consumed during the day.

The agency used the FDA Regulatory
Food Cempesition Data Base {Ref. €} 1o
examine the availability of nutrients
from foods in 18 USDA-defined food
categories {for example, vegetables:
fruits; cereal grains and pasta: milk,
cheese and eggs; meat, poultry and fish;
legumes; nuts; and fats and oils) (Ref.
35). For this analysis, FDA considered
that a nutrient is found in a food
category if over half of the foods in the
category contain 2 percent or more of
the proposed RDI or DRV for the
nutrient in question. The agency further
congidered a nutrient to be:

(1) Ubiquitously distributed if it was
found in more than 75 percent of the
food categories;

(2) Moderately distributed if it was
found in 51 to 75 percent of the food
categories; and

(3) Not widely distributed if it was
found in 50 percent or fewer of the food
categories.

After gathering the results of this
review, the agency applied factors to
adjust the “low” definition for a nutrient
(i.e., 2 percent of the DRV) depending on
the nutrient’s estimated distribution
across food categories. However,
because of the variable nature of diets
selected by individuals, precise factors
could not be developed, so the agency
applied general factors.

If the nutrient is available from
approximately 50 to 75 percent of food
categories, FDA believes thai it is
reasonable to expect that it may be
available from perhaps as few as half of
the foods/beverages consumed. In other
words, assuming that as many as 20
foods/beverages are consumed in a day
(Ref. 34), it is reasonable to expect that a
nutrient that is moderately distributed in
the food supply is available from
perhaps as few as 10 of the foods/
beverages. In this case. the agency has

used a factor of 2 times 2 percent or 4
percent of the DRV (i.e., doubling) in
arriving at the definition of low. If the
nutrient is found in half or less of the
foods consumed, that is, if it is not
widely distributed, FDA believes that it
is reasonable to find that the nutrient
will be consumed in seven or fewer
foods a day. In this case, a factor 3 times
2 percent, or 6 percent, of the DRV, is
reasonable. If the nutrient is ubiguitous
across food categories, FDA is not
proposing to adjust the definition of
“low.”

As described below, in arriving at the
cefinitions for “low,” FDA evaluated
each nutrient in light of this general rule
of thumb, past policy, other available
data and information, and current public
health recommendations.

c. Criterion based on weight. As
discussed above in section I1LA.2.b. of
this document, the agency believes that
in addition to a criterion based on the
amount of a nutrient per serving, a
criterion based on the amount of
nutrient per quantity of food is needed
to control claims on nuirient-dense
foods with small standard serving sizes.
Without a limitation on the amount of
nutrient per 100 g of food, declarations
for “low” levels of a nutrient could be
misleading. Analyses of FDA's
Regulatory Food Composition Data Base
{Ref. 6} suggest that there are a number
of foods that would meet the “low”
criterion for amount per serving but that
would still contain a substantial amcunt
of the nutrient on a weight basis (Ref. 7).
For example, as stated above, certain
margarines or spreads contain about 139
mg of sodium per serving but contain
over 200 mg per 100 g. In this
circumstance, a small serving size would
result in a nutrient-dense food qualifying
for a “low” content claim if only the per
serving criterion is used.

A criterion based on weight is
currently provided in § 105.66(c) for the
term “low calorie.” That regulation
stipulates that a “low calorie” fcod must
not provide more than 0.4 calories per g
of food. Similarly, FDA is proposing to
include a second criterion based on the
amount of the nutrient per 1090 g of food
in the definition for “low" for all but one
of five nutrients identified above.

d. Foods inherently “low" in a
nulrient. Consistent with the agency’s
conclusion pertaining to foods
inherently “free” of a nutrient, the
agency believes that the use of terms
such as “low sodium” or “low fat” on
foods that are inherently low in that
nutrient can be misleading (see
proposed § 101.13(e)(2)). Accordingly,
FDA is proposing for calories in
§ 101.60(b){2){ii} and for sodium in
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§$ 101.61 (b}{4)(i) 1o require that for
ctaims of low nuirient content on foods
that meet the definition for “low
cilories™ or “low sodium™ without
benefit of special processing, alteration,
formulation, or reformation to deciease
the nutrient content, that the label refer
to all foods of that type and not merely
to the particular brand to which the
labeling attaches. For example,
applesauce would inherently mect the
definition for “low sodium.” Therefore,
if the agency adopts these proposed
provisions, a jar of applesauce could be
labeled with a statement such as
“applesauce, a low sodium food.” The
agency is proposing in § 101.61(b) (2] (iii)
a similar requirement for “very low
sodium foods.” These requirements arc
consistent with the general policy on
“free” nutrient content claims discussed
above.

The agency is proposing a similar
requirement for “low fat,” “low
saturated fat,” and “low cholesterol”
claims in the companion document
published elsewhere in this issue of the
Federal Register.

e. Synonyms. FDA is proposing as
synonyms for “low” the terms “little or
(few),” *“small amounts of,” and “low
source of.” The agency is proposing
these synonyms to provide {lexibility for
industry. FDA requests comments on
whether consumers commonly
understand these terms to have the
same meaning as “low.”

f. Specific definitions.— i. “Low
sodium and very low sodiuin”. In
defining sodium claims for the current
regulation on sodium labeling (21 CFR
101.13), FBA considered the number of
servings of food that the average
American consumes each day (49 FR
15534, April 18, 1984). Based on 20
servings per day as a reasonable
average number of servings for adults
and a criterion of 140 mg of sodium per
serving, the agency estimated that the
consumption of 20 “low sodium” foods
would contribute about 2,800 mg of
sodium per day. FDA stated that it was
likely that persons on “mildly restricted
diets would consume a number of
sodium free foods or foods containing
very low levels of sodium, thereby
providing some flexibility in the diet to
allow for the consuniption of sodium
from other sources such as drinking
water or table salt. In the 1984 final rule,
FDA also cited evidence that more than
50 percent of the foods in the analysis
that it Jid at the time fell below 140 mg
per serving, suggesting that the term
would have a reasonably broad
application in the food supply.

Thus, in 1984, FDA defined “low
sodium” as less than or equal to 140 mg
sodium per serving. FDA had originally

proposcd that the term "low sodium” be
defined as 35 mg or less per serving (47
FR 26580). However, comments on the
proposed definition persuaded the
agency that 35 mg or less of sodium was
a level too low to be broadly useful to
the gereral public. The agency thercfore
modified its definition of this term.
lHowever, the agency added the term
“very low sodium” and defined it as less
than or equal to 35 mg sodium per
serving. In the 1984 final rule, FDA
concluded that “very low sodium foods”
would be useful to individuals in the
population wishing to reduce their total
sodium intake to a more moderate level
and would be especially useful to
individuals on medically restricted diets.

Thus, the descriptive terms for sodium
have been defined and used for
approximately 8 years, and the agency
believes that consumers have become
familiar with the terms “low sodium”
and “very low sodium.” In general,
comments received in response to the
1989 ANPRM and at the public hearings
did not indicate a need to change the
definitions for these terms. Several
comments supported keeping the
existing criteria. For these reasons, the
agency is proposing to retain 35 mg or
less per serving as the first criterion for
the definition of “very low sodium” and
140 mg or less per serving as the {irst
criterion for the definition of “low
sodium."”

The agency is aware that this
definition for “low sodium” is not
consistent with the general basis on
which FDA is proposing to define “low”
claims. With the exception of all fruits
and raw vegetables, sodium is present in
or added to many categories of foods in
the food supply. Therefore, if sodium
were considered to be ubiquitous in the
food supply, the general rule of thumb
could result in an initial definition for
“low sodium” of 2 percent of the DRV or
48 mg of sodium per serving. Clearly, 48
mg of sodium per serving is
considerably lower than 140 mg of
sodium per serving. Even if the agency
were to conclude that sodium cannot be
considered to be ubiquitous, and
consequently the value representing 2
percent of the DRV for sodium was
doubled, the criterion would still be only
96 mg or less sodium per serving.

The agency considered defining the
term “low sodium” as 96 mg or less per
serving (i.e., that amount reflective of
approximately 4 percent of the DRV for
sodium), and not defining “very low
sodium.” Such an action would be
consistent with the most recent dietary
recommendations and with the agency’s
general goal of limiting the number of
descriptor terms. However, such an
action would be contrary to the majority

of comments received by the agency in
response to the 1989 ANPRM concerning
the level for “low sodium.” Therefore,
FDA is proposing to retain the definition
for “low sodium” as 140 mg or less per
serving and to define “very low sodium”
as 35 mg or less per serving.

The agency specifically requests
comments concerning these definitions.
FDA is interested in comments
concerning: The appropriateness of the
definitions given recent consensus
reports and dietary recommendations
such as the NAS Diet and Health report;
whether substantially increased public
health benefits could be realized by
using a criterion lower than 140 mg per
serving {or defining sodium; and the
utility of retaining both the “low
sodium” and “very low sodium™ terms.

FDA is proposing a second crilerion
for defining “low sodium” as 140 mg or
less sodium per 100 g and “very low
sodium” as 35 mg or less sodium per 100
g. The per 100 g criterion is needed to
control claims on sodium-dense foods
with small serving sizes because, as
explained above, these foods may be
consumed frequently, resulting in a
substantial total daily intake of sodium.
Because the claim would be misleading
to consumers unless both the per serving
and per 100 g criteria are met, the
agency is proposing that both must be
satisfied to meet the definition.
Examples of foods for which the
proposed sodium descriptors could not
be used because they do not meet both
criteria for “low” include olives with 105
mg sodium per serving but 750 mg per
100 g and butter/spreads with about 120
mg sodium per serving but over 800 mg
per 100 g. In the case of “very low,” the
foods excluded as a result of the second
criterion include canned beef gravy with
28 mg of sodium per serving but 50 mg
per 100 g. (However, canned beef gravy
would be able to bear a “low sodium”
claim.)

Accordingly, the agency is proposing
in § 101.61(b)(2)(ii) that the term “very
low sodium” may be used on the label
and labeling of foods that contain 35 mg
or less of sodium per serving and per 10(
g. and in § 101.61(b)(4)(ii} that the term
“low sodium” may be used on the label
and in labeling of foods that contain 140
nig or less of sodium per serving and per
1G0 g.

if. “Low calorie”. Obesity is a major
health problem in the U.S,, and dietary
recommendations consistently stress the
need to maintain a healthy weight. FDA
believes that people can be helped to
control their weight if foods that are low
in calories are brought to their attentien
(42 FR 37166, July 19, 1977).
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I 1978, FDA established in 21 CFR

1695 .86 a definition for “low calorie” (13
¥R 43248, Septersber 22, 1978). In the

preamble to its tentative rule (42 FR
37188, July 18, 1877), FDA accepted
: 1rem that the designation “low
o should apply to foeds of
@w(imﬂy ow caim ic value in a single
serving. However, as stated &
: —"ﬁ(‘\/ rejected the view that 1oxv
calorie ’oods are only those that are so
low in caloric value that they can be
0 freely, without adding
significantly o the caleric Lunieni of the
total diet, The agenc y stated thai the
proposed cefinition of “low calorie”
Id require that consumers apply
somable judgment in selecting "o
iorie” foods as part of an overail
distary pattern. FDA said that
onsumers could determine from
ition labeling how much of a
particular food they counld consume pe
day w lh)ut adding significantly to mmr
total caloric intake. The agency slated
that this approach was appropriate
because caloric requirements vary
considerably from person to person.

in 1978, FDA defined, in
§ 105.66(c){1)(i), “low calorie™ as 40
calories or less per serving {43 FR 43248
September 22, 1678). The agency stated
that this definition would include only
foods of distingtly low caloric value
wvhile at the same time allowing a
reasonable number of foods to be
labeled as “low” in calories, as
supported by analyses of available data
bases. FDA also provided for a second
criterion for the definition of “iow
calorie” of 0.4 calories or less per g of
food (i.e., 40 calories per 100 g)
{3 105.86(c)(1){1)). The agency stated that

SGVG

Wizl

this level was appropriate because
available data irdicated that foods
generally considered the most useful
iypes of low calorie foods {e.q., most
SOL ps juices, fruits, and vegetables
contzining 40 caleries or less per
serving) also satisfy this second,

density-based criterion.
in response to the 1989 ANPRM and
sent public hearings. the agency

-

received numerous comments from a

*ety of consumer and professional
¢rganizations strongly sunpor!mc the
use of the term “low calorie.” In the time
since the 1978 rule, pubiic health policy
and dietary recommendations relative (o
caloric intake have not changed
appreciably, although there is evideace
that the problem of ()Les.ty may have
increased (Ref. 3). The concepts
articulated in the 1977 rule remain
appropriate for current dlma,y
recommendations and, in the opinivn of
the agency, remain appropriaie as a
basis for defining “low calorie.”

While a DRV for calories has not been
DA vsed a reference

2 of 2,350 cainries in

sning the DRVs {or other
nuirienis. This reference level is the
sr-adjusted mean of the

ONUBED f‘ed energy allowance for

ur or ’DOIe y“"rs of ag(, a3

culoric intek

]wg yx ong §

1

“Recommz .de‘d Dieﬁry Ai‘;owances“
{Ref 2). The agency used this reference
x:zﬂor\z mmke in reviewing the current
definitien for “low calorie.” Caleries are
g \mus across food categories {Ref.
. emi therefore using the general

H .,Lu,(

ipproach described ahove, 2 pe“ce;;{ of
2,35 ies fha, 47 calories) would be

a 10‘*“0;1(”)1? s‘mr ing point for the
2. Because the
ories per
»'irr' is sutficiantly close to this
culzated amount of 47 calories per
serving. FOA tentatively conclodes that
it is not necessary to alter the long-
established criterion of 40 calories per
serving. Therefore, FDA is proposing in
§ 101.80{b3{2)(i) to retain the definition
of a “low calcrie” food as a foed
tontaining 49 calories or iess per
serving.

The agency continues to believe that
the inclusisn of a weight-based criterion
in the delinition of “low calorie” is
appropriate and prevents claims from
being misleading to consumers.
However, as originally staled in the
Federal Register of September 22, 1978
{43 FR 43248 at 43250], the agency
believes that although sugar substitutes
would not meet the weight-based
criterion, they should continue to be
excluded from this criterion.

Sugar substitutes contain calories. In
fact, many contain more than 40 calories
per 160 g. However, they have
considerably less weight per degree of
sweetness than sugars. Consequenily a
considerably smaller amount of sigar
substitute than sugar may be used and
still provide the same degree of
sweetness. Because sugar substitutes
are used : sweetness rather than a
weight basis, FDA believes that a
weight based criterion is not appropriaie
for hese frods. Such a criterion would
mean that sugar substitutes could not
make low calorie claims even though
they are frequently used as ingredients
in low calorie foods. By continuing to
nol require sugar substitutes lo meel the
40 calodies per 100 g requirement, sugar
substitutes can continue to be labeled as
“low calorie.” Therafore, FDA is
p-()pusmg in § 101.60{b}{2){i) for the term

“low calorie” to provide that, in addition
o containing no more than 40 calories
per serving, such foeds, except for sugar

subistited

4l calo:

a. Ha

g ing teii
1} n ra“kmn nuirient cortent ¢i
phar zo the presenc ’; 4 nutries
irlier, in response to the ncreased
of descriplive ferms as ;wm of shelf-

labeling p ng Eo¥e marke

agency had 3 ¢ mmo s for
wree,” and

). The ageney
provi ux:m 10

ng of food.
pu,t from the JOM C
o°n ln}‘ i 3 (I‘{{‘l. :i] i 2
system in 'nh ch vituming and minerals,
hen listed on thelabel, would be
described qualitatively using words
rather than quantilatively using numbers
or percenmges of the U.5. RDA.
However, the committee did not
specificaily address the need for criteiia
for nutrient content claims.

‘While FDA is proposing to ratain
quantilative listings of nutrients in the
nutrition iabel, the agency believes thut
there is merit in the IOM Commitiee's
recommendations concerning the use of
certain descriptive terms, especially
when used for nutrient content claims
intended to emphasize the presence of a
wirient.

The IOM Committes ,u,»:(,ested
definitions for the terms “contain,”

“good source of,” and “very good source
of" However, it commented that the
term “excellent source” would provide
an unintencded incentive for unnecessary
vitamin and mineral fortification. In
addition, the IGM Committee’s review
of the vitamin and minera! content of a
ariety of feods indicated that very few
;s would be 'e"i;fb

le to use the term

“excellent source” rrently defined
by FDDA, even thou L—;i‘\ many of the foods
are recognized as irpertant scurces of
specific nutrients. The IOM Commitiee
further pointed out that most vitamins
and minerals do nol vocur naturally at
high levels in any one food. The IOM
Conmittee's repbri stated that an
adeguate diet musi be assemll
variety of different foods, and it
emphasized that such a varied diet was
the type of dietary patiern that food
labeling should encourage. The IOM
Comumittee recommended that FDA
definitions of descf}pm'e terms should
be based on more “modest” definitions
than the 40 percent of US. RDA

.
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currently used to define the term
“excellent source.”

The agency agrees that consumers
should be encotiraged to consume &
wide variety of foods. The agency also
believes that the criteria for descriptive
terms should be consistent with the
levels of nutrients ogcurring naturally in
fu:ods, and that definitions for terms
should allow for a reasonable number of
foods to make the claim. For these
reasons, the agency dees not believe
that descriptive terms such as “high”
can be censidered useful to consumers if
they can identify enly very few foods or
only specially formulated foods. Such
criteria could discourage the
consumption of a wide variety of foods.
Furthermore, the uge of criteric that take
into account the amounts of nutrients
occurring na‘urally in foods is in line
with the recommendations provided i
“Nutrition and Your Health: Dietary
Guidelines for Americans” issued jointly
by DHHS and USDA (Ref. 1). Those
recommendations emphasize the need to
select a dict from a wide variety of
foods and to obtain speacific nutrients
from a variety of foods rather than from
a few highly fortified fueds or
supplements.

b. How definitions of “high” and
“source” were derived for nuirients. As
directed by the 1990 amendments
{scction 3{b)(1}(A)(iii}(VI)}, FDA is
proposing tc define the term “high” for
use in nutrient content claims. The
agency is proposing in § 101.54(b)(1) that
the term “high” may be used when a
serving of the food contains 26 percent
or more of the proposed RDI or the
proposed DRV. The agency is also
proposing in § 101.54(c)(1) that the term
“source” unmodified by an adjective
may be used to describe a food when a
serving of the food centains 10 to 19
percent of the RDI or the DRV,

The use of 20 percent or more of the
proposed reference value as a standard
for the presence of upper levels of a
nutrient (i.e., “high"”) is generally
consistent with the IOM Committee
recommendaticn for “very good source”
for vitamins and minerals. The IOM
Committee stated that a criterion of
more than 20 percent of the reference
value would encompass a sufficient
rumber of items in the food supply to
ensure that the use of the criterion
would encourage consumers to select a
varied diet {Ref. 5).

In evalualing the appropriateness of
the criterion of 20 percent or more of the
RDY or DRV as the basis for the
definition of **high,” FDA used its
Regulatory Food Composition Data Base
to examine the types of foods that
contain nutrients at leveis that meet or
surpass 20 percent of the proposed

reference value (Ref. 36). Sixteen
nutrients with RDIs and one with a DRV
(i.e., potassium) were considered in this
analysis. Other nutrients with RDIs or
DRVs were excluded either because the
agency is not proposing to define “high”
for these nutrients (e.g., fat), or becuuse
the nutrients values in the data base
were absent or insufficient (i.e., missing
values for more than 25 percent of the
feods). For the majority of the 17
nutrients coasidered, at least 10 percent
of the foods in the data base contain 20
percent or more of the RDI or DRV (i.e,,
ke proposed definition for “high”}. For
these nutrients there was at least one
and often more than one food category
that contained a substantial number of
foods containing 20 percent or more of
thhe RDI or DRV.

Those nutrients for which fewer than
10 percent of the foods in the data base
contain 20 percent or more of the RDI or
DRV were calcium, magnesium, copper,
manganese, potassium, pantothenic
acid, and vitamin A. However, even
with these nutrients (with the exception
of potassium), there was a substantial
number of foods in at least one food
category that would qualify for “high”
claim if the proposed definition were
used. Thus, based on this evaluation, the
agency agrees with tle IOM
Committee’s conclusion that this
criterion would permit a sufficient
number of food items to allow
consumers to use the claim in selecting a
varied diet. Therefore, the agency
tentaiively concludes that a criterion of
20 percent or more the RDI or DRV
provides an appropriate basis for upper-
level content claims and can readily be
used by consumers to implement current
dietary guidelines.

While the IOM Committee has
suggested the use of the term “very good
source” for levels above 28 percent of
the label reference value, the agency is
proposing to define this level as “high”
to be consistent with the 1990
amendments. Additionally, while the
IOM Committee suggested a definition
of more than 20 percent of the reference
value, FDA has tentatively concluded
that a definition of 20 percent or more is
more consistent with the agency's
approach of defining the term “low” in
that the definition includes the integer.
The inclusion of the integer makes little
practical difference in terms of the types
and numbers of foods omitied or
included (Ref. 37).

As discussed previously, the agency is
concerned that the use of many
descriptive terms could overburden
consumers and result in consumer
confusion or frustration. The agency
believes, for example, that allowing the
terms “rich” and “high” to describe two

different levels of a beneficial
ingredient, would be confusing and
ruisleading to consumers who could
reasonably be expected to have
difficulty distinguishing “rich™ from
“high.”

While the 1990 amendments specify
that FDA should define the term “high,”
the statute does not preclude the agency
tfrom defining other appropriate terms
for making nutrient content claims to
emphasize the presence of a nutrient.
The agency is concerned that the usc of
enly the term “high” will encourage
persons to focus their attention solely on
foods "high” in nutrients, when, in fact,
a healthy diet can include a range of
foods that are not necessarily “high” in
a particular nutrient. Therefore, to

xpand the number of foods to which
consumers’ attention may be drawn and
from which consumers are encouraged
te select and still be likely to meet
dietary recommendations, FDA is
proposing to define the term “source”
unmodified by an adjective.

FDA believes that it is appropriate
and beneficial to consumers to allow the
use of this term, which characterizes a
niid-range of nutrient content. In
defining the term “source,” FDA intends
to allow food manufacturers and
retailers to make a nutrient content
claim for a food that provides a
significant amount of the nutrient in a
serving of the food but for which the
nutrient level cannot be described as
“high.” FDA believes that this
information will be helpful to consumers
in selecting a healthy and nutritious diet.

The agency is proposing that for a
food to be considered to be a “source”
of a nutrient, the food must contain 10 to
19 percent of the proposed RDI or DRV
per serving. FDA believes that a
criterion of 10 to 19 percent is consistent
with the criterion 11 to 20 percent of the
RDI or DRV suggested by the IOM
Comimittee for the term “good source
of,” a term intended to reflect a mid-
range of nutrient content. The proposed
definition of “source” is also consistent
with the agency’s suggestion that, for the
purposes of grocery store shelf-labeling,
the term “source” could be used when a
serving of the food contains 10 percent
or more of the U.S. RDA of the featured
substance (Ref. 31). Consequently, the
term “source,” used to denote that a
food contains at Jeast 10 percent of the
RDI or DRV of a nutrient, has been
introduced to, and used by, consumers
in grocery-store shelf-labeling and is
likely to be familiar to them.

FDA is not proposing to define the
term “contains,” such as “contains
vitamin C” or “‘contains fiber.” Whiie
the IOM Committee has proposed the



60444

Federal Register / Vol. 56, No. 229 / Wednesday, November

27, 1991 [/ Proposed Rules

use of the term “contains,” this
recommendation was made in the
context of describing, on the nutrition
label, the levels of nutrients in a food in
lieu of use of percentages of the U.S.
RDA. The IOM Commiltee's system of
terminology, therefore, represented a
descriptive scheme that graded the
levels of nutrients from upper fo lowar
levels.

The agency is concerned that
consumers would not be able to
distinguish easily between *sourcs™ and
“contains” when used as nuirient
content claims, and that consumers
would find these terms confusing. More
importantly, the agency believes that for
the purposes of nutrient content claims,
the use of “high” and “source” provides
appropriate opportunitics to call
attention to the positive aspects of the
rutrient content of foods, and that these
terms adequately reflect levels of
nutrients in foods that can be especially
useful to consumers in planning overall
diets. Furthermore, the agency has long
held that levels of nutrients of less than
1D percent of the US RDA could not be
used es content claims because current
nutrition labeling regulations prohibit
claims that a food is a significant source
of a nutrient when the nutrient is
present in the food at a level of less than
10 percent of the US RDA per serving.
FDA is unaware of evidence suggesting
that the policy should be changed and
therefore is not proposing a descriptive
term for nutrient levels of less than 10
percent of the RDI or DRV per serving.

FDA recognizes that limiting defined
descriptors to “high” and “ssurce” for
the purpose of emphasizing the positive
aspects of the presence of a nutrient is a
change from previous agency guidance
which permitted the use of the terms
“gxcellent source,” *good source,” and
“source,” and that Canadian guidelines
also permit a variety of such terms {Ref.
38). The agency, however, has
tentatively concluded that limiting the
number of descriptors will assist
consumer understanding of, as well as

confidence in, nuirient content claims by

providing for consistent, clear, and
imited messages concerning the
presence {or absence) of nutrients in
foods. The agency requests comments
concerning its approach and whether an
additional term describing an upper
level amount of a nutrient {such as “very
high”) is necessary and appropriate.
However, the agency is proposing to
include synonyms for the two defined
terms. FDA is proposing to allow the use
of “rich in” and "a major source of” as
synonyms for “high.” It is also proposing
to allow the terms “good source of” and
“important source of* as syrnonyms for

“source.”” FDA is including thesc
synonyms to provide some flexibility in
the use of these terms.

FDA recegnizes, however, that this
aspect of the proposal may be
controversial. Concerns about the use of
synonyms for terms like “high” and
“source’ have been raised by IOM and
the TUNS Committee {Ref. 10). The IUNS
Commitiee questioned the wisdom of
mare delailed descripters because of the
difficulties for the consumer in ,
understanding a plethora of such terms
{Ref. 10). FDA requests commeats on
this issue and on consumer
understanding of the terms that it has
proposed as synonyms for “high” and
“source.”

o “High” and “source” not defined for
tolal carbokydrate and unsaturated
fatty acids. FDA has tentatively
concluded that definiticns for “high”
and “source” for the nutrients total
cerbohydrate, including complex
carbohydrates, and unsaturated fatly
acids would be misleading. Therefore,
FDA is proposing to exclude these
nutrients from the coverage of these
terms (proposed § 101.54{a)).

In proposing declarations of nutsient
content as part of the nuirition label,
FDA is proposing to define total
carbohydrate as consisting of both
comiplex carbohydrates and sugars.
Availeble consensus reports and-current
dietary recommendations generally
encourage the increased consumption of
complex carbohydrates, while
suggesting thal sugars intake be limited
{Refs. 1, 2, and 3). Therefors, a nutrient
content claim such as “high in
carbohydrate,” or “source of
carbohydrate,” provides misleading
dietary advice. At best, the claim is
ambiguous in that it does not allow for
the distinction between high leveis of
complex carbshydrates and high levels
of sugars.

Furihermore, the agency does not
believe that allowing more specific
claims relative to levels of carbohydrate
in foods, such as “high in complex
carbohydrates,” can be supported based
on recommendations provided in the
major consensus reports {Refs. 2 and 3)
concerning complex carbohydrate and
sugars intake because quantitative
recommendalions for these nuirients are
rot provided. Additicnally, while the
ageacy has lentatively proposed to
require declarations of complex
carbohydrates and sugars content on the
nuirition label in response to the 1990
amendments, the agency has expressed
concern about the appropriateness of
including these nutrients. The inclusion
of compiex carbohydrates and sugars
within the mandatery nutrition label

may be misleading to consumers
because it may suggest that these
nutrients have greater public health
significance than has been established
by existing diet and health studies. In
particular, the identification of a specific
benefit for complex carhohydrates is
confounded by the fact that diets high in
complex carbohydrates are usnally
mixzg diets that contain significant
smounts of cereal grains, fruits, and
ables, which are high in fiber,
vitamins, and minerals and low in fit
(Ref. 2). Thus. the extent to which
complex carbohydrates provide a healih
benefit separate from that provided by
the fiber, vitamins, minerals, and
reduced level of fat is unclear.

Nutrient 2ontent claims concerning
“high™” amounts of ansaturaied fatty
acids in foods are problematic for
severel reasons. Unsaturated fats are
comprised of various mono- and
polysaturated faity acids. Different
tvpes of unsaivrated fatly acids are
known io have differeni effects on
health. Some have been shown to lowear
serum cholesteroi ievels when
substitated for saturated fatty acids
2ef. 3). On the other hand, there is a
rowing body of evidence suggesting
hat irans isomers of nnsaturated fatty
acids may be associated with increases
in gerum cholesters! levels (Ref. 3). The
agency has expressed concern about the
appropriate definition of unsaiurated
fatty acids in its supplementary
proposal on nutrition labeling. FDA is
proposing to provide for voluntary
declarations for the amount of
unszaturated fatty acids in a food, which
would be based on the sum of all
polyunsaturated and monounsaturated
fatty acids (i.e., both ¢is and trons
isomers). If claims for "high”
unsaturated fatty acids were permitted.
trans isomers would be included in the
ievel of unsaturated fatly acids reflected
in such claims. However, ¥FDA has
acknowledgad the controversy
concerning the inclusion of trans
isomers in the definition of unsaturated
faity acids. The agency is specificaliy
asking for comments on the
appropriateness of including these
isomers in the definition for unsaturated
fatty acids, given currentiy available
research and public health geals, in the
supplementary proposal cin mandatory
nutrition labeling. .

Furthermare, high levels of intake of
unsaturated fatty acids, particularly high
polysaturated fatty acid intakes, may
increase risk of certain cancers (Ref. 2}.
The NAS report “Diet and Health:
Implications for Reducing Chronic
Disease Risk” {Ref. 3) recommended
that intakes of polyunsaturated fatty
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acids not 2xeeed 10 peicent of total
calories, and that mld}( be maintained
it the ul"’f‘nt 1.8, level, Lo,

; alely 7 percent of total
salosies. Claims for “high uasaturated
faily avids,” howevern could promole
incrensed intakes of polyunsaturated
futs,

Therefore, FDA has tentatively
ilod not 1o define the claira “high”
iturated faity a(;ids here. FDA

s that such claims are potentiaily
ing because there is som::
eviderce suggesting that certain
components of unsaturated fatly acids
may be associated with the increased
% of certain cencers because current
tery recommendations advise against
vs in &t least one component of
\, 4 fatty acids, and because the
narvent science base has suggested that
benaefits of polynnaaturated fatty
lerive nnt from increased intake
bt rather from their substitution for

suturated fatty acids.

d. Special requirements for fiber
claims for foods not low in fat.
Consistent with section 403(r ‘[")(Aj(\/] of
”Hrz 199G amsendments, FDA is proposing
reguire that unless a food meetv the
aition for “low fat” {i.c., contains 3 g
or iess of fat per serving and per 100 g of
foud), as proposed in § 101.62(b)(2) of
the companion document on claims for
fat, saturated fat, and cholesterol
ventent, the claime “high fiber” or
“source of fiber” shail be a accompanied
by a declaration of the amount of total

fatina serving of the food. Therefore,
FDA is proposing in § 101.54(d) that if a
¢laim is made that a food is high in fiber,
or is a source of fiber, and the food is
not low in total fat as defined in
§ 101.62(b){2), then the label must
disclese Lhe level of total fat per labeled
serving in the referral statement fe.g.,
(‘ontd.rls [X 2] of total fat per serving.
o {nutrition panel) for nutrition
information™).

C. Relative Claims
1. Introduction

Among the terms the agency is
required by the 1990 amendments to
define, unless they are found to be
misleading, are “light” {or "lite”),
“reduced,” and “less’ (section
3(b)(1)(A)ED(ID), (b)(1)(ANi)(IV), and
{BID(AI(V), respectively). Claims
that include these terms ere intended to
irelp guide consumers to foods that may
bre useful in meeting current dietary
recommendations. In addition, these
terms provide a basis for comparing the
fevel of a nutrient in one food to its level
in another food. The agency refers to
these claims as “relative claims” to
distinguish them from the “absolute”

content elalms wsing, for
sxample, “low™ ar “high.” However, the
m “hght” has been used not ouly s a
parative torm o ale that there
is fecs of g mutriznt in this purticular
foed compared o anether food, but i
has alszo beer used to divectly describe «
sharacteristic of the food iisell without
ect cormparisons to another {ood.
The agcuey is also propoesing to define
i tanices under w n:()h the
*and more " may be used.
i(‘g“hif"' with » FERA vonsiders
lewor” and “ruore” to be a subeet of
relative claimg referred io as
“romparative claims.”

Althongh there is a certain zinount of
overlep in the proposed delinitions of
these terms, ine agency is n‘ally delinin
them to creste a continenm for “light”
ns, 1o “reduced,” aud (mdhy to
with decrea smg, rigor in the
requii‘bme‘n!" for use of alm terms. FDA's
tentative view is that such an appreach
will limit consumer confusion with
respect to the meaning of these terms.
However, TDA recognizes that, as an
allernative, the terms could be used
subject to a single set of definitional
requlremems with full disclosure, as
pari of the claim, Cl the reference food,
the pereent the nutrient has been
decreased, and the quandt tive amount

of the nutrient in the labeled food and
the reference food. This alternative
appreach is d ad below in section
.

2. General Requirements

nulrient

less,

discuss

The general requireinents for relative
claims, in cluding comparative claims,
are set forth in proposed § 101.13(j).

a. Reference foods. Relative claims
cumpaie the amount or percentage of a
nutrient in one product to the level of
that nutrient in another foed. The
agency usas the term “reference food™ to
denominate the foed to which the
labeled product is compared. Because a
relative claim may be made with raspect
to a var mty of reference foods, FDA
believes tnat for such a claim to be
complete and not misleading, the claim
must be accompanied by a siatement
that compares the food for which the
claim is made to a specified reference
food. This information is importart
because the amount of a nutrient in a
food product, potato chips for example,
may vary widely. Some brands or
formulations may be relatively low in a
nutrient, such as fut, while others are
relatively high. Consequently, the
declared percentage reduction in a
nutrient ir a food making a claim will
vary depending on the food to which the
comparison is made. Conversely, two
products s’lowing the same percentage
reduction in @ nutrient, 25 percent for

example, may vory considerably in the
;x‘vs‘nlute amount of the reduction,
the produnt tn which cach
s compared.
Thc agency belie hat a fvod
nig a refutive ciaim, but rot the
itity of the reference food. would be
misbranded under seciion 403{a} and
201{n) of the act breause a fact material
to understanding the significance of the
claim would not be revealed.
L:fpimation about the nature of the
smodification of the product, which

ould be essential in judging the
usefulness of the product, would net he
declared. The apency believes,
therefore, that the identity of the fuud
that seives as the basis for the relative
claim must be stated on the label.

T ensure that the comparisons made
are ay proprwdh, FDA is propozing
c;'il(md ior selecting reference foods.
¥DA first developad these criteria in
response to comments on its proposal o
cholesterol content claims (51 FR 42584,
November 25, 1986). These criteria were
discussed in the subsequent teniative
final rule {55 FR 26453, Tuly 19, 1390). In
that decuraent, the agency tentatively
concluded that appropriate reference

points for “reduced” and comparative
c!dlms would be: (1) An industry wide
no, (2) the mannfaciurer’s regular
psod uct. or {3) a similar proﬂnct or flus"c.
of producis as found in a currert valid
tomposite data base.

Although FDA is proposing to retain
these general points of comparison, the
agency considers it necessary to alter
the application of these references to
accommodate the expanded scope of the
descriptors found in this document.

The agency is now propecsing an
industry-wide norm as a reference ‘puini
for all relative claims in § 101130131}
An industry-wide norm takes inio
account all feods in a particular product
class. Consequently, it provides the
broadest base and the least opportunity
for abuge of any of the reference foods.
As defined in the cholestarol tentative
final rule, an “industrywide norm” is an
average value that is determined by
calculatipg the weighted average of the
nutrient in question on a unit or tonnags
basis according to the national market
share of all foods of the type for which
the claim is being made. This concept
utilizes national market share
information that is readily available to
both industry and gov ernment. The

agency believes that by calculating the
industry-wide norm on a unit or weight
basis rather than on the basis of dollar
sales, the price variability between
various brands of similar products
{generic or store brand versus natienal

i pendmg B
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brands, for example) will not affect the
result.

As an example of the calenlation for
“industry-wide norm,” if brand A has a
market share of 75 percent and contains
100 mg of cholesterel per 10-ounce (o7)
serving, and brand 13 has a market share
of 25 pereent and contains 200 mg of
cholestero! per 10-0z scrving, then the
industry-wide norm is 125 mg of
cholesterol per 10-0z serving.

FDA is proposing in § 101.13{j)(1)(ii)
that reduced and comparative claima
may also be made using “‘a
manufacturer’s regular product.” In the
cholesterol tentative final rule, FDA
defined this focd as a food actually
offered for sale io the public on a regular
basis for a substantiai period of time in
the same geographical area, by the same
business entity or by one entitled to use
its trade name. This criterion will
prevent misleading comparisons by
precluding a manufacturer from
specially formulating a product that is
particularly high in & nutrient for limited
distribuiion, for the sole purpose of
providing a favorable basis of
comparison for another product. A
manufacturer's regular product provides
a reference to a known specific food and
consequently provides a meaningful
basis for “reduced” and comparative
claims which compare one product
directly to another.

Finally, FDA is proposing in
§ 101.13(j)(1)(iii), for comparative claims
only, that a food may also be compared
to a similar product or class of products
whose compositions are published in a
current, valid composite data base, such
as the revised sections of USDA's
Agriculture Handbook No. 8:
*Composition of Foods, Raw, Processed,
Prepared” (Ref. 39}. By including valid
dala bases as a basis of comparison, the
agency would permit comparative
staiements based on comparisons of
foods within a product class. A product
class would include foods for similar
dietary uses, i.e., foods that are used
interchangeably and have similar
product characteristics. For example,
this reference point would allow a
potato-based snack food to make
comparisons with potato chips or with
corn chips and a waffle to be compared
with a pancake or french toast. This
approach would also allow certain new
types of products that have a nutritional
advantage over existing foods to make a
comparative statement. Such a
comparative statement might read, for
example, “potato puffs, contains 25
percent less fat than potato chips.”
Because a valid data base, such as
USDA'’s Agriculture Handbook No. 8,
(Ref. 39) includes a wide variety of foods

within a product category, the agency
believes that this reference is
inappropriate for “reduced” or “light”
claims.

b. Need for information to accompany
claim. The agency believes that even
though terms used in relative claims will
be defined by regulation, the claims may
be misleading uniess thay are
accompanied by certain material facts
that are necessary if consumers are to
understand the change that has been
made in the food. The agency considers
that in the presence of a relative claim:
(1) The percent of change in the nutrient
level, and (2) thie amounts of the nutrient
in the labeled food and the reference
food are material fucts under sections
403(a) and 201(n) of the act.

As will be discussed in detail later,
the agency is proposing to permit
relative claims on foods based on
nutrient differences of 25 percent and
above for diminished levels of a nutrient
and 10 percent or more of the DRV or
RDI for increased levels of a nutrient.
Consequently, information about the
percent difference in the level of the
nutrient between the food and the
reference food is necessary for the
consumer to evaluate the claim.

Even if a product declares the percent
reduction in a particular nuirient
compared to the reference food {or the
percent more of the DRV or RDI
compared to the reference food for
“more” claims), the amount of that
nutrient in the product relative to the
reference food is also necessary
information. Information on the amount
of nutrient present is necessary for
consumers because it provides an
additional basis on which they can
evaluate the significance of the change,
and because it helps them in composing
a diet to meet nuiritional requirements.

FDA is proposing that siaiements
about the relative amount of a nutrient
in the labeled focd compared to the
reference food state the amount of the
nutrient in each food, i.e., "“This
cheesecake centains 150 calories per
serving compared to 200 calories per
serving of our regular brand.”

As discussed in section IL.C. of this
document on referral statements, the
agency believes that required
accompanying information should be in
type size no less than one-half the size
of the claim. Therefore, consistent with
current regulations and proposed
requirements for referral statements, the
agency is proposing that the required
information acconipanying a claim
about the relative amount of a nutrient
be in type no less than one-half the size
of the type of the claim but in no case
less than one-sixteenth of an inch. One

sixteenth of an inch, as discussed above,
is the minimum size normally permitted
(per § 101.2(c)) for information required
on the principal display, or information
panel of food labeling.

The agency recognizes that the
information that it is proposing to
require accompany a relative claim is
considerable, but it considers this
information necessary to ensure that the
claim is not misleading. On the other
hand, FDA also recognizes that a
requirement that this information be
included each time a relative claim is
made would overburden the lahel to the
point that the usability of the required
information could be diminished.
Therefore, the agency believes that the
quantitative information required to
accompany the claim should be required
with only the most prominent
declaration of the claim on the focd.

Accordingly, based on the foregoing
discussion, the agency is proposing in
§ 101.13(j)(2) that for foods bearing
relative claims, the label must bear
immediately adjacent to a relative claim
in the most proninent location on the
label, and in type no less than one-half
the size of the type in the claim but in no
case less than one-sixteenth of an inch,
the following information: (1) The
identity of the reference food, {2) the
percentage by which the amount of the
nutrient in the food differs from the
amount in the reference food, and (3)
quantitative information comparing the
amount of the subject nutrient in the

" food per labeled serving with that in the

reference food (§ 101.13(j)(2)(i)).

The agency is also proposing that the
determination of which use of the claim
is in the most prominent location will be
made based on the following factors,
considered in order: (1) A claim on the
principal display panel adjacent to the
statement of identily, (2) a claim
elsewhere on the principal display
panel, (3) a claim on the informaticn
panel, or (4) a claim elsewhere on the
label or labeling (proposed
§ 101.13(j)(2)(ii)). These factors are
based on the fact that the statement ot
identity is the most critical information
on the package, and that the principal
display panel, followed by the
information panel, are the most
important label panels. In addition.
these requirements are reiterated in the
appropriate paragraphs for relative
claims for the individual nutrients e.g..
in § 101.54(e)(1)(iii) for “more” claims,
§ 101.56(b)(3) for “light” claims,

§ 101.60(b)(4)(ii) and (b)(5){ii) for calorie
claims, and § 101.61(b)(6)(ii) and
(b)(7)(ii) for sodium claims.

c. Absolute difference in nutrient

levels for relative claims with
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to be different than that necessary for
nutrients that are found in only some or
a few food categories. If the dietary
reduction of 4 nutrient can be spread out
over all or most food categories, smaller
reductions on a food-by-food basis
would be needed to achieve a
substantial dietary impact than would
be needed if the nutrient is present in
only some food categories.

A second important consideration in
defining “reduced” is the need to
provide a consistent definition for this
term for all nutrients, so that consumer
education efforts can be more easily
implemented. Comments have suggested
that consumers will more readily recall
the meaning of the term “reduced” if it is
limited to one level of reduction, such as
one-third or one-half. The agency agrees
that consistency in definition is
desirable.

Therefore, in developing the general
criteria for the use of the term
“reduced,” the agency considered the
level of reduction that would result in a
substantial reduction in the nutrient
content of foods as well as the need for
consistency of terms. In addition, FDA
considered two other factors. In
response to comments, FDA considered
the technological feasibility of reducing
levels of nutrients in foods. Finally, in
developing these definitions, the agency
reviewed the quantitative differences
between current levels of intake for
these nutrients and recommended levels
of intake.

FDA is proposing to define the term
“reduced” as a difference of 50 percent
for all specified nutrients except
calories. The agency has tentatively
decided that there are no compelling
reasons to change the current definition
for “reduced calorie” of a 33.3 percent
reduction in calories (§ 105.66(d)(1)(i)).
For the other four nutrients, reductions
of 50 percent are feasible, even in the
case of total fat. Current technology has
demonstrated that for many {oods,
including dairy products, a reduction in
total fat of 50 percent or more is
achievable (Ref. 4G).

In addition to a percentage reduction,
FDA is proposing to include an absolute
reduction criterion in the definitions for
“reduced” for particular nutrients. To
bear a “reduced” claim, the food must
contain a level of the nutrient that is
reduced from that in the reference food
by an amount that exceeds the per
serving criterion for “low” for that
nutrient. FDA explained the basis for its
reliance on that criterion in section
III.C.2.c. of this document, above.

c. Reference foods for “reduced”
claims. As discussed above (section
III.C.2.a. of this document), FDA is
proposing in § 101.13(j)(1) two reference

points against which a food can be
compared to develop a “reduced” claim
that is not false or misleading: {1} An
industry-wide norm and (2) a
manufacturer’s regular product.

The agency believes that these
reference points are appropriate for
“reduced” claims because they reflect
points of comparison that are accurately
and consistently quantifiable and that
thus can provide a meaningful basis cf
comparison. An industry wide norm
represents a reference point calculated
on the basis of all foods of the particular
type for which the claim is being made.
Likewise, the manufacturer's regular
brand, which has been available for sale
to the public on a regular basis for a
substantial period of time and in the
same geographic area by the same
business entity or one entitled to use its

rade name, provides the consumer with
& valued reference point to which they
should be familiar, i

The agency, however, does not
consider the third reference point, i.e., a
similar product or class of similar
products in a current valid composite
data base, to be an appiopriate point of
reference for comparing “reduced”
foods. Such a reference point reflects a
much wider variety of products than the
other two. The agency believes that
“reduced” comparisons should be made
to a product or type of product that is
most like the product bearing the claim.
For example, if a product is labeled as
“reduced fat imitation bacon bits,” it is
claiming that it contains reduced fat
when compared to other imitation bacon
bits. If such a claim could be made on
the basis of a data base of products
similar to imitation bacon bits, the data
base would likely include a range of
products, including bacon. The imitation
bacon bits could have reduced fat when
compared to the data base but not
recessarily any less fat than other
imitation bacon bit products. In such
circumstances, the claim would clearly
be misleading. Thus, FDA believes that
comparison to a data base of similar
products is not an appropriate basis for
a “reduced” claim.

Moreover, particularly as a data base
ages, the values in the base may no
longer represent the nutrient
composition of foods that are on the
market. If, for example, all
manufacturers have lowered the amount
of fat in their products, it would not be
appropriate for an individual
manufacturer to make a “reduced” claim
against the higher value represented by
the older average vaiue. By requiring
that the comparison be made against an
“industry-wide norm"” or the
manufacturer’s regular product. the

agency believes that this probilem is
minimized.

d. Specific definitions—i. Reduced
sodium. FDA is proposing to define
“reduced sodium” in § 101.61(b)(6}(i} as
a reduction of at least 50 percent and a
minimum reduction of more than 140 mg
per serving. This definition is different
than the current FDA regulation (21 CFR
101.13(a)(4)), which provides that for a
food to be labeled “reduced sodium,™ its
level of sodium must be reduced by 75
percent. No weight based criterien is
specified in the current regulation.

In its 1984 rule on sodium descriptors
(49 FR 15510), FDA stated that it
intended the “reduced scdium”
descriptor to be reserved for those
products in which there has been a very
substantial reduction in the level of
sodium, and that the feasibility of a 75
percent reduction in sodium had been
demonstrated for a few products such as
cheese and soups. The agency stated
that it did not consider a 75 percent
reduction to be too severe, unrealistic,
or technologically infeasible.

Few data are available to determine
the extent to which foods have been
reformulated to meet the current
criterion for “reduced sodium.” A
review of data in FDA's 1988 Food
Labeling and Packaging Survey (FLAPS)
data base revealed that of the 1,265
foods in the data base, none had
“reduced sodium” in their brand name
or elsewhere on the label (Ref. 41).
Information from a market survey for
the period of January to June 1982 (Ref.
42) reveals that about two dozen
products from over 222,000 products
were recorded as having “reduced
sodium” or “reduced salt” in their brand
name.

While the results of those surveys
may suggest that the current criterion
may be too difficult to meet, a firm
conclusion cannot be drawn because
these surveys are selective and not
comprehensive. However, the agency
recognizes that a 75 percent reduction in
sodium may be too difficult to achieve to
provide incentive to the food industry to
develop and promote reduced sodium
foods. The agency therefore believes
that some reduction in this criterion
would be appropriate.

One reason to consider a 50 percent
reduction as a more appropriate
criterion for “reduced sodium" is the
desirability of harmonizing the criteria
used to define the term “reduced”
among the various nutrients. As
discussed above, consistency of
definition will facilitate education
efforts and potentially decrease the
level of confusion concerning the overall
use of the term. In the companien
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document concerning fat. saturated fat,
and cholesterol descriptors, FDA is
proposing a 50 percent reduction as the
definition for “reduced fat,” “reduced
saturated fat,” and “reduced
cholesterol.”

Furthermore, evidence from FDA's
Regulatory Food Composition Data Base
{Raf. 35) suggests that while sodium is
not ubiquitous in the fosd supply, it is
present in many foods. #s a result, there
are a large number of potential
candidates for a “reduced sodium”
claim. While a 50 percest raduction is
obviously smaller than a 75 percent
reduction, if more manufucturers make
reduced sodium foods as a result of this
decrease in the criterion. tie 50 percent
reduction criterion may uitimately be as
effective, or more eifective, in Jowering
sodium intake than wouid be a 75
percent reducticn in fewer foods.

Additionally, the agency kas
estimated that a general reduction of 50
percent in sodium intake is needed to
meet current dietary recommendations
{Ref. 43). While such an estimate cannot
form the basis fur defining precisely the
necessary level of reduction of a
nuirient needed, in the case of sodium it
supports that a 50 percent reduction in
individual foods is not inconsistent with
current public health goals in that the
proposed level of reduction in foods
cerresponds to the apparent need for
reduction in the general diet.

FDA is therefore proposing in
§ 101.61(b}(6) to amend the current
regulation for reduced sodium foods
{§ 101.13{a}{4)) by establishing 50
percent for “reduced sodium” as a
minimum reduction. The agency
specifically asks for comments
concerning this proposed criterion, its
public health impact, and nutriticnal
significance, as well as the extent to
which the benefits of consistency among
definitions and increased availability of
sodium reduced foods should be
considered.

The agency is also proposing in
§ 101.61{b}(6) to limit the use of the term
“reduced sodium” to those foods for
which the total reduction in sodium
levels exceeds 140 mg per serving. As
discussed above, this second criterion
will prevent “reduced sodium” claims
on foods that have undergone
inconsequential reductions in sodium
levels,

ii. Reduced calorie. FDA is proposing
in § 101.60(b}(4}(i) to define the term
“reduced calorie” as a level of reduction
of at least 33% percent and a minimum
reduction of 40 calories per serving. This
proposed definition is consistent with
current agency regulations concerning
the use of this term (§ 105.66(d}) but
differs from the other current proposed

levels of reduction for sodium, total fat,
saturated fat, and cholesterol, all of
which are proposed o be defined as a
reduction of at least a 50 percent for the
designated nutrient.

FDA first defined the term “reduced
calorie™ in 1978 (43 FR 43248). At that
time, concerns about the term centered
on ensuring that it applied tc foeds that
have special value for reducing or
maintaining body weight or caloric
intake. The agency had tentatively
defined “reduced calorie” as one that
had at least a one-third reduction in
calcries (42 FR 37166). Comments
received by the agency generally
suggested that a lower number, such as
a 25 percent reduction, be used.
However, the agency adopted the 33%
percent reduction because it is feasible
for many foods to achieve such a
reduction, and because the agency felt
that consumers expect a substantial
reduction when “reduced” is used. FDA
acknowledged that not all foods could
be caicrically altered but stated that it
was important to have a reasonably
large reduction in those that can be
altered and that are offered for sale
primarily on the basis of their caloric
reduction.

Comments received by FDA in
response to the 1889 ANPRM and public
hearings generally supported the use of
the term “reduced calorie.” No
comments expressed concern that the
current level used to define this term
was inappropriate. One comment,
however, suggested that all terms for
“reduced” should be defined as a 25
percent rediiction, and one cominent
suggested that the lavel of reduction for
all relevant nutrients should be one-
third.

In arriving at a definition for “reduced
calorie,” FDA considered that the
ubiquity of calories across all food
categories suggested that the reduction
in calories in each food necessary to
achieve an overall reduction of public
health significance could be less than
that necessary for nutrients such as
cholestercl or fat. Additicnally, the
agency considered the public health
recommendations reiative to weight
contrel, which stress the desirability of
only mcderate reductions in calories
coupied with an increase in exercise or
energy (calorie) expenditure {Refs. 2 and

3).

Diets with a moderate reduction in
calories are the most advisable for
general use because they present less
risk that the intake of essential nutrients
will be inadequate when the caloric
intake is conirolled. A one-third
reduction critericn allows a greater
variety of nutritious foods to bear claims
of usefulness in reducing or maintaining

caloric intake or bedy we:gat, and
variety is important in m: nilaining the
motivation to adhere to a .lorie control
program. Finally, the age::ov considered
that the current definition ¥ "reduced
calorie” has been used {or
considerable time withou! apparent
difficulty for manufacturers or
consumers.

For these reasons, the agency
continues to believe that the percentage
reduction specified in its current
definition of “reduced calorie” in 21 CFR
105.66(d) is appropriate and that there is
no compelling reason to change this
criterion. Thus, FDA is proposing to
recadify this provision as § 101.60{b)(4).
Additionally, as discussed above in
secticn I{I.C.2.c. of this document, the
agency is also proposing that
declarations concerning reductions in
calories be limited to these foods in
which there has been a reducticn of
more than 40 calories per serving.

4. “Light” or “Lite”

a. Reduced calorie/reduced fat
piroducts. The 1980 amendments, in
section 3(b)(1)(A)(iii)(IlI}, instruct the
agency to define the term “light” or
“lite.” (For purposes of this notice, the
term “light” will be used to mean either
“light” or “lite.”)

The term *light,” as it has been used
for a number of years, connotes a wide
variety of meanings such as low or
reduced calorie; reduced in fat, sugar, or
sodium; light in weight, texture, or color;
and thin or less viscous. However,
surveys {Refs. 44 and 45} conducted in
1982 and early 1990 found that
consumers (70 percent in 1982 and 69
percent in 1950) believe that the term
“light”’ means that the czicric level has
been altered in some manner. The
similarities in the consumer responses in
these two surveys demonstirate
considerable stability in consumer
perception of the term “light.” even
though the extent and variety of uses of
this term in food labelisig have increased
many-fold since 1982.

In addition to being & ixtive claim
that compares a food to ansther food,
the term “light” has been used to
directly describe the food it=etf. Without
specifying a reference food. ihe term
“light” has been used to imply that the
food bearing the term is somehow better
nutritionally than other similar but
unspecified foods not bearing the term.
in this way it has been us=d more like
the absolute claim “low.”

The legislative history reflects this use
of “light.” It states that “an example of
an implied claim * * * would be the
statement “lite,” which implies that the
product is low in some rutrient
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(typically calories or fat), but durs vt
say o expressly.” (H. Rept. 101338,
supra. 18.) When “light” has been wsed
as an impiied claim, the consumer has
generally not been given any explicit
product-te-product comparisens {o
support the claim. The use of “light”
without such comparisons resulis f a
direct statement about the food,
suggesting that the fond iiself wis
eomehow more healthful.

Thes. il is not gurprising that "lighi”
appears to have great! appeal to
consumers. In a 1960 Gallup Poll (Ref.
45) many conswness said that they
consume “light” products. Sixty-five
percent said they consume “light”
cheese, yogurt, and sour cream. and 44
percent said they consume “light” ica
cream and frozen desserts. Because a
majority of consumers associate “light”
with & reduction in calories even though
there are other meanings for the term,
the potential for misuse of the term is
created. For example, the use of the term
“light” on a food oil may lead consumers
to believe that the product has been
reduced in calories or fat, when the term
is actually being applied te the food ta
refer to its color.

Because the term “light” appears to be
meaningful to a majority of consumers,
and because of the potential for misuse
of the term, the agency believes that use
of the term must be limited to foods that,
compared to other products in their
class, contribute substantially to the
reduction of calories and fat in the diet.
Although FDA currently has no
regulations governing the use of “light,”
the agency believes that its definition
should be based primarily cn
consumers’ percepticn that the word
“light” means “reduced” in calories. As
discussed above, the agency is
proposing to retain the definition of
“reducad calorie,” currently in § 105.66
{¥ reduction in the number of calories
compared to a reference food) in
proposed § 101.60{b}{4)(i). Therefore, the
agency is proposing in § 101.56(b){1} that
the terms “light” or “lite” may be used
without further qualificaticn to describe
a food provided that the food has been
specifically formulated or processed 1o
reduce its calorie content by 33%
percent or more from the reference food
that it resembles and for which it
substitutes.

Recently, however, FDA has ziso
allowed the term “light” to be included
as part of the name of dairy preducts
that are altered 1o have, in addition to
one-third fewer calories, at least 50
percent less fat, but to otherwise
possess the same nutritional proparties,
as the food for which they substitute.
The agency has issued a pumber of

temporary marketing permits allowing
manufactorers to test market modified
standardized feods on this basis (e.g.
“lite sour cream”—5&5 FR 12736, April &,
1940, “light ice cream”—55 FR 3772,
February 5. 1960 and “light egg nog”—33
FR 46938, November 8, 1990.)

Pecause manufacturers of high fat
products, such as sour cream and egg
nog. have petitioned FGA 1o use the
term “light” to describe the aitered
versions of their products. and because
other normally high fat products, such as
cheese foods, are currently using the
term “light,” the agency believes that it
is necessary to establish criteria for use
of the word “light” on altered produsis
thai substitute for foods that normally
contain relatively high amounts of fat.

The agency believes, however, that if
would be misleading to permit the term
“light” to be used on @ product that
rormally contuins relatively high lavels
of fat and in which the fat has been
raduced biit neot the calories. As the
research discussed above shows,
consumers expect a “light” preduct to
primarily be reduced in calories,
Therefors, FDA is proposing that for a
fcod in which fat contribules 50 percent
or more of the calories to bear the term
“light,” it must be reduced both in
calories and in fat by the percentage of
nutrients that would allow the food, for
both calories and for fat, to bear the
term “reduced” (i.e., 33%2 and 50 percent
respectively). The agency selected 59
percent of calories from fat as the point
at which the fat content cortributes so
significantly to the calorie level in the
food (i.e.. half) that the fat level must be
reduced along with the calorie level to
justify a “light” claim.

Consequently, the agency is propusing
in § 101.56(b)(2) that a food that derives
more that 50 percent of its calories [rom
fat may use the term “lighi” or “lite”
provided that, in addition to the caloric
content being reduced by 33% percent,
its fat content is reduced by 50 percent
or more compared to the reference food
that it resembles or for which it
substitutes.

It has been suggested as an
alternative, rather than to prohibit a
“light” claim on a product containing
more than half of its calories from fai
that has not been reduced alse by 50
percent in fat, that such product should
bear some type of statement informing
the consumer that the product was not
reduced in fat. Such a statement might
be “Contains X percent fat,” or
“Contains X percent calories from fat.”
Would it be misleading to call such a
product “light” without the defined fat
reduction? The agency requests
comments about this approach and

ahout what statement might be required.
Fer tha clain to not be misleading, such
sure statement would need to he
¥ itely adjacent to

ime it is mads.

a discio
prominent and
the clat

Asg with “reduced” foods, so as not
w nutrient content claims for
s ir foods that are
~niial the agency believes
inimum reducticn in calovies
and, where appropriate, fat should be
required to justify an ungualified “light”
claim. Consigient with the proposad
requirementis for “reduced calorie
“reduced f2t” claims, the agency
helieves that these minimum reductions
should be more than 49 calorics and 3 ¢
£ fat. The agency is proposing thig

i wduction in § 101538 ()1} und

tor

I

vith "reduced” foods, the
ageney corsidered what types of
products would be appropriate as
reference faods for “light” claims.
Because a "light” claim is really two
“reduced” claims. it would seem
possible to make “light” claims on the
biasis of the same reference foods as
“reduced” claims. However, FDA's
experience with foods presently on the
market that bear “light” claims has led it
to tentaiively conclude that for “light”
claims, comparisons to a single fosd in
the preduct class (i.e., the
manufacturer's own brand) may be
misleading. This is particularly the case
if the reference food differs significantly
from the norm for the product class and
contains the nutrient at a level that is at
the high end of the range for the product
class.

An example ¢f a food with respect to
which a comparison with a
manufacturer's own brand could be
misleading is chocolate chip cookies. An
informa! label survey (Ref. 58) revealed
a wide variety of fat and calorie levels
on a per serving basis for an equally
wide variety of chocolate chip cookies.
In fact, using the criteria from the
serving size proposal published
eleewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register. even two choeolate chip
cookies from the same manufacturer
were found to differ widely in their fat
and calorie content. A serving of one
variety of chacolate chip coskies (two
Y% ounce cookies) contained 100 calories
and 4 g of fat, while the same size
serving of another variety containcd 184
caleries and 10 g of fat. Clearly
comparison with either cookie couldd
result in vastly different claims.
Consequently, the agency helieves that
the manufacturer's own brand may be
misleading as a reference food for
“light” products. and the agency is no




Federal Register / Vol. 56, No. 220 / Wednesdav, November 27, 1991 / Proposed Rules

60453

proposing the manufacturer's own brand
as an appropriale refercnce food.

Therefore, because of the potential for
abuse of this term, FDA is proposing
that the reference food for “light” claims
be only an industry wide norm as
defined in § 101.13(j)(1){1). The agency.
however, solicits comments on this
fssue.

b. "Ligh!” sodium products. Some
product labels have used the term
“light” to describe the sait or scdivm
content of the food. Because this use of
the term results in “light” being used on
foods that have not been reduced in
calories, the agency considers that this
use could be misleading. Therefore, FDA
believes that the term “light” shouid not
be used on products solely in reference
to their sodium content. Accordingiy, the
agency is proposing in § 101.56{c) that a
product other than a salt substitute that
is low, reduced, or otherwise altered in
sodium content cannot use the term
“light” solely because of this alteration
but rather must use, as appropriate, the
terms “reduced sodium” or “low
sodium.”

Although the agency is proposing that
the primary basis for the definition of
"light” should be a reduction in calories,
and that all other unqualified uses of the
term are not permitted, the agency
believes that the definition for “light” as
used with salt substitutes can be viewed
differently. Salt substitutes are offered
for sale as products that contain
virtually no calories. Because a salt
substitute clearly contains no calories, a
“light” claim would not imply that such
a product has been reduced in calories
and would not be misleading. In
addition, salt substitutes that use the
term “light” have been on the market for
a number of years, and consumers have
become familiar with, and understand,
the concept of “light” salt as being
reduced in sodium. Therefore, the
agency is proposing to permit “light” to
be used on salt substitutes that contain
at least 50 percent less sodium than
table salt. This proposed use of the term
is consistent with the approach used for
defining “reduced sodivm.” Accordingly,
the agency propcses in § 101.56{d) that
the term “light” may be used to describe
a salt substitute if the sedium content ef
the product has been reduced by at least
59 percent compared to table salt.

However, because these salt
substitutes may contain significant
amounts of sodium, the resulting product
may not meet the definition for a low
sodium food. The agency therefore
invites comments on the use of “light”
for these products.

c. Other uses of the word “light.” As
stated previously, the use of the word
light” on food labels generally means

reduced calories. However, in some
cases it has been used to convey other
meanings. The agency belicves that the
unqualified use of the term may mislead
consumers into believing that a food is
reduced in calories when this term is
actually used to refer to properties of the
food other than caleries. Consequently,
the agency believes that unqualified use
of the term “light" when not referring to
calories {or sodium in the limited
circumstances discussed ahove} should
be prohibited.

If the term is meant by the
manufacturer to refer to an organoleptic
or other quality, such as texture, color,
flavor, weight, or density, all of which
may be a logical basis for the use of the
term “light,” FDA believes that that fact
must be clearly and plainly conveyed on
the label. For example, the label may
state “light in color,” “light in texture,”
or use other terms that clearly convey
the nature of the product. In addition, so
as not to give undue prominence to the
term “light” in relation to the term it
modifies, FDA is proposing that this
qualifying information be in the same
type size, style, color, and prominence
as, and in immediate proximity to, the
word “light.”

Therefore, the agency is proposing in
§ 101.56(e) that the term “light” may not
be used to refer to a food that is not
reduced In calories by % and, if
applicable, in fat by 50 percent, unless:
{1) It describes some physical or
organoleptic attribute of the food, such
as color or texture, and the qualifying
information {e.g., light in color, light in
texture), so stated, clearly conveys the
nature of the product, and (2) the
qualifying information is in the same
type size, style, color and prominence as
the word “light” and in immediate
proximity thereto.

The agency recognizes that there are
some long standing uses of the term
*light” to characterize the particular
nature of the product or distinguish it
from a similar product with slightly
different attributes. Examples of such
products are light corn syrup as opposed
to dark corn syrup, light brown sugar as
opposad to dark brown sugar, and light
molasses as opposed to dark molasses.
Such light products are generally
recognized to be both lighter in celor
and in flavor {i.e., less intense or more
delicate) than their darker counterpart.
The agency considers that the long
standing use of the term “light” on these
few products, whose special *light”
characteristics are commonly
understood, is sufficient reason to
permit their continued use.

Therefore, FDA is proposing in
§ 101.56{f) that in those rare cases where
the word “light” has come. through

coemmon use, to be part of the statement
of identity. the agency will not require
that staternents of identity for such
products be further characterized. If this
provision is adopted, light brown sugar
will not be required to be labeled “light
color brown sugar” or otherwise meet
the requirements for nutrient content
claims. The agency is proposing in

§ 101.52(f) that if a manufacturer can
demonstrate that the word “light” has
been associated, through common uss,
with a particular food (e.g., “light brown
sugar,” “light corn syrup,” or “light
molasses)” to the point where it has
become part of the statement of identity
such use of the term "light” will nct be
considered 2 nutrient content claim
subject to the requirement as specified
in part 101,

FDA specifically asks for comments
as to whether the approach to the term
“light” outlined in this document is
adequate to eliminate the misuse of this
term.

5. Comparative Claims

a. Less or fewer. The agency
recognizes that there are some foods
that can achieve meaningful reductions
in the level of certain nutrients but for
which reductions of ¥ of calories or 50
percent or greater for nutrients ar: not
feasible. While these foods cannot pear
a “reduced” claim, the agency believes
that such foods should be permitted to
be labeled with comparative statements
using the term “less” or, because it is
grammatically correct, “fewer” in the
case of calories, that specify the extent
to which the nutrient has been reduced.
For example, the label of a pound cake
could bear the statement, “25 percent
fewer calories than our regular pound
cake—this pound cake contains 150
calories compared to 200 calories per
serving in our regular brand.” The
agency believes that the use of
comparative claims provides
manufacturers with an incentive to
lower the nutrient content of a food
even though it may not be
technologically possible to achieve
nutrient levels that are sufficiently low
to allow the product to be labeled as
“reduced.”

To ensure, however, that the
reductions are nutritionally meaningful,
and that consumers are not misled by
claims for reductions that are
inconsequential, the agency believes
that a comparative statement should be
permitted on the label or in labeling of a
food only if the food has been
formulated or processed so that it
contains a decrease in the level of the
nutrient that is 25 percent or more
compared to the reference food. This



60452 Federal Registes / Vel

a6, Mo, 228

! Wednasday, November

27, 1991 / Proposed Rules

1uquirs>1‘<>nt is consiztent wiiks
d"ency s current policy for comparative
claims for sodium (49 FR 15321, Aprii 18,
1984} and the tentative linal regalation
far cholesterol (55 FR 26456).

The pr op0>ed 25 percent reduciiun

equirement is based on agency findings
in those notices that products in which
there has been & 25 percent or grenter
reduction in the amount of & rutrient
wili serve a useful role in the diet of
those individuals who are attempiing 1o
limit their consumption of tha! nutrient
In addition, the agency made the finding
in the 1984 sodium notice tha! because
of variations in nutrient content within a
feod or class of foad, any less ¢f a
reduction, such as the 10 pe:nont tha!
was originally proposed for sodium,
would not always assure that the
altered product contained less of the
nutrient than the regular product.
improvements in food technology or
other factors may make it practicable
for manufacturers to measure reductions
in nutrient content of less than 25
percent. The agency solicits comments,
including data, on whether 25 percent is
necessary as a minimum reduction
requirement for all foods, or whether a
lower level is possible. However, FDA
acknowledges that permitting
comparative claims for foods with a
percentage reduction of iess thar 25
percent may serve to facilitate
consumers’ efforis to improve these
diets if such claims are reliable, and the
absolute reduction referred to by the
comparative claim is nutritionally
significant. This alternative will also be
discussed in the supplemental NPRM
referenced in section IV above.

Currently, Canadian guidelines and
regulations provide for comparisons
when differences are at lzast 25 percent
(Ref. 38). This criterion is also consistent
with USDA guidelines that permit
comparative fat claims for meat and
poultry products when fat is reduiced by
25 percent or more (Ref. 46).

In addition, so that the reductions are
nutritionally censequential, as with
“reduced,” the agency is propesing ihat
the minimum reduction for comparativ
claims be mere than the value of “low”
for that nutrient. A;t}*m’gn the reduction
in the amount of a nuiricnit is less for a
coinparative claim than for a “reduced”
claim, it is stili important that the
reduction be of nutritional conseguencs.
There is no hasis to find that a decrease
in the level of a nutrient smaller than the
amount necessary to justify & “low”
claim would be consequential.
Therefcre, FDA is proposing to require
the same minimum quantiiative
decrease in a nutrient for a “iess” claim
at for a “redvced” claim.

i. Sud’um. In the preaimble to the {i,mi
rule on sodiwm descriptors (46 ¥R 15

4l 15521), the agency stated that s
minimum sodzum reduction of 25 percest
was necessary for a product to make &
comparative statement about sodium.
This guidance was not codified in the
regulation, but it did serve as the basis,
as discussad above, for sodium claims
using the term “less.” The agency sees
no reason why the requirements for use
of the term “less” in describing the leved
uf sodium in a produst should be any

Jifferent than those preposed for the
other nutrients. The proposed definition
for “reduced sedium™ is in accord with
the definitions for “reduced” for all
other nutrients except culories.
Moreover, such an approach is in line
with the agency's gea‘_ of making the
definitions for the various terms as
consistent as possible to help prevent
consumer confusicn.

As discussed above, the agency is
also preposing that the minimum
amount by which a nutrient must be
reduced for a foed to bear the term
“less” should be more than the value of
“low"” sodium, i.e., 14C mg per serving.

Therefore, the agency in proposing in
§ 101.61(b)(7) that a comparative claim
using the term “less” may be used to
describe the sodium content of a food
provided that: (1) the food has been
formulated or processed to reduce its
sodium content by 25 percent or more
with a minimum reduction of more than
140 mg per serving from the reference
food that it resembles and for which it
substitutes as specified in
§ 101.13(j)(1)(), (1}(1)(i1), or (})(1)(iii): and
{2) the food meets the requirements of
§ 101.13(j)(2).

ii. Calories. The agency believes that
comparative statements should be
permitted when the level of calories in a
food is reduced by 25 percent conpared
to a reference food, even though lhere is
only an 8 percentage point difference
between the levels at which a “reduced
calorie” claim and a comparative
statemen! may be made. Permitting
ccmparative claims will aliow claims to
ba made about the decrease in calorie
levels in foods that cannot meet the

“reduced” criterion becanse of
{echnological or oihier reasons. The
agency believes that it is important to
provide for comparative labeling for
these foods because of the nutritionc!
benefit that such fuods can contribute to
the diet. If a person who geuerally
consumed a diet containing a normal
amount of calories, i.e., 2,350, were to
consume a diet conms!mg salely of
foeds decreasead in calories by 25
percent, he or she could achieve a
significant weight loss.

In addiiion, as discussed above, in
nrder to prevant comparative claims
baing made for calorie reductions thas

e incensequential, the agency believes
that. &5 with all other nutrients, a
mirdmum gquantitative reduction should
be established. This criterion, if
adopted. will ensure that the reduction
is nuiriticnally consequential.
Consistent with the requirements for the
various nutrients, the agency believes
thst this value should be more thasn 40
calories {the lovel st for “low” calories)
per serving.

Therefore. the agenry is preposing in
101.60(b}{5} that a comparative claim
using the term “fewer” may be used to
describe the caloric content of a feod
provided that: {1) The food contains at
least 25 percent fewer calories, with a
minimum reduction of more than 40
calories per serving from the reference
food that it resembles and for which it
substitutes as specified in
§ 101.13(j)(1)(), {)(1)(F). or (j)(1)(iii): and
(2) the feed meets the requirement of
§ 101.13()(2).

However, because there is only an 8
percentage point difference between the
lower level of calories for “light” and
“reduced” (33% percent) versus
comparative claims (25 percent), the
agency solicits comments on the
usefuiness of allowmg comparative
clainis in addition to ‘reduced” and
“light” claims for calories.

iii. Sugars. Although the terms low or
reduced sugars have not been defined,
the agency believes that a term that
highlights a difference in the amount of
sugars in a product relative to another
food would assist consumers in
following the dietary guidelines relative
to sugar. The agency believes that the
term “less” may be useful in providing
this information.

The agency can see no reason to
defing a comparative value for “less” to
ke used with sugars that is different
from the valus for “less” for the
nutrients Druv]uusly defined. Therefosa,

the agancy is proposing in § 101.60{c ){4;
that a comiparative claim using the term
“less” may e used to describe the
sugars content of a lood relative to the
amount of sugars in another foed
provided that the food contains at least
25 percent lese sugars than the focd to
which it is compared.

However, because the agency has not
established a DRV for sugars, it does not
have a basis for defining an insignificant
amount of sugars to be used as a second
critericn. The agency believes that, as
for other claims. using the term “less,” a
second criterion establishing a minimum
guantitative redacticn is necessary and
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whicits comments on how such a second
witerion might be derived.

31

wivises however, that
of whether any commenis
ravide a suitable basis foi u second
ritecion, that il intends to establish
'f.“ a oriterion to insure that claims of
ugirs are not misleading because
2 in the amount of sugars is
v insignilicant.
Aithough the 1980
(*nlzr’ts do noi reguire that FDA
“more,” the agency
ze5 that there inay be instances
a & manufecturer could make a
statement on the label or in lubeling tha
A food product coniains more of a
e ssmb\e nutrient than is in a referenc
ol Such cluims may be made for food
s coninining nuirionts such zs
sssium, protein,
tamins, and minerals. In addition,
cluims using the term "miore” may be
ful in cerlain limited circumstances
describe the level of complex
vuibohydraies and unsaturated {uity

dine the term

iders that snch claims are
rrently gove d Ly § 100.9{c}{7){v).
which states, in part, thatt’ No claim
may be made that a food is nutritionally
superior 1o another food unless it
conizins at least 10 percent more of the
L8, PDA of the claimed nuirient per
serving [portion).” In its proposal of July
19, 1890, on mandatory nutrition
{abeiing. the agenocy reiained and
zxpanded this regulatery provision, in
proposed § 101.9{c}(11)(iv) (55 FR 28515).
1o vead: “No claim may be made that a
foed is nuiritionally superior to another

3.
FDA cons

fvod unless it contains at least 10
percent more of the RDI for protein,
vilamins, or minerals or of the DRV for
coinplex carbohydrates, fiber,

unsaturated fatty acids, or polassium or
2t least 25 perceni less on a weight basis
for fat, saturated fa sty acids, chuleateml.
and sodium per serving (portion).” In the
supplemerntal proposal on nutrition
labeling, FDA is proposing to delete the
above provision from the nutrition
labeling regulations because the issue of
d—‘scnptora used on food labels or in
‘*l)nl ng is being dealt with in the

resent document. The agency feels that
Hze paragraph in question is more
appropriately regarded as a general
nrneiple governing comparative claims
than one relatmg to nutrition labeling.

After careful consideratien. FDA is

sroposing to retsin its existing approach
that a food must coutain at least 10
percent more of the RDI for protein,
vitamins, or minerals or of the DRV for
dietary fiber or potassium before a
womparative claim using the terin
“more” would be permitted. The agency
i preposing to retain the level of 10

vercent morve of RDLor DRV fora
aher of reasons.
Firgt, the difference must
ass ()f thir R or DRV, rut
i ‘M)lghl basts, [or the refative
difference to have dielary significance.
tor ex amplo (ormder a prodact
condaining 100 mg of caleium. Gnoa
waicht basis, it would have 10 percent
more calcium than a product containing
50 mg and 25 percent moere than o
product centaining 80 mg. However, in
terms of the proposed R {or colciu
(200 mg), the three products contain 11,
10, and 9 percenl of the RDL
respn(‘v'xv]y These differences are
dietarily insignificant.

Secenidly, there must be at least @ 10
p(\n,Pnl difference relative to the RDI or
DRV before consumers can be assured
that there is truly s diffsrence in the
foods being compared. T' is finding is
consistent with the agency’s proposed
definitien of “sou
elzsewhere in this document. A nutvient
wust be present in a food al a level of at
least 10 percent of the RDI or DRV
before that food can be designated us a
sosrce of the nutrient. f‘ﬂ,n@eqmnt}v the
agency believes thal a nutvient must be
present at a level of at least 10 percent
mere of the RDI or DRV than in the
reference food before the food can be
designated as a better szurce of the
uuirient. Because of natural variability
of nutrients in food, there is a real
possibilily that the {oods being
compared would have v‘rtuu.}y no
difference in nutrient content if values of
less than 10 percent of the RDI or RV
were compared. This percent of the DRV
or RDI functions similarly tc both the
first and second criteria for other
relative claims becausze it ensures that
the comparison is always meaningful
and significant.

Thirdly, the agency considered
requiring at ieast a 25 pereent differauce
relative o the RDI and DRV in the
reference foods before permitting
comparative claims using the term
“more”. This level would be scmewhat
analogous, and symmetrical, with the
proposed requirement for comparative
claims using the term “less.” However.
FDA has tentatively rejected this
approach because of the agency's
concern that a level higher than 10
percent of the DRV or RDI would result
in inappropriate fortification of foods in
an attempt to make superiority claims.

The :1'Jency's policv on appropriate
fortification of foods is stated in § 164.20
{21 CFR 1064.26). The fundamental
objective of that policy is to establish a
vniform set of principles that serve as a
model for the rational addition of
nuirients to focds. In thal policy, FDA
clearly states its concern that random

i

o the

s than on

foctitication of foods could resultin
deceptive or misleading cliims for
Teods. However, to the extent that {oud
does not conflict with § 104.20. the
ngency bmuwos that a statement using
the term “more” can be used to compare
the amount of certain specified nutrients
in one food to the amount of such
nutrients in similar foods.

Therelore, the ageac; &
% 101.54(e)(1) that a comparative claim
using the term “"more” mzy be used io
deseribe the level of pretein, vitamize,
rainerals, dietary fiber, ¢i potassim in
food pmvided: (1) That the food
contains at least 10 perceni more of the
KDI for proiein, vitamins, ¢r minerals or
of the DRV for dietary fiber or for
potassium than the reference food thet it
resembles and for which it subetitiies:

{?) where the claim is based cn a
nutrient that has been added to the food,
that fortification is in confoimity with
the golicy on fortification in § 104.20;
md (3) that it meets the requirements of
§ 161.13(j}{2) except that the percectage
{or fraction) that the nutrient varies
compared to the reference food should
be expressud as a percent of the Daily
Value {e.z., "Contains 10 perceat mors
of the Daily Value for fiber than cur
regular wheat bread. Fiber content has
been increased from 1 g to 3.5 g per
serving.”") Moreover, FDA believes thal
it is cunsistent with section
032 A)(v) of the act to requive that
il a "more” claim is made for fiber, the
{avel of fat be disclosad on the label
nless the food meets the definition of
“low fat.” This type of claim, like a
“high” claim, emphasizes the amount of
fiber in the food. Therefore, FDA is
including “imore” claims in the coverage
of proposed § 101.54(d).

As discussed earlier, the agency does
ot believe that claims for specific
amounts of carbohydrates {such as
“high in complex carbohydrates”) can
be supported based on dietary
recommendations in the major
consensus reports because guaniitative
recommendations for carbohydrate
consumption are not included. However,
FDA believes that label statements
using the term “more” to characterize
the relative difference in carbohydrate
content of two food products would be
useful to consumers, provided that the
claim is based only on the difference in
complex carbohydrates as defined in
§ 101.9(c){6){i) of the supplementary
proposal on mandatory nutrition
labeling and not on the levels of cther
carbohydrates. The agency believes that
this is appropriate because the major
consensus reports (Refs. 1, 2, 3, and 5}
advocate using sugars in moderation but
recomtiead increasing consumption of
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foods that contribute complex
carbohydrates to the diet. A statement
comparing carbohydrate contents of
foeds that can be used interchangeably
in the diet would be useful to consumers
in constructing a dict that adheres to the
various dietary recommendations.

However, the agency believes that a
statement concerning the percent
increasge in carbohydrate relative to the
Daily Value contained in one product as
compared to another is misleading
because the DRV for carbohydrete is
based on total carbohydrate, and under
the proposal, the increased content that
forms the basis of the claim must be
provided by complex carbohydrates
only. There is no DRV for complex
carbohydrates. Further, mention of the
Daily Value may suggest to consumers
that this food compenent has greater
public health significance than has been
established by existing diet and health
studies. Therefore, the agency is
proposing in § 101.54(e)(2) that a
comparative claim using the term
“more” may be used to describe the
difference in the level of complex
carbohydrates, in two foods, provided
that the food that bears the clain
contains at least 4 percent more of the
DRV for carbohydrates (i.e., 13 g) and
that the difference in the level of
carbohydrates between foods consists
of only complex carbohydrates as
defined § 101.9{c)(6){i).

The agency is proposing 4 percent of
the DRV as the criierion for this claim
because 10 percent of the DRV for
carbohydrates is 32 g, an amount of
complex carbohydrate that would be
unreasonable to expect to be found in
excess of what is present in a reference
food. For instance, most ready-to-eat
cereals, which are a good source of
complex carbohydrates, contain less
than 18 g of complex carbohydrates. In
fact, the agency is aware that a 4
percent differential may be difficult to
reach. However, a lower value, e.g., 2
percent, is associated with definitions
for low levels of nutrients and does not
seem appropriate. FDA recognizes that
the definition it is proposing from past
requirements for claims of superiority
and requests comments on the public
health validity of the change.

In addition, the agency has received
several requests urging that it permit
claims comparing the amounts of
unsaturated fat in products. The
guidance provided in the consensus
documents {Refs. 1, 2, 3, and 5) is that
total fat and saturated fat consumption
should be reduced, and that unsaturatea
fat should not be increased above
current consumption levels.
Furthermore, some recent data {(Refs. 47

and 48) suggest that “trans” fatty acids,
which are unsaturated fatty acids, act
like saterated fotty acids relative to
their effect on blood cholestersl.
Additionally, high levels of intake of
unsaturated fatty acids, particularly
polyunsaturated fatty acids, may
increase risk of certain cancers (Ref. 2}.
For these reasans, as discussed earlier.
the agency has tentatively concluded
that claims for “high” in unsaturated
fatty acids are potentially misleading.

However, FDA believes that label
statements using the term "“more” to
characterize the relative amount of
unsaturated fatty acid in two food
products would be useful to consumers.
provided that the total fat level in the
product bearing the claim is not
increased above the total fat level in the
product of cemparison and provided
that the level of frans fatty acids in the
product bearing the claim does not
exceed 1 percent of the total fat content.
The agency belicves that this proposed
action is appropriate because the major
consensus reports, such as the NAS
repori “Diet and Health,” advocate
substituling unsaturated fatty acids for
saturated fatty acids as a means of
achieving grecter health benefit from the
diet. However, because all major
consensus reports place considerable
emphasis on reducing total fat intake,
the agency considers it misleading for a
product to claim to have more
unsaturated fatty acids if the product
has more toial fat than the food being
used for comparison. In addition,
because of the recent data suggesting
that frans fatty acids may act like
saturated fat in raising serum
cholesterol, the agency believes that it
would be misleading for products
containing measurable amounts of trans
fatty acids to bear claims of “more”
unsaturated faity acids. The agency is
proposing a limit on frans fatty acids of
1 percent of the total fat because the
analytical techniques for measuring
trans fatty acids below that level are not
reliable. Further, the agency believes
that a reference te the DRV for
unsaturated fatiy acids on the panel
containing the unsaturated fatty acid
claims would be misleading because it
would imply to consumers that it is a
dietary goal for unsaturated fatty acids
that should be attained, when in fact it
is the consumption of total fat that
should be moderated.

For these reasons, the agency is
proposing that a food bearing a “more
uusaturated fat. claim must contain at
.east 4 percent more of the DRV for
vnsa{urated fatty acids (i.e., 2 g) than
the reference food. The DRV for
unsaturated fatty acids, like that for

complex carbohydrates, is sufficiently
large that the agency has tentatively
concluded that it is unreasonable to
require a differential of more than 4
percent of the DRV for unsaturated fut
to make a claim of “more.” Again,
comments, including data are requested
on the proposed definition of the claim.
Therefore, the agency is proposing in
§ 101.53(e)(3) that a claim for mere
unsaturated fatty acids only be
permitted on those foods that contain at
least 4 percent more of the DRV for
unsaturated fat, do not contain more
than the reference food, and in which
the level of trans fatty acids does not
exceed ! percent of toial fat. The agency
requests specific commant on this issue.

6. Modified

The declarations discussed 2bove for
making relative claims do not include
terminology that is suitable for use in a
statement of identity with a comparative
claim in the way that .reduced” and
“light. may be used. For example, 25
percent Less Fat Cheese Cake” is
awkward.

Consequently, the agency believes
that an appropriate term should be
proposed for use with comparative
claims. Although the agency recognizes
that numerous terms may be adequate
to convey this information, given the
need, as discussed abeve, for a term that
consumers can recognize and
understand, FDA is proposing that the
term “modified” be used. FDA has
chosen this term because it is anplicable
to both positive and negative alterations
in nutrient content, i.e., comparative
statements using either terms “more” or
“less.”

Under proposed § 101.13(k), the term
“modified” may be used in the
statement of ideniity of a food that
bears a comparative claim that complies
with the requirements in Part 101,
followed immediately by the name of
the nutrient whose content has been
altered, e.g., "Modified fat cheese cake.”
This statement of identity must then be
immediately followed by the
comparative statement such as
“Contains 35 percent less fat than ____.~
and all other information required in
101.13(j) for comparative claims. This
information is necessary because it
presents information that is material in
light of the “modified” representation.
Consumers must be advised of the
nutrient modified, the extent of the
modification of that nutrient, and the
factual basis on which the extent of
modification has been calculated.
Without this information, the food
would be misbranded under scctions
201(a) and 403(z) of the act.
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beverage (e.g., milk or juice) to provide a
balanced meal. Consequently, the
agency believes that this definition for
meal-type products is in line with a 1,200
calorie per day diet.

FDA noles that calorie restricted diets
often contain 1,200 calories, frequently
broken down into three meals and a
snack each day (Ref. 49). Under this
scenario, meals would be expected to
contain approximately 300 to 350
calories (i.e., 900 to 1,050 calories per
day as meals and 150 to 300 calories per
dzy as a snack). Accordingly, FDA has
tentatively concluded that 105 calories
per 100 g is a reasonable definition for a
“low calorie” meal-type product and is
proposing this value in § 101.60(b)(3).
Nevertheless, the agency requests
comments on whether consumers would
actually consume meal-type products
¢lone, and whether they depend on
these products for the major portion of
their caloric intake throughout the day.
If s0, comments are requested on
whether the criterion of 105 calories per
100 g of product for low calorie meal
lype products is too law.

The agency also is concerned,
however, about the application of this
definition to meals that are atypically
lavge in size within this class of foods.
For example, a 16 oz dinner could have
475 calories and meet the definition for
“low calorie.” Accordingly, FDA is
considering the application of upper
limits for each nutrient for meal-type
products. Comments are requested on
the need for such limits and, if needed,
where such limits should be drawn and
why.

Finally, the agency has proposed a
definition of 35 mg of sodium per serving
and per 100 g for “very low sodium” in
individual foods in § 101.61(b)(3). The
agency is uncertain as to whether there
needs to be a comparable value for
meal-type products, since it could prove
very difficult to create a very low
sodium meal. Such a definition might be
virtually meaningless. On the other
hand, FDA does not wish to preclude the
use of a definition which might be of
value in assisting consumers to choose
products that have minimum amounts of
sadiun if such products are feasible.
The agency has tentatively concluded
that a definition for “very low sodium”
meal-type products would serve some
purpose and is consequently proposing
such a definition. However, the agency
seeks comments on the usefulness and
necessity of this definition.

3. Relative Terms

Inasmuch as the primary criterion for

the use of relative claims (i.e.,

“reduced,” “light,” and comparative
claims) is a percent reduction, FDA does

not belicve that it is necessary to
propose diffceent criferia for meal-type
products. While acknowledging the
difficulty in reducing the calorie, fat. and
cholesterol content of meal-type
products, FDA believes that the
consumer expects significant differences
in products bearing thesa claims and
would be best served by adherence to
the proposed definitions for individual
foods.

The second criterion for the use of
rclative terms on individual foods is a
minimum reduction in amount of
nutrient equivalent to the value
established for “low"” for that nutrient
per 100 g. Again, FDA believes that the
criterion for individual foods would be
appropriate for meal-type products. This
requirement will allow the proposed
regulations for relative claims on
individual foods to apply equally to
meal-type products.

a. Reduced. The agency is, however,
concerned about providing for the use of
the term “reduced’” with meal-type
products because of the difficulty in
establishing an appropriate reference
food. The proposed definition for
“reduced” for individual foods is based
on a comparison of 2 product to another
product of the same type, e.g., one
cupcake to another. A comparison of
meal-type products could be of a broiled
fish fillet to a piece of fried, breaded
fish. Such a comparison would equate
two products that, althcugh they had the
same basic ingredient, i.e., fish, were
distinct in their method of preparation,
additional ingredients, taste, and
appearance. Such a comparison would
be inappropriate for a “reduced” claim
because it would be comparing products
that were insufficiently similar to make
a valid comparison. The agency is of the
opinion that there is an insufficient
basis on which to establish a reference
criterion, and consequently there is no
basis on which to establish a definition
for “reduced” meal-type products.
Therefore, the agency is not proposing .o
provide for the use of “reduced” claims
on meal-type products.

b. Comparative claims. Comparative
claims, however, by their very nature
provide for comparisons of foods within
a product category, provided the basis
of comparison is adequately stated in
the claim, e.g., comparison of a snack
food to another snack food.
Comparative claims, using the terms
“less,” “fewer,” and “more,” would be
appropriate for comparing similar meal-
type products such as broilca fish to
fried, breaded fish because both of these
somewhat dissimilar products would be
in the same product category. Therefore,
the agency is proposing to incorporate
the provisions for comparative claims

for meal-type products iuto the
comparative claims provisiens in the
various nulrient sections.

c. “Light". FDA is proposing a more
narrow reference food criterion for
“light” claims on individual foods than
for “reduced” claims. It follows. then,
that since the agency is proposing not to
permit “reduced” claims cn meal-type
products, it would do likewise for “light”
claims. However, the agency recognizes
that there might be some basis to find
that an alternative course is appropriate.

The agency believes that the term
“light” could be useful to consumers in
selecting meal-type products by
highlighting products that contain fewer
calories than would be expected in a
normal meal. Because there is o
identified set of reference foods to
which “light” meal products could be
compared, the agency has considered
using a different criterion for the
definition of “light” meal-type products.
The agency is considering allowing use
of the term “light” on meal-type
products that meet the criteria for “low
calorie” meals. At 105 calories per 100 g
or approximately 300 calories per 10 oz
portion, the criterion for “low" calorie
meals is very nearly one fourth of the
intake in a calorie resiricted diet of 1,200
calories a day (Ref. 49). The agency
believes that such products would meet
the consumer’s expectations that the
food is low or reduced in calories.

In addition, FDA is also considering a
second criterion that “light” meal-type
products not contain fat, saturated fatty
acids, sodium, or cholesterol at a level
that exceeds one-fourth of the BRV of
the nutrient. This criterion would ensure
that light meal-type products would not
only be low in calories but would also
not contribute amounts of these
nutrients that would cause total daily
intake to exceed recommended values.

These criteria for the term “light” on
meal-type products would permit some
meal-type products to bear "“light”
claims and would ensure that such
claims are not misleading. The agercy
solicits comments on the need to
provide for use of “light” on meal-type
products and on possible guidclines for
selection of reference foods. Commenits
are also requested regarding this
definition “light”” meal-type products,
including the criterion relative to other
nutrients and on possible guidelines for
sclection of reference fonds. If the
comments warrant, the agency many
propose appropriate definitions and

~ requirements for use of the term “light

for meal-type products.
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4. "Source™ and “tligh” Claims

As with the definition for “low” for
meal-type products, the agency believes
that the criteria for “high” and “source”
should be the same percentages of the
RD1 or DRV proposed as for individual
foods but on an amount per 100 g basis,
not per serving. Therefore, consistent
with these definitions, the agency is
proposing in § 101.54(c)(2) that “source”
be defined for a meal-type product as 10
to 19 percent of the RDI or DRV per 160
g of product, and in § 101.54(b)(2) that
“high" be defined as 20 percent or more
of the RD{ or DRV per 100 g of product.
Consequently, to be considered a
“source” of a nutrient, a 10 oz meal-type
product would contain 7 to 13.5 g of
fiber. {25 g of fiber is the DRV for fiber.
10 to 19 percent of the DRV i5 2.5 t0 4.75
2 10 0z ¥ 2835 gfoz = 264 g. 284/iC0 g
= 2.8 g. 2.5 (10 percent of the DRV) x
28 = 78475 X 2.8 = 13.5 g)

Consistent with section 403(r){2)(A)(v)
of the act, which states that a claim may
not state that a food is high in dietary
fiber unless the food is low in total fat
{as defined in § 101.62(b)), the agency is
proposing in § 101.54(d) that claims that
a meal-type product centains “more”
fiber be required to disclose the level of
total fat on a per serving basis.

5. Disclosure Statements

The disclosure levels proposed in
§ 101.153(h) and discussed above in
section 11.D. of this document were
derived for levels of nutrients found in
individual foods. Because the definition
of meal-type products encompasses a
broad range of products, from entrees
that may be a small portion of the toial
meal to complete meals, the issue of
modifying these levels for use with such
products become complex. Because of
this complexity, the agency was not able
to devise specific disclosure levels for
use with meal-type products. FDA
solicits comments on whether the
disclosure levels should be different fer
meal-type products, and if so, what the
jevels should be and why.

E. Redesiynation of Certain
Requirements in Section 105.66 to
Section 101.60

Because these proposed regulations
on nutrient content claims include
provisions similar or identical to some
provisions in § 105.66, the agency has
found that it is necessary to examine
% 105.66 to determine what changes are
necessary in that regulation in order to
conform it to the 1990 amendments.

As discussed above, FDA is proposing
to recodify current § 101.13, Sodium
lubeling, with minimal revisions, in new
Subpart D—Specific Requirements for

Nutrient Content Claims, so that it could
be codified in close proximity to the
requirements for other nutrient content
claims. Section 105.66 is not amenable to
that approach.

Scction 105.66 was originally
promulgated to provide regulations for
label statements useful on products for
reducing or maintaining caloric intuke or
body weight. Consequently, terms such
as “low calorie,” "reduced calorie,” and
“sugar free,” which were thought to be
useful attributes of a food in the
maintenance or reduction of body
weight, were included in this section.
Over time, more and more people have
become concerned with healthier eating
and have begun to follow the guidelines
established in Dietory Guidelines of
Americans {Ref. 1), including the
maintenance of a healthy weight.
Consequently, terms such as “low ™ or
“reduced calories” and “sugarless” have
come to be used on foods intended for
consumption by the general population.
As such, they have lost their special
significance in the labeling of foods
intended solcly for special dielary uses.

A s discussed elsewhere in this
document, these terms are now more
appropriately defined under the 1990
amendments as nutrient content claims.
Consequently, the agency is proposing
to place requirements for terms such as
“low” and “reduced calorie,”
comparative claims, and sugar claims,
originally provided for in § 105.66, in
§ 101.80. Requirements for label
statements about nonnutritive
sweeteners, “diet” foods, and other
related terms are being retained in
§ 105.66.

Because definitions of terms in
proposed § 101.60 would be redundant
of certain provisions in § 105.66. the
agency is proposing to delete,
paragraphs (c), (d}, and (f) of § 105.66
and to replace them with statements
referring to the appropriate section in
101.60 for criteria for use of the
respective term.

In addition, the agency is proposing to
delete from § 105.66 any inappropriate
reference to specific nutrient content
claims or similar terms and any
statement that is inconsistent with the
1990 amendments.

There is, however, a significant
portion of § 105.66 that remains
aporopriate for regulating foods that are
for special dietary uses. Such foods are
those specifically represented or
purported to be useful as part of weight
control plan. as opposed to those that
are simply represented as being low or
reduced in calories {(although such
products can be useful in reducing or
maintaining body weight). The agency is
retaining those provisions in § 105.66.

FDA plans to reexamine the provisions
remaining in § 105.66 and to initiate
additional rulemaking as appropriate.

in the interim, the agency is proposing
to make the following specific changes
to the remaining paragraphs in § 105.66:
It is proposing to delete the words
“*caloric intake or” from the title,
paragraph (a), paragraph (b)(2) and
paragraph {e}(2) of the section because,
as stated above, it considers information
relative to the caloric content of a food
to be of value to the general public in
selecting diets that meet dietary
guidelines. Consequently, the agency
believes that this concept is more
consistent with § 101.60 than § 105.86. 11
is also proposing to delete from
paragraph (&) the words “including. but
not limited to, any feod taat bears
representations that it is low or reduced
in calories” because “low’ and
“reduced” calories are defined in
§ 101.60.

FDA is also proposing to delete in
§ 105.66(a)(2) the phrase “The labrling
provided for in paragraph (c) or (d} of
this section or,” because the terms
“low” and “reduced,” which were
provided for in those paragraphs, sre
now defined in § 101.60. The agency is
not proposing to delete the remainder of
the sentence “a conspicuous statement
of the basis upen which the food claims
to be of special dietary usefulness.” The
agency cautions, however, that it will
not consider reliance on this provision
as justification for an undefined nutrient
content claim,

In addition, the agency is proposing to
delete from § 105.66(e)(1) the phrases
“or other such terms representing or
suggesting that the food is low calorie or
reduced calorie or that the food may
make a comparative claim or special
dietary usefulness” and “in compliance
with paragraph (c) or (d) of this section™
because the terms are no longer codified
in this section. The agency recognizes.
however, that provisions for the terms
“diet.,” “dietetic,” “aruficially
sweetened,” or “sweetened with
nonnutritive sweetener,” may,
conseguently, not be clear. However, as
statad above. the agency intends to
reexamine § 105.66, particularly this
paragraph, so that it can establish a
more cohesive policy regarding foods for
special dietary uses. The agency
envisions that use of the term “diet,”
except on soft drinks exempt under
section 403(r)(2)(D) of the act, and on
products addressed in § 105.66(e)(2). will
require that such foods meet the general
requirements of § 105.66.

Finally, the agency is proposing io
delete § 105.66(e)(3) and include
reference to “formulated meal
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achieved 1o justify the clabvi (2.8, a
“less™ claim requ

res at least 23 percent
legs of the nuirient in question). FDA is
soncerned ahonut whether (he terms
defined in the various nuirvient content
claim rules strike th2 proper balance
between allowing an adequate namber
of terims such that consumers can
distinguish the nuirient content across
foods and minimizing the proliferation
of terms thai may tend to cunfuse
consumers. It is possible that the
comparative terms FIDA proposes to
define might still cavse confusion, due to
the naturai vagaries of language, the fact
that it will take a significant amount of
time befure consumers are familiar with
the definition of the terms, and the fact
that the terms are really only
distinguished by the regulatory
definition rather than some innately
understood differences: In common

parlance, “reduced,” “fewer,” and “less”
do not have established, distinct
meanings for mﬂst consumers as they
apply to describing relative levels of
nuirients in {00\

In addition to avoiding umsnme;
confusion and thus fostering the
consumer's ability to select healthier
foods, FDA also wants to provide
manufacturers maximum flexibility in
their use of nutrient content claims,
consistent with the goals and
reguirements of the act. This is
consistent with FDA’s goa!l of assuring
that the approach to defining nutrient
content claims it ultimately adopts
provides a clear incentive to
manufacturers to produce innovative
products that are improved in the
nutritional attributes addressed by the

comparative nutrient conlen! claims o.g.,
products thet are truly “reduced" in fat
er contain “less’ cholesierol than the
products for which they substituta,

Consequently. FDA solicils cominent
on a very distinct regulatory appreach
that in essence efines all comparative
nutrient conient claims 4s synenvms
and requires @ numeric disclosure of the
comparative difference. Unlike weotd
nunmhers ipuls
and therefo
distinetly
nurnber of
de initions could ba

conspicuous full dize
percent by wi m;n i
ducreas
quanlity ef ! ‘He nutr
feod and the refere
examule, the follow
could be used intercha
percent reduced calories,
percent fewer calories,” wilh a
disclosure in absolute terms of the
comparative amounts (in this example,
the number of calorizs per serving in the
labeled food and the number in the food
to which it is being compared).

Under this approach, or even as
separate alternative, there would not be
any single across-the-board minimum
percent of reduction or difference
reguired to support the claim, such as 25
percent, but any claimed reduction or
difference in the level of a nutrient
would have to be large enough to be
considered nutrit ional}y significant in
accordance with criteria adopted by
FBA.

FDA intends to seriously evaluate
these alternatives as part of its
continuing effort to devise an optimal
approach to nutrient content claims. Te
facilitate a full airing of the issues, FDA
is considering holding a public meeting
on nutrient content claims and. within
€3 days of the publication of tiis
proposal, the agency will publish a
supplemental nctice of proposed
rulemaking. FOA will then fully evaluste
the alternative approach outlined above
and the one proposad in this document
and by November 8, 1982, FUA will
select and adopt as a final rule the
appreach o compearative nutrient
content claims that best achieves the
agency'’s goals of avoiding consumer
confusion, empowering consumers (o
choose heaithier diets, and providing
incentives for food manufacturers to
produce nutritionally improved food
prodiicts.

V. Petitions for Nutriert Content Claims

Section 403{r}{4]j of the act provides
that eny person may petition the
Secretary tc make nutrient content
claims that are not specifically provided

I A

it the confusio

dum“U termns. Therelore, @
terme given identic:i
nsed with

N

for in FDA's regulations. It describes
procedures for petitions that seek to
define additional descriptors, to
.s\gbhs‘l SYNONYTS, and to use an

whied natrient content claim in 4
nd-nante.

0*1 March 14. 1991, the agency stated

1 a nontice in the Federal Register {56 IR

1506} that it was developing procedural

re :ui itions that would prescribe the
t cf information needed to support
of *hesc three tvpes of petitio
addition to the other types of petitions
permiticd by 1830 amasndments
agency stated that the ]

of iis resnurces world be to establ
thase pmu‘dm es in final form befare
s ring, or asting on, any such

IS The ngency. tuerefors, advis
thet it is likely to deny any petition

e itted under the 1590 amendmer:ts
uriiil final procedura!l regulations are
izsued. The agency requested

information and comments on
appropriate regaivements for these
natitions.

Ten comments pertaining to petitions
for nutrient content claims were
received from the food industry,
industry trade associations, and
cansumer organizations. The agency hus
considered the comments, and many of
the recommendations made in the
comiments are incorporated, or were
otherwise used, in the developrient of
this section of the proposed rule.

The agency is proposing to cadify the
procedural requirements for petitions for
putrient content claime in new § 101.69,
Because the staiute prescribes distinctly

different procedures for petitions that
relate {o nutrient content claims.
synonyms for those claims, and implied
nutrient content claims in brand namss,
FDA will treat each separately in the
following discussion. In the proposed
procedural regulations the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs i
designated as the official ¢ uthur'zed to
act on these petiticns consistent with
the delogation of authority from the
Secretary to the Commissioner under 21
CFR 5.10.

The agency is also proposing to
amend § 5.61 (21 CFR 5.61) to add
paragraph (g] to redelegate to the
Director and Deputy Director of the
Center for Food Safety and Applied
Netrition, all the functions of the
Commissioner concerning petitions for
label claims under section 403(r) of the
act (i.e.. petitions concerning nutrient
conteni claims and health claims) that
do not invclve controversial issues.
Such functions consist of issuing notices
that seek comment on a petition; issuing
notices of proposed rulemeking and
finak rules concerning authorized terns
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for nulrient content claims; and issuing
ietters concerning the filing, denial, and
granting of a petition. This redelegation
is proposed to facilitate timely agency
action on these petitions given the short
timeframes for agency action imposed
by the act.

A Statutory Provisions

1. Nutrient Content Claim {Descriptor]
Patitions

Section 403(r){4}(A){i] of the act grants
te any person the right to petition the
Secretary {and by delegation, FDA) to
issue a regulation to define a nutrient
content claim that has not been defined
in the regulaiions issued under section
403(r){2}{a}{i) of the act. The statute
requires that such a petition include an
explanation of the reasons why the
claim that is the subject of the petition
meets the requirements of section 403(r)
of the act and a summary of the
scientific data that support those
reasons (section 403({r){4}{(B)) of the act.

These provisions of the act also apply
to petitions to the agency to issue a
regulation relating to a health claim to
be made of a food label. However,
because health claims and nutrient
content claims are distinct types of
claims that convey different types of
information to consumers, the specific
data regquirements to substantiale these
two types of petitions will differ
significantly. Therefore, the procedural
requirements for petitions relating to
health claims are proposed separately in
a proposal published elsewhere in this
issue of the Federal Register that
addresses the general requirements for
health claims for food.

Section 403(r){4)(A)(i) of the act
provides that within 100 days of receipt

a petition for a regulation concerning
descripters, FDA must either issue a
final decision denying the petition or file
the petition for further action. If FDA
denies the petition. it is not made
available to the public. If it files the
petition, FDA maust either deny it or
publish a proposed regulation
responsive to the petition within $0 days
of filing.
2. Synonym Petitions

Section 403(r){4){A)(ii) of the act
grants to any person the right to petition
the Secretary {and by delegation, FDA)
for permission to use terms in a rnutrient
content claim that are consisient (i.e.,
synonymous) with terms defined in
regulations issued under section
403(r){2)(A)(i) of the act. The statute
provides that within 80 days of ihe
submission of a petition, FDA must issue
a final decision denying the petition or
granting such permission.

3. Brund-ivame Petitions

Section 403(r}(4}(A)(ii) of the act als
atlows petitions requesting vse of an
implied clatin concerning the level of a
nutrient in a foed in the food’s brand
name. The claim must not be misleading
and must be consistent with the terms
defined by FIJA by reguiations under
section 403{r){2}{A)(i) of the act. The
agency is directed in the act to publish
netice of an opportunity to comiment on
the petition in the Federal Register, to
make the petition available to the
public, ar.d to issue a final decision no
later than 160 days after the date of
submission {o grant or to deny the
petition. The petition is to Le considered
granted if the Secretary does not act on
it within 100 days.

B. Commenis
1. Nutrient Content Claims Petitions

a. Procedural issves. Two comments
stated that FDA appears to take the
position that “free,” "low,” “light” or
“lite,” "reduced,” “less,” and “high” are
the only nutrient content claims for
which the agency is required to issue
regulations within two years after the
enactment of the 1990 amendments. The
cormments disagreed with this
interpretation and contended that the
congressional intent, and the wording of
the 1890 amendments, contemplate a
two-track system operating
concuirently. The first track consists of
establishment (by the agency) of
defiritions for the above nutrient claims
identified in the 1990 amendments. The
second track counsists of agency
consideration of those nutrient
descriptors for which petitions are
subimitted by interesied perscas.

The comments stated that at no time
did Congress indicate that FDA had
authority to limit itself to the former and
jgnore the latter. The comments pointed
out that any nutrient content claim that
is not the subject of an ¥DA regulation
issued by the effective date of the
statute may not be used. The commeats
stated that as a result of this fact and of
FDA’s planned course of action, ail
nutrient content claims not explicitly
required by stalute to be tne subject of a
regulation would net be defined and
thus could not be used after the effective
date of the statute. Therefore, the
comments requested that FDA withdraw
the statement that it may defer or deny
nutrient conteni claims petitions until it
has adopted final procedural regulations
and state that ali petitions will be
handled in the manner required by the
new law,

The agency rejects these comments
for three reasons. First, as explained in
the March 1991 Federal Register notice,

the 1990 amendments place an
extraordinary burden on FDA's
resouices. FDA has gieat discietion in
determining how its resources can best
be used. Not only does the agency lack
the resources to handle a large influx of
petitions on nutrient content claims, buat
because the petitions would be
submitted before FDA identified the
kinds of informution that a petition
would have to include to substantiate
the need for a new descriptor, itis
questionable whethes the petitions
would contain
information needod by the agency to
make & decision. Such a situation would
likely result in a waste of the agency's
resources, as a greal deal of effort would
need to be spent in looking at
inadequate petitions.

Secondly, and most imporianily, the
nulrient content claims petitions would
request regulations that are in addition
to or perhaps amendments of the
regulations established by the agency in
this rulemaking. As the ageuncy stated in
the March 14, 1991 notice, it is
premature to request amendment of a
regulation (by addition or revision}
before the regulation is final. The
procedural regulations will be made
final at the same time as the substantive
regulations, and therefore, the agency's
procedure for handling petitions before
final regulations is appropriate.

Consistent with the most efflective use
of its resources in pursuing this end, the
agency believes that thie nutrient content
claims that it considers first should be
those that are of greatest cor.cern and
usefulness to consumers because of
their potential to be misleading. The
agency is addressing ihose terms in this
proposed rule. The agency notes thatin
doing so, it has not imited itself to the
terrs enumerated in section
3(b)(2)(A)(iii) of the 1830 amendments
but has proposed to define a number of
other terms {e.g., "source™” and “more”}
that are of most sigaificance te
CONSUMmers.

b. Evaluaiion criteria. Several
comments recommended that a nutrient
content claim petition include a
quantitative definiticn o the proposed
descriptor, and that the definition be
supported by data proving that the new
term is quantitatively significantly
different than those terins defined
pursuant to section 403(r)(2}(A){i} of the
act, One comment further recommended
that the petitioner be required to
explain, using scientific data, why ihe
agency-defined nutrient content claims
are inadequate to describe the product's
characteristics.

The agency agrees that petitions for
nutrient content claims should address
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tite level of the nui-ient that must be
present to fustify the vse of the clain
;ﬁm“ ig p"vnns"ug lg require in

§ 101.69(m}{1) in furmat item A thet a
peu:!m:] scify the level at which a
nuirient must be prezent for the use of
the cleim to be anpropriate. The agency
aleo bielieves that telore it approves any
sdditional claims, it sb nui»- consider
whether such approvei w gv'f’ resuli &

t-w availability of additions! vssful
information to consumers that will
(-.nh.mw their ability to ct foods of
jtional va I"'e*‘m;m,u the agency
is prapos "t‘g to :‘eq in § 101
in format ilem B that the petiticne
addiess what nui;ition&i beneiil ta ibe
public will derive {from the use of the
pronoseb claim, and why such bencfii is
ot available through the use of the
exis*l.zg terins defined by regulativa.

Other comments added that scientific
or statistical data su;\pormm the
accuravy of the term, in and of
themselves, are not sufficient, if such
studies are not accompanied by broad-
based, statistically valid studie
demonstrating consumers’
understanding of the tarm

FDA beligves that a petition should
demonstrate that consumers wiil
understand the proposed term.

Iowever, it does not believe tha! an
zxtensive database would be required in
all cases to substantiate that & proposed
term would be understead. Thprefo e,
thie agency is proposing in § 101.65(mj{1)
in format item C that a patition include
data and information that demonstrate
that the proposed term will be
understood by consumers, but it is not
specifying the type or degree of such
data.

Another comment suggested that
petitions include recommendations {rom
healih organizations. Information,

including recommendations, from health
organizations may be useful in
evaluating potentia! nutrient content
claims, and petiliongrs are fres to
include surh recemmeridations.
However, the agency does not believe
that such recommendations shouid be

raquired fcr a petition to meet the
burden of proof contar Aphhf by the act
end is not proposing to require them. In
fition, healih grganizations will he
bie to participate in the rulemaking
process inv these petiticns by
u(xmmes:iing on any proposed reg
issued in response to & petition,
1her comme resied that

Yy
sy

{5

(4
i
ieg

(1

ER Y]
]xa

pﬁtn‘ ns, ta‘P ageney is required to vse
the statutory criteria established in
saciion 493 {g) and (1} of the sct, and
that becausa these criteria are quite
specific, oo other elucidation of the

stitutory provision is neeessary of

dosirable.
\Nht‘(‘ the agency agrecs

. .mddrds ﬁé,d”iat w b]u any pszfiliuns
or additional terms must ba udged, it
belisves that an additional (zhmidaiion

by regulation is appro spriaie. The apency
aves that bw bc tirg iorlh the kind of

l)z
showing that bc—: negessary to just
i clain, it will facilitate [}‘P reeass, As
& result the petitions that wi 3} I be filed

will be mere fecused, and potentia!
petitioncrs will be able to ;udge in
advance whether submitting a peliticn
would likely be a useless gauiur

2. Synenym Patitions

a. Procedural Issues. In general, the
cemments that addressed the
nrocedures to be followed for synonym
petitions dealt with four majsr areas:
Publication of a neotice of receipt of a
synonym petition, opportunity for public
comment, publication of the agency’s
decision, and necessity for codificaticn
of the fina! decision.

One comment stated that under
section 403(r}{4){A)(ii} of the act, there is
no statutory requirement for a commept
period, and therefore, none should be
afforded. Other comments suggested
that all petitiens received by the agency
should be published in the Federal
Register with a 30-day comment perivd.

The agency received a similar range
of comments on the need to publish a
notice of denial of a synenym petition.
While some comments argued that there
is no need to publish such a netice,
others argued that if a petiticn is denied,
publication of this fact weuld discourage
others from petiticning for use of the
same term, thereby promoting more
efficient use of the agency's rescurces.

Ore comment stated that a petilisn
under section 403{r)(4}{A}(ii} requiras
only a dacision by the a gpnc‘v in thf,
nature of an advisery opinion and no
the establishment of 2 regulation.’ i 2
comment said that 0“3” if the ped fon is
granted should netice of availability of
the advisory opinion be published in the
Faderal Register. Cthers felt that it is
appropriate that if the petiticn is
granted, the synonymens term should
codified. These comnents argued that
this approacn is consistent with the
requirement in the 1996 amazndmenis
that all new nutrient content CI imsg
codified. These commenis sls:
codmcatm’; wiil lead to consist:
terms used for the labeling of fooc
thereby, b(’l.t(’!‘ consurmner undergts
of label statements.

The proposed procadures {or sguncy
action on synonyn petitions are

be

f.
fo

ul.‘

dissussad below along with the faciors
thuat the agency considered in arriving of
its tentative positions. Given the very
short tineframe established by the ac
the vyency is proposing neither 1o go
public comment on the pelition nus to
astablish regulations for authorized
synenyms. However, it intends to
pubiish I\vad:am,\si\, a notice of §ic
dacision on the petiticn.

L. Eveliation critesic. Some
corninants recommendsd that the
~‘cqu1rﬁ petitinners to prove thut the
vidipary meaning of the term is not
muk ading and is synonymous with the
egencydefined term. Inclusion of
Consumer surveys or other market
research data was recommended to
demounstrate that consumers understand
the new term to be synonymous with the
agency-defined term, and that
consumers are not confused by ihie new
terin. The comments also stated that the
etitioner should be required to show
why the existing terms are inadequate.

The agency generally agrees with the
views expressed in these comments. It
has included provisions in proposed
§ 101.69(n), the regulation on synonym
petitions, that require that the petitioner
address these items. This approach
would differ under the alternative
discussed in section IV above.

4. Brand-Name Petitions

Cne camment requested that the
agency provide adequate time for
comment on the notice that it is required
te publish in the Federal Register. Gther
comments suggested that the agenicy
consider cedifying its decision to grant a
brand-name petition, or, if this is not
practicable, any final decision by the
agency should be made public 3¢ days
Lefore itz effective date, so that
interested parties can petition |
raconsideration.

The proposed procedures for agency
ncf‘cm cn brand-name petitions are
cuzsed below along with the feciors
agency nonsidered in arviving at ifs
‘e posiiicas. FDA is propesing to
vide 37 days for comment or the

‘crr and to issue is decision by
tu the petitioner. In addiiion, tle
znds to snnounce the
awpm\'m of a brand name in the Fedar
Register,

C. Proposa!

ns Appl

bie tc All Petits

1. Proviai

for Nutrient Centent Claims

The agency 1s proposing to establish
§ 102.49 a5 the geperal lnoﬂed al
regulation forall t‘ pes of petitizns for

nutrient content claims. Proposed
§ 161.65{a) through (1 are general
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provisions spplical:le to all suck
petitions, Section § 1071.69041 throush
B ddrm seral issues. such as how
i@l fvees of lllrUli"dl”ul van b
H}(,(hy wated inta the petit
torth :,t ndard

stadios submitted (o the age.ioy
‘a‘view The Agency is propus
101,208 that the avadlabitiv fp
pwvf ¢ disclosure of petitions for nutrient
cordeni claims will e governm! by the
provisious of § 16 ihe genaran
provision : ilabit
n.\"'tf“!‘lux < l" B
r\mam by

:f:m orf

;.‘.»:?:éii:ms‘.

Gl st \,h ug

ard achjectior

1o d§ 161.69(h)} “equirs* ah
.

retitions io include either & claim for o
categorical eaclusion under § 25.24 ¢r an
environmental sssessment under

§ 25.31. Sectinn 161.689(3) sets forth how

P

the submitted dats in the petition are to
be organized and ideatified and 3 its

the petitioner {2 incorporate by
refuvence any deta from an earier
petition. Section 101.69(j) regeires thist
the petition be signed by the petiticaer,
or his atl: arney or agent., or (ifa
Cf)l‘pOl‘dUuﬂ; by an authorized official.
Secticn 161.6¢ {}'i requires that the
petition include & statement signed by
the person respunsible for the petition
that the petitior: is a representative and
balanced submission containing all
information. favorable and unfavorable,
te the evaluation of the proposed claim.
Section 101.09{1} states thal all
applicable provisions of part 10 rzay be
used by the agency, the petitioner, or
any cutside party with respect to any
agency action on a petition submittad
unider this section. The agency advises,
however, that actions requested under
part 10. e.g., a request for
reccnsideration of a decision on a

¢ 101.89 petiticn, are not subject ta the
timeframes prescribed in the 1989
amendments for the petitions
themselves,

2. Provisions for Descriptor Petitions
Proposed § 101. Gs\n\](l} sets forth the
proposed dsta requirements specific to
scri‘ptor pctitions. These requirements
are, in FIDA's opinion, these neccssary
for the petition to demonstrate that use
¢! the propssed dascriptor is not
misleading and is consistent with the
purpese of the 1990 aimendments, f.e. (o
make ths foad label more meaningful
and understandable to consumers.
Proposed format item A requires &
statement identifying the descriptive
term and the nutrient whose level the
term is intended to characterize. The
statement shonld address why the use of
the tarm as proposed will not be
misiveding and provide examples of the

chainy as it will be used on nbels o
fabeling as well as examples of 1hs
s of foods on wiiek the ¢l

[ H

fame

The sta
swhich the nutont as
. or whai other conditiors
the foed must be met for the
ie use of e tery
sore that would mak
crmy inappropriate.
Feoposed format item B regui
actailed explenation, suoported bn Loy
necessary data. of why the food
cumiponas: characierized by the ol is
of hnportunce in humay nuaiit i
\'irh;e +f ils presence or absern
fevels that the clatm would
The explanation must also st 2» w
watritional benefit to the nuv‘xc wilf
derive from the ues of the claim as
propos-d. and wlhy such benefit is no!
available through the use of existing
terms defined by regulation. The
ianation of any claim proposed for «
pecific group within the population
should address the specific nuiritions?
,\f.du of that group. This format item
also raquires the petitioner to provide
data and information. to the axient
necessary, to demonstraie that
consuniers can be expected to
urzsiarstand the meaning of the term
mder the proposed conditions of use.
Fropesed format item C reqguires dota
showing the amounti of the subjest
nutriert that is present in the types of
foods for which the clain is interded
an:d specifies requiremenis for ihe assay
meikods used for these determinations.
This informsation is necessary to assure
the agency that the claim is realistic.
and that there are foods that will
actually be able to bear the cleim.
Proposed format item I requires a
detailed analysis of the potential effect
of tha use of the proposed claim on food
consumptior and of any corresponding
changes in nutrient intake, with the
latter item specifically addressing the
intake of nuirients that have beneficial
and negative consequences in the total
diet. If the claim is intended for
ific proup within the population. the
anaiysis must address the dietary
practices of that group, with da
ficiant to demounstrate that ﬂm
dietar; analysis is representative of
group.
The procedures {or agency handling of
the petition are set forth in proposed
£ 101.69{1:}{2} through ('n]“}. These
items reflect the timeframes in the ¢
for agency action on descri
petitions. Further, the agency
proposing for descriptor petitions {and
also synonym and brand-name
petitions} to notify the petitioner of
reaeipt of a petition within 13 days of

o the use of

subsission and 1o deny the petition o
sach time i i is incomplets 1 ¢ petic
of doried o this time. a docket
somber weilt be assigned to e

1y subseqeent actions v i
of Part iG—Aam
Practices and Procedures recarsin:
petitiors wiji teference that de kvi

oy
namibern

Soiovisions for hynenym Petitions

Proposed § 100.690:)(1] sels
Pdats requircinents
petiiions. These re:
Cin FDA's opinion, those
 ihe petitioa to demonsteaie
the proposesd synony
nslesding and is consistent with the
purnose of the 1996 amendmen?
Becsuse the zgency fm*esef-‘; us!
sl the same criteria in evaluating
synenym petition as it is propu
use fur descriptor pelitions, many of
proposed data requirements for
synonym petitions are similar or
identical to those proposed for
dasariptor petitions.

Proposed formalt item A requires a
statemoent identifying the svnonvmious
term and the nuirient content claim
(defined by a regulation) with which the
synonym is claimed to be consistent.

The statement should address why the
use of the synonymous term, as
proposed, will not be misleading. The
statement sheuld also provide examples
of the claim as it will be used on labels
or labeling, as well as examples of the
types of foods on which the claim wil]
be used. The statement must specily
whether any limitations not applicablie
to the use of the defined term are
intended to apply to the use of the
synonymous ferm.

Proposed format item B requi’ﬁs a
detailed expldna*wn, supporied by any
recassary data, of why the pr opO.‘;Fd’
term is requested, including an
explanation of whether the ¢xisting
defined term is inadequate fur the
purpose of effectively characterizing the
level of & nutrient. The explanation must
also state what nufritional benefit to the
rsmhc will derive from the use of the
claim as proposed. and why such benefit
is not available through the use of
y 1ng terms defined by regulation.
Aay claim preposed for a specific groun
within the population should address
the specific nutritional needs of that
croug. This format item alsoe requires
dita and informastion to the extent
nacessary to demonstrate that
consuners can be e)’ppcteu to
understand the meaning of the term
under the proposed conditions of use.

Proposed format item C requires a
detailed analysis of the potential efirct
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cf the use of the proposed claim on food
consumption and of any corresponding
changes in nutrient intake, with the
latter item specifically addressing the
intike of nutrients that have beneficial
an< negative consequences in the total
dict. If the claim is intended for a
specific group within the population, the
analysis must address the dietary
practices of that group. with data
sufficient to demonsirate that dietary
analysis is representative of that group.

The proposed procedures for agency
handling of a synonym petition are set
forth in proposed § 101.69(n}{2) through
{n}(4). These items reflect the
timeframes in the act for agency action
on synonym petitions. The agency is not
proposing to provide for the publication
of a notice soliciting public comment en
the petition because, in contrast to
petitions for new descriptors, the statute
does not require such notice for
synonym petitions, and under the

" statutory requirement of action on the
petition in 90 days, there simply is not
time to do so. Consistent with the act,
the agency is proposing to issue its
decision concerning a synenym petition
by letter to the petitioner.

Although the act does not require that
permission to use a synonym be
provided by regulation, the agency is
proposing that it will publish
expeditiously a notice of its decision on
the petition. Such notice will serve to
inform the public of agency decisions
and provide an opportunity for
interested persons to petition the agency
for reconsideration of the action under
part 10. In addition, to avoid confusion
about which synonymous terms have
been approved by the agency, and
because the procedure defined in the
statue will result in a final agency
decision that has the force and effect of
law, FDA is proposing that when a
synonym petition is granted, it will
include the synonymous term in the
applicable descriptor regulation.

4, Provisions for Brand-Name Petitions

Proposed 3 101.69{0){1) sets forth the
proposed data requirements specific to
brand-name petitions. These
requirements are, in FDA’s opinion,
those necessary for the petitien to
demonstrate that use of the proposed
implied claim is not misleading and is
consistent with the purpose of the 1230
amendments. Because the agency
foresees using many of the same criteria
in evaluating a brand-name petition as it
is proposing to use for descriptor and
syrnonyrn petitions, many cf the
proposed data requirements for brand-
name petitions are similar or identical to
those preposed for descriptor and
svnenym petitions.

Proposed format item A requires a
statement identifying the implied
nutrient content claim, the nutrient the
claim is intended to characterize, the
corresponding term for characterizing
the level of the nuirient as defined by .
regulation, and the brand-name of which
the implied claim is intended to be a
part. The statement should address why
the use of the brand-name as proposed
will not be misleading. The statement
should provide examples of the types of
foods on which the brand-name wiil
appear and must include dats showing
that the actual level of the nutrient in
these foods qualifies them to bear the
term defined by regulation.

Proposed format item B requires a
detailed explanation, supported by any
necessary data, of why uze of the
proposed brand-name is requested. This
format item must also state what
nutritional benefit to the public will
derive from the use of the proposed
brand-name. If the branded product is
intended for a specific group within the
population, the claim should address the
specific nutritional needs of that group.

Proposed format item C requires a
detailed analysis of the potential effect
of the use of the proposed brand-name
on food consumption and of any
corresponding changes in nutrient
intake, with the latter item specifically
addressing the intake of nutrients that
have beneficial and negative
consequences in the total diet. If the
branded product is intended for a
specific group within the population, the
analysis must address the distary
practices of that group, with data
sufficient to demonstrate that dietary
analysis is representative of that group.

The proposed procedures for agency
handling of a brand-name petition are
set forth in proposed § 101.69(0}(2)
through {0){(5). These items reflect the
timeframes in the act for agency action
on brand-name petitions.

FDA recognizes that a short timeframe
for brand name decisions is necessary in
order to prevent inappropriate inhibition
of production and marketing planning.
Given the need for such planning and
the need to ensure that the consurer is
protected, the agency recognizes the
need for it to make decisions on implied
nutrient content claims in brand names
within the 1C0 day timeframe.

The agency advises that it intends to
deny a petition if it determines thiat the
requested claim is not an implied
nutrient centent claim. FDA will make
this determination using criteria
consistent with any that have been
developed for implied claims under
section 403(r) of the act. The agency also
intends to deny petitions for implied

claims that de not include as & part of
the label statement enough appropriate
information so that it is clear that
consumers will not be misled by the
claim. In addition, FDA intends to deny
a petition if it is not complete as
prescribed in this regulation, or if the
information in the petition is not clearly
persnasive that the requested claim
should be approved. Of course, as
discussed above, any petitioner may
request reconsideration of a denial
under the provisions of 21 CFR part 10.

The agency is proposing to publish the
Federal Register notice seeking
comment on the petition as soon as
possible after receipt of the petition
{probably within 20 days) and to
provide 30 days for public comment on
the petition. The agency believes that 30
days is the longest comment period
possible consistent with the agency’s
responsibility to act on the petition
within 100 days. Consistent with the act,
the agency is proposing to issue its
decision concerning a brand-name
petition by letter to the petitioner.
However, to avoid confusion about
which brand-names containing implied
nutrient content claims have been
approved by the agency, FDA is
proposing that when a brand-rame
petition is granted, it will publish
expeditiously a notice in the Federal
Register informing the public ¢f the
granting of the petition.

As with synonym petition
proceedings, the rulemaking prescribed
by for implied nutrient content claims in
brand names will result in binding final
agency decisions. However, FDA does
not plan to list approved brand name
claims in the regulations. Unlike
approved synonyms, which are
available for use by any manufacturer of
a qualifying food, approved brand name
claims are proprietary and can be used
by only one firm. Consequently, there is
less need for a list of approved brand
name claims in the Code of Federal
Regulations than there is for a list of
approved synonyms. However, there is a
need for a publicly available, up-to-date
list, and FDA intends to maintain such a
list.

V1. Terms That Describe Other Aspects
of Food

In the course of the Secretary’s
labeling initiative, another matter that
has increasingly gained the attention of
consumers, the food industry, and the
agency is the use of terms such as
“fresh,” “natural,” and “organic” on
labels or in labeling. These terms are not
used to characterize the level of a
nutrient in a food but rather to describe
other aspects of a food that are
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considercd desirable. Many comments
to the 1989 ANPRM objected to the use
of such terms as marketing tools that
provide no consistent guidance to the
consumer about the nature of the feod.
Some comments sugeesied that these
terms should be defined by FDA or not
permitted.

Because such terms are not used to
make nutrient content claims, the 1999
amendments do not reguire that the
uvx retary define such terms. However,

¢ agency helieves that the misuse of

.0.3 * and rejoted terms that has
accunved in the marketplace necessitates
that a definitien be esiablished in the
iabeling regulations to provide a basis
for consumers to distinguish foods that
have certain desirable attributes from
those that do net and to remeve any
incensistencies in the use of the term
thirt may remain in the marketplace. The
: v anpounced its intention ¢ take
such action with respect to “fresh” in a
natice published in the Federal Register
on February 12, 1991 (54 FR. 5894]. It also
discussed the inferim enforcement
policy it planned to use until such
rulemaking is completed.

FDA is propesing to amend ifs food
labeling regulations to define, and to
provide for the appropriate vse of, the
terms “fresh,” “freshly _._,” and “fresh
frozen” {"“frozen fresh”) in the labeling
of foods. FDJA is slso addressing the
terms “natural’” and “organic.”
However, as explained below, it is nut
proposing 1o establish definitions for the
laiter terms at this time.

Y
o

A ezt

A, “Fresh” and Reloted Terms

1. Use
Labels

of the Term "“Fresh™ vn Foud

a. Previovs FDA findings on use of
lerims “frest” and “fresh fz‘ozeﬂ/.
{“frozen frosfi”). The agency’s
fongstanding pesition on the appropriaie
use of the terms “fresh’ and “frech
frozen' is set forth in Compliance Policy
Guide (CPG} 7120.06 (Ref. 50). CPG
7120.06 makes two basic points: (1}
“fresh” should not be used to describe
fecds that have been subjected to any
form of heat or chemical processing; and
{#1 “frozen fresh” or “fresh frozen™ are
examples of terras sppropriate for
refersing to foods that were guickly
frozen while siill fresh. FDA's position
kas been and continues to be that use of
torm “fresh” on foods that have been
frozen or subjested o heat or chemical
processing {s.g. g, cooking,

canning
tuxing, pasteurization, smoking. or use
of 4 preservative) is false and
misleading.

The agency’s positon on the use of
“fresh” dates back to the 16390s. In YC~-
71 {February 19, 1940) the agency stated

that it would not take exception to such
teims as “frozen fresh” on packaged
frozen foods, provided that th: foeds o
actually fresh when frozen. In TC-99
(February 21, 1940, FDA stated that the
word “fresh” is generally understood by
consumers to mean an arlicle of recent
erigin, and that for butter the word
wguld be apprepriate only if the hatior
had been recently churned. The agens
said that “fresh™ would not be
'lpp'ii"ab e to butter that had be e kep
for a length of time. such os in the znuuh
commercial practice of storing butier in
cold storage wamhouses until it is
marketed. In TC-281 (Maxv 7, 14403
stated that the term “fresh tumate jul
should not be applied {6 the ordinun
canned products.

The agency has reiterated |
aver the years. FOA took a consistent
position in the findings of faet that i
tished in the Federal Registor of
stober 11, 1963 (28 FR 10200, with th
final order establishing definitions z—maﬁ
standards of identity for orange juice
and varicus orange juice produt ts,
including pasteurized orange juice and
orange juice from concentrate. One of
the primary reasons for promulgating
tiiese standards was the
misrepresentation of recrmstiiuted {
pasteurized orange juice as “fresh”
crange juice. Finding of fact No. 2
stuted:

ot e suitable nayes
d

Fregh wrang :
fur the commerdciaily packaged expre:
juice of oranges. The housewile who for
v vears has squeezed oranges knows

tice to be orange juice. The term “fesh” is
ambiguous in that it is difficult to deterinine
and to draw the lire when & p"(»du. tis fresh
a#nd when H is no longer fresh. The use of the
N * on cemmercially pack=d orange
juice or orarge juice products would fend to
confuse and mizlead consumers

The findings of fact conizin other
siimiiar and related cominents
concerning “fresh.” Finding of fact No.
17 stated in part:

’i"ne‘ prublem most encouniered © ~ 7 1s the:
adulteration of orange juice produects with
waier dnd sugar, The nex! most frequem
probiem is misresresentation of recons
orange juice and of pasteurized orange i
ss fresh oran 2. The investigstion
further showed that even managers

over the country ere confused
ricus smg!e»
arange juice produsts. The
confusion in the area.

@ juis

The issuance of standards of identiy
for verious orange juice products was
intended, in part, to prescribe specific

}_,P-roprlate names for heat treated and
econstituted orange juice so as to
ehm;mhe confusing these products with
fresh orange juice.

FI3A has also stated in an informal
opinion leter {Refl 50) that irrediated
food is g processed food and thos s ould
not appropriately be labeled ag “fresh.”

b. Current practices of conce:s to
FA. Beginning in the late 1980s FDA
received 2 number of complai: ;ts ahout
the deceptive use of the termr “Lesh™ on
products {e.g., pasta sauce) th:;z were
preserved by heat treatment o procda ts
{o.g., fruit jnices) that had been
copcenirated and reconstitute
grew concerned ahout the proiil
of such misle :ding label claims
resultarnt consumer confosion in tha

,mrketnldce In the agency's view, it 55
-xr,;wr(am that dh\“ statements
thie teros e “fresh
("“ou,,. firesh™) not convey @
uprassion about the food.

The IOM report {Ref. 5) iook o
consistent view. [t noted tha! cons g
nl and expect a product’'s pr‘inr"g‘@i
display panel to include short and
\‘“j retandable terms such as “fregh”

nd “fresh frozen” (“frozen ff: sh™y &

C{P“(,I‘ibe certain desirable

characteristics of the foed, because such
terms allow them to select quickly foods
that they believe are consistent with
their dietary concerns. However, the
repori stated, the lack of uniform an:l
consislent FDA and USDA definiticns
for these types of terms has led some 19
conaluds that such terms shouid nos Lo
pe ]hw‘d bacause of the potential fm
confusion, exaggeration, and deceptinn,
Therefore, the IOM report recommenided
that terms like “fresh” be contrslied by
narrowing the conditions for their use.

FDA agrees with the
recommendations of the 10M report and
the general view expressed in many of
the commesnts on the 1989 ANPRM that
sir onger conirol of the use of the ters

“fresh” and “lresh frozen” (“frezen
fre sh''} is n: leded s0 that consumers will
ot ba misled in attempting to make
mtelllgbnt use of factual information on
the food label.

Sinc:, 1489, FDA has increased its
surveillance of the uze of the term
“fresh” in the marketplace. In the soy
of 1991, the agency instituted a major
regulatory iniliative against misieadi
5 of “fresh” on food labels. The
nov took formal and mfc-;mdl activnsg
wgainst the uge of the term on such
products as juice products made fram
conentrate, juice drinks containing
preservatives, and heat processed
products such as pasta sauces and
caviar. FDA issued letters lo severs!
firms citing their misleading use of
“fresh” on food labels, warned firms
that such misbranded products may be
seized by the agency, and bas seized
some products,

N Y R
W e
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The agency will continue to momnitor
the use of this term in the marketplace
and remains prepared to take action
where it encounters the misleading use
of the term. However, FDA also believes
that the lack of regulations defining
“fresh” and “freshly frozen" (“frozen
fresh”) creates the possibility that these
terms will again be abused. Therefore,
FDA has tentatively concluded thatitis
both necessary and desirable to
establish definitions by regulation that
will standardize the use of these terms

on food labels.

2. Proposed Regulation

a. Legal basis and general provisions.
FDA is proposing to define the terms
*“fresh’” and “fresh frozen" (“frozen
fresh”) in the labeling of food and to
provide for the proper use of these
terms. FDA has authority to take these
actions under sections 201(n}, 403(a)(1},
and 701(a) of the act. Section 201(n) of
the act allows for the consideration of
the extent to which the labeling of.a
food fails to reveal a material fac} in
determining whether its labeling is
misleading. Section 403(a)(1) of the act
states that “A food shall be deemed to

be misbranded if its labeling is false or
misleading in any particular,” and
section 701{a) of the act vests the )
Secretary (and by delegation, FDA) with
- authority to issue regulations for the
efficient enforcement of the act. If this
proposal becomes a final rule, foods
using these terms will be considered to
be misbranded if they are not labeled in
accordance with the proposed

definitions. .

FDA is preposing to redesignate
subpart F of part 101 as subpart G and
to establish a new subpart F that will
contain requirements for claims that are
rieither nutrient content claims nor
health claims. FDA is proposiug to
define and provide for the use of the
terms “fresh,” “freshly " (the blank
to be filled with an appropriate verb
such as “prepared,” “baked,” or
“rcasted”}, and “fresh frozen™ in
§ 101.95. The introductory paragraph of
proposed § 101.95 sets out the general
requirements for the use of the terms

defined in the section, namely that they

may be used on the label or in.labelmg
of a food only in conformity with the
provisions of the section.

b. "Fresh,” and “Freshly ——." FDA is
proposing to define the terms “_Iresh"
and “freshly ___," to be used in
separate contexts: (1) The term “fresh,”
as defined in proposed § 101.95(a},
applies to a raw food that has not been
frozen or subjected to any form of
thermal processing or any other form of
preservation; (2) The term “freshly ____»
{e.g.. prepared, baked, roasted) in

proposed § 101.95(b) applies to a
recently produced or prepared food that
has not been frozen, or subjected to any
form of thermal processing or any other
form of preservation, during or
subsequent to its manufacture or
preparation, excluding a process

inherent to the production of the basic
product. As discussed below, proposed
§ 101.95(d) contains previsions for the
use of these descriptors in cases that
would otherwise be precluded under the
definitions in § 101.95 (a) and (b)}.

FDA believes that consumers
generally regard a food in its raw state
as being fresh. Proposed § 101.95{a)
therefore distinguishes a food in its raw
state from the same food that has been
processed or preserved for the purpose
of defining which is fresh. For example,
fish that is caught, cleaned. and
displayed for sale under refrigeration
may be labeled “fresh.”” However, if the
fish was frozen aboard the fishing
vessel, then thawed and prepared for
sale in a central facility, it could not be
labeled as “fresh™ because it has been
processed by freezing. A food such as
unprocessed juice obtained directly
from oranges by squeezing may be .
labeled as “fresh.” However, if the juice
is pasteurized, it is not fresh because it
has been processed by pasteurization {a

thermal process). Similarly, a product
made with processed or concentrated
ingredients is not “fresh.”

Under proposed § 101.95(d)(1), the
following conditions would not preclude
use of the term *fresh™: (1) If an
-approved wax or coating has been
applied to raw produce, (2) if a mild
chlorine or mild acid wash has been
applied to raw produce, or (3} if raw
produce has been treated with approved
pesticides after harvest, Although these
practices could possibly be viewed as
methods of preserving food, they are
routine practices in the distribution and
handling of raw produce that essentially
affect only the food surface and do not

appreciably affect the body of the food

or alter its raw state. Further, the agency
believes that consumers regard such
foods as fresh and are not misled when
the term is used on these foods.

The agency solicits comments on the
use of “fresh” to describe certain raw
foods that have been treated with
ionizing radiation in accordance with
§ 179.26 (21 CFR 179.26), specifically
those foods for which irradiation at a
maximum dose of 1 kiloGray (100
kilorads) is permitted. Currently,

§ 179.26(b) permits such treatment “for

control of Trichina spiralis in pork

carcasses,” “for growth and maturation
inhibition of fresh foods,” and “for
disinfestation of arthropod pests.” The

agency will determine, based on the
comments, whether it should include a
provision in § 101.95(d)(1} permitting the
term “fresh” to be used on irradiated
foods where the irradiation has had
little effect on the attributes of the food
associated with its raw state.
Alternatively, if comments persuade the
agency that consumers would be misled
by such use of the term “fresh,” the

agency will consider including a
provision in the final rule specifically
prohibiting such practices.
Proposed § 101.95(d)(2) provides that
refrigeration of a raw food that
otherwise meets the definiticn of “fresh”
does not preclude the use of that term.
Although refrigeration is a means of
preserving food for a finite time, the
proposal includes this provision because
the agency believes that consumers
generally regard refrigerated raw foods
as fresh and are not misled when the
term is used on such foods.
Proposed § 101.95(b) states conditions
for the use of “freshkly ____" on labels
and in labeling of prepared foods, e.g.,
soup and bread, as opposed to raw food
items. Propesed § 101.95(d}(2) also
provides that refrigeration of a food that
otherwise meets the definition of
“freshly ____"* does not preclude the use
of the term “freshly .___." In the case of
prepared foods, FDA recognizes that
recently prepared or produced foods
that have not been processed or
otherwise preserved are valued by
consumers and are generally considered
by consumers to be more desirable than
comparable focds that have been
processed or preserved. Examples of
such valued foods would include salads
{e.g., bean salad and tuna salad) or
soups (e.g., clam chowder) that are
prepared in a retail outlet or a central
facility, packaged in a consumer
package or bulk form without
preservatives, and offered quickly for
sale without further processing, The
agency believes that it is appropriate to
label such foods as “{reshly prepared”
or “freshly made” to emphasize that the
food is of recent crigin, is not preserved,
and has not been precessed after
preparation. “Prepared” in this context
means that the salad or soup was
actually formulated from a recipe,
versus simply transferring a canned
salad to a tray and displaying it for sale
in a refrigerated case, or simply heating
a canned soup and cifering it from a
self-service soup bar.
Other examples of foods that meet the
proposed definition in § 101.95(b)
include: {1} Peanuts that sre roasted and

sold onsite; (2} shrimp that is steamed a° !

a retail site or at a central facility and
quickly offered at retail; and (3)
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crabmeat that is steamed or broiled
before picking and is sold without
preservation. In these cuses, the use of
other verbs in conjunciion with the
adve:b "freshly” would be appropriate.
such as “freshly roasted peanuts,”
“freshly steamed shrimp,” and “freshly
picked crabmeat.” It should be noted
that in ail the examples for proposed

§ 101.95(b), the term “freshly” is an
adverh that modifies a verh such as
“prepured” or “roasted,” and does not
describe the food itself as fresh. The
agency believes that the proposed
terminology is the most appropriate
manner {or conveying the desirable
attributes of recently prepared or
produced foods, and thus, it is not
proposing to allow for the use of “fresh”
to describe the food itself.

Under the proposed definition,
recently baked bread, formulated
without a chemical preservative, could
be labeled as “freshly baked.” The fact
that the bread was processed by baking
does not disqualify it because baking is
inherent to the manufacturing of bread.
However, if such a product included a
chemical preservative, such as a mold
growth inhibitor, among its ingredients,
it could not be labeled as “freshly
baked’” because it would be a preserved
product. The agency does not believe
that the preserved product should bear
the same qualitative term, i.e., “freshly
baked,” as unnpreserved bread, because
its quality results, in part, from the
incorporation of a chemical
preservativa,

The terra “recently” as used in this
proposal is a qualitative term whose
meaning depends in large degree on the
food in question. FFor example, many
censumers would consider a pasta salad
tc be recently made, and thus “freshly
prepared,” on the day it was actually
prepared on-site or in a central facility.
Cn the other hand, for “ireshly roasted”
peanuls, consulners would probably
consider “recent” to mean that the
peanuis are still warm. However, in
gerieral, FDA believes that it would not
Le appropriate for the terms permitted
by proposed § 161.95(b) to be used on
the label or labeling of a food that is
available for sale more than 24 hours
afier its preparation. FDA has therefore
ircluded in proposed § 101.95{(d})(3) a
provision that states that a food shall
not be considered to be recently
prepared or made if it is available for
sale more than 24 hours after its
preparation or production.

The agency's intention in specifying a
lime period for “recently prepared” is to
limit the use of the term “freshly ___”
to foods that are qualitatively
comparable to foods prepared by

consumers for same day consumption.
However, the agency realizes that given
the variety of foods that are available
for sale within a relatively short time
after preparation, some foods available
for sale more than 24 hours after
preparation may merit use of the term
“freshly " The agency requests
comments on this matter. Comments
should identify such foods and state
why they merit use of the term “freshly
_ " If the comments identify such
fcods, FDA will consider adding
provisions to § 101.95{d) that will permit
the use of “freshly " in the labeling
of such focds. Alternatively, the agency
would consider specifying a time period
otlier than 24 hours in § 101.95(b) if the
comments demonstrate that there are a
lerge number of foods that merit such an
exception, and that a mors appropriate
time period can be included in

§ 101.95(b).

The proposed definition of “freshly
__."in proposed § 101.95(b) will
preclude the use of this term on foods
that have been subjected to certain
processes and any form of preservation
“during cr subsequent to” the
preparation or production of the food.
Thus, the focus of this definition is on
the preparation of the product and
subsequent treatment of the food item
and not on to the ingredients contained
in the product. FDA believes that it is
common in the marketplace to find
prepared foods that are valued for their
recent preparation even though they
contain processed ingredients, e.g., a
pasta salad made with canned tuna.
Thus, the agency believes that
consumers will not be mislead by
permitting such foods to bear terms such
as “freshly prepared.” However, the
agency requests comments concerning
whether situations exist in which it
would be misleading to label a prepared
food containing processed ingredients as
“freshly " If such cases are
identified in the comments, the agency
will consider restricting the use of the
term to situations where it would not be
misleading.

FDA'’s proposed approach conceraing
ingredients in a freshly prepared food is
generally consistent with the policy of
the USDA’s Focd Safety and Inspection
Service (FSIS). FSIS, which regulates
meat and poultry based products,
permits the uss of the term “fresh” when
it describes a recently prepared food
consisting of ingredients that could not
meet its policy criteria {e.g., a ham salad
containing cured hain).

c. ‘“Fresh frozen” and “frozen fresh”,
As noted above, it has been the agency's
longstanding policy that the term “fresh”
should net be used without qualification

to describe foods that are frozen or havc
been frozen. Consistent with this policy,
the agency is proposing in § 101.95(c) to
define the terms “fresh frozen” and
“frozen fresh,” when used on the label
of a food, to mean a food that is quickly
frozen while fresh {i.e., a food that is
recenily harvested when frozen), by a
freezing system such as blast-freezing
{sub-zero Fahrenheit temperature with
fast moving air directed at the food) that
ensures the food is frozen quickly, even
te the center of the food, and that
virtually no deterioration has taken
place.

d. Use of terms in a brand name or as
a sensory modifier. FDA is aware of a
number of foods that include as part of
the brand or firm name the term “fresh.”
Brand names, firm names, logos, and
mottos are label statements that
sometimes make a false or misleading
claim and have the potential to mislead.
Some manufacturers have claimed that
when the term is used as a brand name
or with the word “brand” or “style,” it is
not subject to FDA regulation. Others
have sought to insulate their use of the
term "fresh” by using it to refer to
sensory qualities such as texture, color,
flavor, or taste.

The use of this descriptor in
conjunction with one of these terms or
similar terms is misleading to consumers
on the label of a product that is not itsel
fresh. For example, some traditional
canned vegetables have used such
labeling in the past, where the product
contains ingredients that enable it to
undergo a less intense thermal process
and to retain a higher level of sensory
quality. The agency desires to make it
clear that it regards any use of the terms
defined in this section to be subject to
the requirements of the regulation if the
term expressly or implicitly refers to the
food. FDA is, therefore, proposing to
include in the introductory paragraph in
§ 101.95 a statement that the
requirements cf the section pertain to
any use of the subject terms that
expressly or inmplicitly refer to the food,
cn labels or labeling, including use in a
brand name and use as a sensory
modifier.

e. Use of fresh ingredionts in
processed foods. FDA is also
considering whether a processed food
made from fresh, as opposed to
precessed, fruits or vegetables should be
permitted (by regulation} to include on
the label a factual statement such as
“spaghetti sauce—~made with fresh
mushrooms” FDA requesis comments on
whether use of the term “fresh” is
appropriate in such circumstances.

FDA also requests comments on
whether consumers understand such



54656 Federsl Regxstel /

. 5, No.

224 [/ Wednesday, Movember 27,

1951 / Propused Rules

tements and consider them to be
il
whether i is important to the consumer
e able o distinguish betwaen
srogessed products made from fresh as
npesed to processed {e.g., concentrated
and then rehydrated or reconstituted)
ingredients, and whether there are other
aporopriate means for making such
distinctions on food labels. In addition,
if designation of the ingredient as

“fresh” is useful, FDA requests
comments on whether the inclusica of
blanching as a part of a continuous
process at a facility should preclude
labeling the ingredient as “fresh.” For
example, if fresh raw material
mushrooms are blanched and then
added to the product in a continucus
process, should the label be permitted to
bear the phrase “made with fresh
mushrooms”? FDA will censider the
comments it receives and determine
whether to include a provision in the
final rule addressing use of the term
“fresh” to describe ingredients in
processed foods.

An issue that has come to the
agency’s attention in its review of
“fresh” claims is the use of
remanufactured ingredients. The agency
solicits comments on whether the use of
remanufactured ingredients affects the
attributes of a finished product, such as
a tomato product, to such a degree that
the consumer is misled abcut the
product if its labeling does not
specifically declare the remanufactured
nature of the ingredient. For example,
would it be useful to consumers for
processed products made from
remanufactured ingredients to bear a
term on its principal display panel such
as “made from ____ concentrate,”
“remanufactured.” or “reconstituted?”

If the comments persuade the agency
that such a declaration on the product’s
priccipal display panel is necessary to
not mislead consumers about the nature
of a product, the agency will consider
including a provision in the final rule
raquiring such a declaration.

Extended shelf life foods. Extended
mex! life (ESL) is a term that describes a
category of focds made possible by
relatively recent developments in food
processing and packaging technology.
Generally, ESL describes a food that is
unprocessed or minimally processed {in
some cases, the product is cooked just
as it would be by a consumer), and thus
is not shelf stable, but that is packaged
in such a manner so as to maintain its
quality for an extended period of time
when compared to traditional packaging
methods. Such products are often
refrigerated {many require refrigeration
for safe distribution) and often rely on

in: describing 2 processed product.

the use of “Larrier” packaging and
“modifiad or controlled atmospheres” in
the package to retard aging of the Tood.

For examyple. one such pasta product
packaged in a barrier container with &
modified atmosphere, reportedly has a
refrigerated shelf life of 34 davs (Ref.
52).

DA notes that ESL do not meet the
requirements of § 101.95(b) for the use of
the term “frashly " However, FDA
recognizes thal such preducts may be of
a deerse of quality similar to that of
tradifional prepared foods that cculd
appropriately be labeled as “freshly
U FDAs requesti.lg information on
ESL foods that would enable it to
determine whether any foeds of this
type merit use of the term “freshly . .
and if so, whal factors about such foods
justify the use of the term in a
ponmisleading manner. If the comments
identify nonmisleading uses of the term
“freshly _ __" to describe ESL {oods, the
agency will consider explicitly limiting
the proposed definilion in § 101.95(b]} to
foods prepared and packaged by
traditional means, and it will consider
including provisions in the final rule
permitting the use of the term “freshly
" or cther termns to describe foods
prepared and packaged using ESL
techniques.

B. Natural

The word "natural” is ofien used to
convey that a food is composed only of
substances that are not manmade and

is, therefore, somehow more wholesome.

In the past, FDA has not attempted to
restrict use of the term “natural” except
for added color, synthetic substances,
and flavors under § 101.22. In its
informal policy [Ref. 53). the agency has
considered “natural” to mean that
nothing artificial or synthetic (including
colors regardless of source) is included
in, or has s been added to, the product
that would not normally be expected to
be there. For example, the addition of
beet juice to lemonade to make it pink
would preciude the product being called
“natural.”

The meaning and use of the term
“natural” on the label are of
considerable interest to consumers and
industry. Data suggest that uses of
“natural” claims are confusing and
misleading to consumers and {requently
breach the public's legitimate
expectaticns about their meaning. For
example, two FTC reports {Refs. 54 and
55) cite numerocus studies indicating a
general lack of consumer understanding
and scientific agreement about the
meaning of the term.

The term “natural” is used, however,
on a variety of products to mean a
variety of things. Because of its

2

widespread use, und the evidence thal
ronsumers vegard many uses of this
term as von-informative, the agency is
considering establi 7 a definition for
this term. FDA belizves that if the lerm
“natural” is adequately defined, the
ambiguity susrounding use of the term
that results in misleading claims could
be abated.

In considering this issue, FDA has
reviewed aefmlt}ons of the term

"natural” used by other government
agencies, other countrizs, state
goveraments, and indusiry. For example.
USDA permits the use of the term
“aatural” on the labeling of meat and
pouliry products if: (1) They contain no
artificial flavor or flavoring, coloring
ingredient, chemical preservative, or any
other artificial or synthetic ingredient,
snd {2) they and their ingredients are
aot more than "minimally pror*esaed
“Minimaliy processed” may include

traditiona! processes such as smoking.
roasting, freezing, drying, and
fermenting. It may also include thosc
processes that do not fundamentally
alter the raw oroduct and that ouly
separate a whole, intact food into
compeonent parts such as grinding meat
or pressing fruits to produce juices.
Solvent extraction, acid hydrolysis,
chemical bleaching. and other such
relatively complex processes do not
meet the criteria for minimal processing,
and, thus, if they have occurred, the
product would not be allowed by USDA
to be labeled as “natural” (Ref. 56).

USDA'’s policy also provides that all
labels of meat and poultry products
bearing the term “natural” must be
accompanied by a brief statement
informing consumers that the produci is
natural because it contains no artificial
ingredients and is only minimally
processed. This statement may appear
either directly beneath or beside all
natural claims or may be plased
elsewhere on the principal display panel
provided an asterisk is used to tie the
explanation to the claim. USDA has
approved labels for *All Natural
Wingettes” and “All Natural Chili.”

Some of the definitions established by
other government agencies, cther
countries, state governments, and
industry are more restrictive than the
USDA definition, while others are less
so. There are numerous inconsistencies
among the definitions as well as
unanswered questions. Consequently,
FDA has concluded that more consumer
and industry input is needed before it
can develop a definition for “natural.”
However, the agency notes that after
considerable input from various groups,
including scientists, consumers,
industry. and regulatory professions, the
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Federal Trade Commission (FTC) was
unable to establish a definition for
“natural.” (See Refs. 54 and 55 and 48
FR 23270, May 24, 1983—Termination of
rulemaking procecding).

One possible meaning of the term
“natural” as it applies lo food is the
absence of artificial or syntheltic
ingredients of any kind. This meaning,
bowever, has been degraded by
inappropriate use of the term in the
marketplace. Should FDA establish a
meaningful definition for “natural” so
that this term has a common consumer
understanding? Because of the multiple
and diverse meanings currently in use,
establishing a definition for the term
“natural” that will be readily accepted
and understeod will be difficult. The
agency is seeking comiments on whether
it should define this term or should
prohibit such claims entirely on the
grounds that they are false or
misleading.

In reaching a decision on any future
FDA course of action, the agency sceks
comments on how, or if, it should
procezd in developing a definition for
the term “natural.” FDA is particularly
interested in the views of consumers
and industry on how “natural food”
should be defined. Given past consumer
confusion on what “natural” means,
FDA seeks comments that provide
examples of what a natural food is. In
addition, FDA seeks comments on
whether a food represented to be
natural should be considered to be
misbranded under section 403(a) of the
act: (1) If it has undergone more than
“minimal processing” (the agency also
requests comments on what “minimal
processing” means), or (2) if it contains
any artificial or synthetic ingredients
such as food and color additives.

How FDA proceeds will depend
largely on response to the agency’s
concerns regarding a definition of the
term “natural” and the identification of
a suitable direction that the agency
might explore in establishing a
definition for such a term.

In addition to information on these
broad uses of the term “natural,” FDA is
also seeking comment on how it
distinguishes between axtificial and
natural flavors in § 101.22. The agency is
cencerned that its existing definition of
“niatural flavor” may not be consistent
with the current interpretation of
“natural” as implying minimal
processing. For example, while removing
the-essential oil from a food is probably
well understood to be minimal
processing, and the oil is therefore a
natural flavor of the food, it is less clear
whether hydrolysis or enzymolysis of a
food is minimal processing and therefore
results in a natural flavor. The agency

requests comments with substantialing
information to provide a basis for a
clearer, more appropriate distinction
between natural and artificial flavors.
C. Orguitic

A review of the comments from
consumers to the 1989 ANPRM on the
use of the term “organic” demonstrated
thatl consumer perceptions of the term
encompass more than is generally
intended by the term. Many of the
comments suggested that they wanted
either:

(1) Organic to mean “pesticide free”
{organically grown) food;

(2) Label declaration of any peslicide,
growth enhancer, fungicice, chemical, or
radiation used; or

(3) At least label declaration of any
potentially harmful pesticides and
fertilizers used.

On November 28, 1990, Title XXI—
Organic Certification, known as the
“QOrganic Foods Production Act of 1920
{OFPA), was enacted as part of the 1990
Farm Bill. The purpose of the statute
was:

(1) To establish national standards
governing the marketing of certain
agricultural products as organically
produced products, (2) to assure
consumers that organically produced
products meet a consistent standard,
and (3) to facilitate interstate commerce
in fresh and processed food that is
organically produced.

The OFPA stated that to be sold or
labeled as an “crganically produced”
agricultural product, an agricultural
product must, with certain exceptions,
(1) have been produced and handled
without the use of synthetic chemicals,
(2) not be produced on land to which
any prohibited substances, including
synthetic chemicals, have been applied
during the three years immediately
preceding the harvest of the agricultural
products, and (3) be produced and
handled in compliance with an organic
plan agreed to by the producer and
handler of such product and the
certifying agent.

This statute charges USDA with
establishing a certification program for
producers and handlers of agricultural
products that have been produced using
organic methods. In addition, the USDA
was instructed to permit each state to
implement a State organic certification
program for producers and handlers of
agricultural products that have been
produced using organic methods. The
OFPA also established certain
requirements under which a processed
food could be labeled directly or
indirectly as “organically grown.”

The OFPA provides that exemptions
to certain labeling requirements for

nrocessed foods may be made to the
extent that the Sccretary of Agriculture,
in consultation with the National
Organic Standards Board and the
Secretury of DHIHS, determines that
they are appropriate.

Because responsibility for reguluting
use of the term “organic™ has been
assigned by Congress to USDA, FDA
will defer issuing of any regulations
governing the term “organic™ until
USDA has adopted appropriate
regulations. At this time, FDA will
determine whether any additional
regulations governing the term “organic”
are necessary.

VII. Economic Impact

The food labeling reform initiative,
taken as a whole, will have associated
costs in excess of the $100 million
threshold that defines a major rule.
Therefore, in accordance with Exsculive
Order 12291 and the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354), FDA has
developed one comprehensive
regulatory impact analysis (RIA) that
presents the costs and benefits of all of
the food labeling provisions taken
together. The RIA is published
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal
Register. The agency requests comments
on the RIA.

VIIL Environmental Impact

The agency has determined under 21
CFR 25.24 that this proposed rule is of a
type that does not individually or
cumulatively have a significant effect on
the human environment. The proposed
actions pertaining to food labeling meet
the criteria in 21 CFR 25.24(a)(11) for
exclusion from preparation of any
environmental assessment and an
environmental impact statement. The
proposed regulations pertaining to
petitions for nutrient content claims
meet the criteria for exclusion described
in 21 CFR 25.24(a)(8). Therefore, neither
an environmental assessment nor an
environmental impact statement is
required.

IX. Effective Date

FDA is proposing to make these
regulations effective 6 months after the
publication of a final rule based on this
proposal.

FDA notes, however, that in section
10(a)(3)(B) of the 1990 amendments,
Congress provides that if the Secretary
of Health and Human Services (the
Secretary), and by delegation FDA, finds
that requiring compliance with section
403(q) of the act, on mandatory nutrition
labeling, or with section 403(r)(2) of the
act, on nutrient content claims, 6 months
after publication of the final rules in the
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Federal Register would cause undue
ecinomic hardship, the Secretary may
deday the application of these sections
for no more than 1 year. In light of the
ageacy's fentative ""ndings in its
wgwa’ory impact analysis that
comptliance with the 1990 amen
by May 8, 1993, will cost $1.5
that & month and 1 year extensions of
thal compliance date will result in
savings that arguably oulweigh the lost
benefiis, FDA believes that the Queszi
of whether it can and should provide for
an extension of the effective date of
sections 403(g) and [r)(2) of the act is
sguarely raised.
¥DA has carefully studied the
fanguage of section 16(a)(3}{B) of the
1680 amendments and sees a number of
guestions that need o be addressed.
The first quastion is the meaning of
"‘u"jue economic hardship” FDA
racognizes that the costs of compliance
wath the new law are high. but those
costs derive in large measure from the
great number of labels and firms
involved, The agency questions whether
the costs reflected in the aggregate
number represent “undue economic
hardship.” Therefore, FDA requests
comments on how it should assess
undue econsmic hardship.” Should it
assess this question on a firm-by-firm
basis, as was provided in the bill that
passed the House Committee on Energy
and Commerce {H. Rept. 101-538, 101st
Cong., 2d sess., 24 {1990)), an industry-
by-industry basis, or should it assess
this gquestion on an aggregate basis? if
the agency should take the latter
appreach, comments should provide
evidence that would permit the agengy
to make a determination that there is
“‘undue economic hardship” for most
anies. FDA also points out that
sing hardship on a firm-by-firm
ba"is ,{mid likely be extremely
bordensome because of the likely
number of requests.
I{DA will consider the question of the
ineaning and appropriate application of
section 10{a){3){B) of the 1990
amendments as soon as pessible afier
the comment period cioses. The agency
intznds to publish a notice in advance of
any finel rule announcing how it will
implement this section to assist firms in
nlanning how they will comply with the
act. The early publication cf this notice
is to assist firms in avoiding any
unnecessary expenses that could be
incurred by trying to comply wiih a
compliance date that may cause “undue
econemic hardship.”

Iments

1

X. Comments

Interested persons may, en or before
February 25, 1992, submit to the Dockets
Msanagemert Branch {address above)

ion, and

wrillen commenis regarding this
proposal. Two cepies of any comments
are to be submitted, except that
individuals may submit one copy.
Comments are to be identified with the
docket number found in brackets in the
beading of this document. Received
comments may be seen in the office
zbove belween 9 a.m. and 4 p.m..
Monday through Friday.

In accordance with section 3{b}{1}{B)
of the 1980 amendments, FDA must
issae by November 8, 1992, final
reqvialicns for nuirient gentent claims. If
the agency dees vot promaulgate final
regulations by November 8. 1992, section
31b}{(&) of the 1960 amendinents provides
thad the regulaiions proposed in this
ducument shall be considered as the
final regnlations. The agency bas
debmmnod that 80 days is the maximum
time that it can provide for the
subinission of comments and still meet
this statutory timeframe {or the issuance
of final regulations. Thus, the agency is
advising that it will not consider any
reguests under 21 CFR 10.49(b) for
extension of the comment period beyond
February 25, 1892. The agency must limit
the commant hermd to no more than 90
days to assure sufficient time to develop
& final rule based on this proposal and
the comments it recelves.

X1 Paperwork Redaciion Act

in accordance with the Payerwork
f-’ iumm Act of 1980 (24 U.S.C. chapter

1 the provisicns of § 101.60 Petitions

nut:f nt cantent oluims relating to
ubrnission of petitions to FDA wili be
subxmitied for approval to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). These
provisions will not be effective until
YDA obtains OMB approval. FDA will
give notice of OMB approval of these
J*equiremems in the Federal Register as
part of any {inal rule that is based on
this proposal.
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Management Branch {address above)
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List of Subjects
21 CFR Part 5
Authority delegations (Government

agencies), Imports, Organization and
functions (Government agencies).

21 CFR Part 101

Focd labeling. Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.
21 CFR Part 105

Dietary foods, Food grades and
standar a‘ Food labeling. Infants 2nd
children.

Thereiore, under the Federal Food,
Prug, and Cosmetic Act and under
suthority delegated to the Commissioner
of Food and Drugs. it is proposed that 21
CFR parts 5, 101, and 105 be amended as
follows:

FART 5~DELEGATIONS OF
AUTHORITY AND ORGANIZATION

1. The authority citation for 21 CFR
part 5 continues to read as follows:

Lutbodiv: 5 US.C. 504, 552, App. 5 7 U.S.C
2273: 15 ULS.C. 838, 1261-1282. 3701-37114;
Li-iZ2 of (iw ¥uir Packaging zmzf Pabohing
{15 U.L.C Uh'l 1461} 21 U .
f).) Ta1--144, 4\} i, 679{bL 801845,
603 of the Fedoral Fox ;d I
; /"\L {21 U.S.C. 321-3%4}: 35 lJ "7(
3, 382, 303, 37, 3)(" 311
., 982, 17¢1-]
Health Service A (t [4” i'
2420, 2421 242n, 243, 262, 263, 26
, A00G-30Gu-5, 30Caa~1-2001):
Ay, 3248h, 4332, 4837 {a}, 10007 -
133903 11 . end 14597,

RELE

\» i1

2. Section 5.61 is amended by revisinw
tiie gection heading and by adding a
w paragraph {g) to read ez follows:

£ 5.61 oo standards, food additives.
gunerally recagnized as cafe (GRAS)
sutsiances, color aditives, health claims;
aadd putrient content claims and heslth
claims,

- + > * N

{¢; The Director and Deputy Director,
Cenier for Food Safety and Applied
Nutrition are authorized to perform all
of the functions of the Commissioner of
Food and Drugs under section 403{r)(4}
of the act regarding the issuing of
decisions to grant or deny, letters of
filing, notizes sceking comment, and
notices of proposed rulemaking in
responss to petitions for nutrient contont
claims and heslth claims that do not
invelve contreversial issues.

PART 131—FOOD LABELING

3. The suthority citation for 21 CFR
part 161 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 4, 5, 6 of the Fair Packaging
and Labeling Act (15 U.S.C. 1453, 1454, 1455);
secs. 201, 301, 402, 403, 409, 701 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321,
331, 342, 343, 348, 371).

4. Section 101.13 is revised to read as
follows:

§ 101,13  Nutrient content claims-—generat
principles.

(a) This section and the regulations in
subpart D of this part apply to foods thai
are intended for human consumptioi:
and thet are offered for sale.

(b} A claim that expressly or implicitly

haracterizes the level of a nutrient
(nutrient content claim) of the type
required in nutrition labeling under
§ 101.9, may not be made on the label or
in labeling of foods unless the claim is
made in accordance with this regulation
and withk the applicable regulations in
subpart D of this part.

(1} An expressed nutrient content
claim is any direct statement about the
level (or range} of a nutrient in the feod,
e.g., "low sodium.”

(2} An implied nutrient content claim
is any claim that describes the food er
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an ingredient therein in such a manner
that leads a consumer to assume that a
nutrient is absent or present in a certain
amount (e.g., “high in oat bran'’) or that
the food because of its nutrient content
may be useful in achieving a total diet
that conforms to current dietary
recommendations (e.g., “healthy”).

(3} No nutrient content claims may be
made on food intended specifically for
use by infants and toddlers less than 2
years of age.

(c) Information that is required or
permitted by § 101.9 to be declared in
nutrition labeling, and that appears as
part of the nutrition label, is nota
nutrient content claim and is not subject
to the requirements of this section. If
such information is declared elsewhgre
on the label or in labeling, it is a nutrient
content claim and is subject to the
requirements for nutrient content claims.

(d) A “substitute” food is one ‘that
may be used interchangeably V'{lth
another food that it resembles, i.e., that
it is organoleptically, physically, and
functionally-(including shelf life) glmxlar
to, and that it is not nutritionally querior
to unless it is labeled as an “imitation.”

(1) If there is a difference in

performance characteristics, thg food
may still be considered a substltuge if
the label includes a disclaimer ad]i?cent
to the most prominent claim as defined
in paragraph (j)(2)(ii) of this section,
informing the consumer of such
difference (e.g., not for use in cooking).

(2) This disclaimer must be in easily
legible print or type and in a size no less
than one-half the size of the type of the
descriptive term but in no case less than
one-sixteenth of an'inch in height.

(e)(1) Because the use of a “free” or
“low" claim before the name of a food
implies that the food has been altered
compared to other foods of the same
type to lower the amount of the nutrient
in the food, only foods that have been
specially processed, altered, formulated,
or reformulated so as tc remove the
nutrient from the food may bear such a
claim (e.g., low sodium potato chips).

(2) Any claim for the absence of a
nutrient in a food, or that a food is low
in a nutrient, when the food has not
been specially processed, altered,
formulated, or reformulated to qualify
for that claim shall indicate that the
food inherently meets the criteria and
shall clearly refer to all foods of that
type and not merely to the particular
brand to which the labeling attaches
{e.g., “corn oil, a sodium frqe food™). .

() A nutrient content claim shall be in
type size and style no larger than that of
the statement of identity.

(g) The label or labeling of a food for
which a nutrient content claim is made
shall contain prominently and in

immediate proximity to such claim the
following referral statement: **See

— . for nutrition information” with
the blank filled in with the identity of
the panel on which nutrition labeling is
located.

(1) The referral statement *See
leppropriate panel) for nutrition
information” shall be in easily legible
boldface print or type, in distinct
contrast to other printed or graphic
matter, that is no less than one-half the
size of the type of the nutrient content
claim but in no case less than one-
sixteenth of an inch in height.

(2) The referral statement shall be
immediately adjacent to the nutrient
content claim and may have no
intervening material other than, if
applicable, other information in the
statement of identity or any other
information that is required to be
presented with the claim under this
section (see e.g., paragraph (j)(2) of this
section or under a regulation in subpart
D of this part (see, e.g., §§ 101.54 and
101.62)). If the nutrient content claim
appears on more than one panel of the
label, the referral statement shall be
adjacent to the claim on each panel
except for the panel that bears the
nutrition information.

(3) If a single panel of a food label or
labeling contains multiple nutrient
content claims or a single claim
repeated several times, a single referral
statement may be made. The statement
shall be adjacent to the claim that is
printed in the largest type on that panel.

(h} In place of the referral statement
described in paragraph (g} of this
section, if a food contains more than
11.5 grams (g) of fat, 4.0 g of saturated
fat, 45 milligrams (mg) of cholesterol, or
360 mg of sodium per reference amount
customarily consumed, per labeled
serving size, or per 100 grams, then that
food must disclose, as part of the
referral statement, that the nutrient
exceeding the specified level is present
in the food as follows: “See [appropriate
panel] for information about [nutrient
requiring disclosure] and other
nutrients,” e.g., “'See side panel for
information about fats and other
nutrients.”

(i) Except as provided in paragraph
(0)(3) of this section, the label or
labeling of a product may contain a
statement about the amount or
percentage of a nutrient that implies that
the food is high or low in that nutrient
only if the food actually meets the
definition for either “high” or “low" as
defined for the nutrient that the label
addresses. Such a claim might be,
“contains 100 mg of sodium per serving.”

(j) Products may bear a statement that
compares the level of a nutrient in the

product with the level of a nutrient in
reference food. These statements shal,
be known as “relative claims” and

include “reduced,” “light” and
comparative claims.

(1) To bear a relative claim about the
level of a nutrient, the amount of that
nutrient in the food must be compared
as specified below to a reference food.
Such foods are: .

(i) For all relative claims, an industry
wide norm, i.e., a composite value
weighted according to a national market
share on a unit or tonnage basis of all
the foods of the same type as the fcod
for which the claim is made;

(ii) For reduced and comparative
claims only, a manufacturer’s regular
product that has been offered for sale to

the public on a regular basis for a
substantial period of time in the same
geographic area by the same business
entity or by one entitled to use its trade
name; or

(iii) For comparative claims only, a
food or class of food whose composition
is reported in a current valid data base
such as U.S. Department of Agriculture's
Handbook 8, Composition of Foods,
Raw, Processed, Prepared.

(2) For foods bearing relative claims:

(i) The label or labeling must bear,
immediately adjacent to the claim that
is in the most prominent location on the
labeling or labeling and in type no less
than one-half the size of the type of the
claim but no less than one-sixteenth of
an inch, the following accompanying
information: )

(A) The identity of the reference food:

(B) The percentage (or fraction) of the
amount of the nutrient in the reference
food by which the nutrient has been
modified, (e.g., “50% less fat,” “' ¥4 fewer
calories"), and

(C) Clear and concise quantitative
information comparing the amount of
the subject nutrient in the product per
labeled serving with that of the
reference food.

(ii) The determination of which use of
the claim is in the most prominent
location on the label or labeling will be
made based on the following factors,
considered in order:

(A) A claim on the principal display
panel adjacent to the statement of
identity;

(B) A claim elsewhere on the principal

display panel;
(C) A claim on the information panel;

or

(D) A claim elsewhere on the label or

labeling.

(iii) Relative claims for decreased
levels of nutrients may be made on the
label or in labeling of a food only if the

nutrient content for that nutrient differs

!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!
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fror that of the refurence fuod by more
than the amount speciiied ir: the
definition of “low” for that nutrient.

{kJ The term “modified” may be used
i the statement of identity of a foud
thot bears a comparative claim that
complies with the requirements of this
part, followed immediately by the name
of the nutrient whose content has been
eitered {e.g, "Modified {at chieescoake™).
This statemcni of identily must he
immediately followed by the
comparaiive stetement such as
“Containz 35% less fat then
and 2! ether informatien required in
h ({2} of this section for
compatative claims.

(1} Fox purpeses of making » claim, a
“maul-type product” shall be dafined as
a food that:

(1) Makes a signifizant coniribution to
the diet by:

{i} Providing at least 200 culorios per
scrving {container); or

(i1} Weighing at least 6 ounies per
snrving (container); and

{2} Contains ingredients from 2 or
mare of the following 4 food groups:

(i} Bread, cersal, rice and pasta groum;

(ii} Fruits and vegetables group;

(iif} Milk, yogurt, and cheese group;

(iv}) Meat, poultry, fish, dry beans,
eggs, and nuts group; and

{3} Is represented as, or is in s form
commonly understood to be, a breakfast,
lunch, dinner, maal, main dish, entree, or
pizza. Such representations may be
made either hy siziements, phetegraphs,
or vignettes.

(m) Nutrition labeling shall be
provided for any food for which a
nutrient content claim is made in
accordance with §§ 101.9 and 101.36.

{n} Compliance with require;nents for
nutrient conteni ciaim in this section
and in regulations in subpart D of this
part, will be determined using analytical
methedology prescribed for deterinining
compliance with nutrition labeling in
§ 101.9 of this chapler.

{0} The fotlowing exemptions apply:

(1) Nutrien? conlent claims that bave
not been defined by regulation and that
appear as part of a brand name that was
inn use prior to Ocicber 25, 1989, may
continue to be used as part of that brand
name, provided they are not false or
mislesding under section 403(#) of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
{ihe act},

(2] A sofi drink that used the term
“diet” &s part of its brand name before
October 25, 1989, and whose use of that
term was in compliance with § 105.66 of
this chapier as that regulation appeared
in the Ccde of Federal Regulations on
that date, may continue to use that term
as part of i{3 brand name, providad that
its use of the term is not false or

misieading under section 403(a) of the
act.

{3} A stalement thatl describes the
percentaze of a vitsmin or mineral in the
food in relation to a reference daily
intake {RDI) as defined in § 101.9 may
be made on the label or in labeling of &
food without a regelation authorizing
suck ¢ ciaim for a specific vitamin or
mineral unless such claim is expressiy
prohibited by regulation under
403{r)(2)(A)(vi) of the act.

{4} The requiremants of this section do
not apply to:

{i) Infant formulas subject to section
412{h) of the act; and

{31} Medical foeds defined by section
5ih} of the Orphan Drug Act.

{5) A nutrient content claim used en
food that is served in restaurants or
other esiablishments in which food is
served for immediate human
consumption or which is sold for sale or
use iI: such establishments shall comply
with the requirements of this section
and the appropriate definition in subpsst
I3 of this part, except that such claim is
exempt from the requirements for
disclosure statements in paragraphs (g}
and (h) of this section and §§ 101.54(d).
101.62(c}, (d)(1)(i3(C), (d)(2)(i)(C). (d){3}.
(d)(41G3i)(C), and (d){8)(HNC).

{6) Nutrient content ¢laims that were
part of the common or usval names of
focds that were subject to a standard of
identity on November 8, 1990, are not
subiect to the requirements of
paragraphs (b}, (g}. and (h) of this
section ¢r to definitions in subpart D of
this part.

(7) Implied nutrient content claims
may be used as part of a brand name,
provided that the use of the claim has
been authorized by the Food and Drug
Administration. Petitions requesting
approval of such a claim may be
submitted under § 101.50(h).

{8} The terms “sugar free,”
“sugarless,” and ‘“no sugar” may be
used on the label and in labeling of
chewing gums centaining no sucrose
provided that when the product is net
“low calorie” or “reduced caloriz” vnder
§ 101.60(b), the label also bear
immediately adjacent to the claim each
time it is used, the statement “Not a
reduced-calorie food,” “Not a low
calorie food.” “Not for weight contrsl,”
or “Useful Only in Not Promoting Tooth
Decuy.”

5. Subpart D is added to recd ss
fullows:

Subpart D--Specific Requirements for
Mutrient Content Claims

3

confent Gaims for “sourae,”
“more.”

T
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See,
10156 Nutient content claims tor “Haoht™ e
“lite.”
101,80 Nutrient content cliaims for the

calorie content of foods.

101,61 Nutrient content claims for the
sodiuvm content of foods.

1LBY  Pelitions for nutrient content claims,

Subpart D--Specific Requirements for
Nutrient Content Claims

§ 101.54 Nutrient content claimis for
“source,” “high,” and “more.”

{8) General requirements. Except as
provided in paragraph (e) of this sectior.
& claim about the level of a nutrient in a
foed in relztion to the Reference Daily
Intake (RDij established for that nutrier:
in § 101.9{(c){11)(iv) or Daily Reference
Valus (DRV) established for that
nutrient in § 101.9(c){12)(i). (excluding
total carbohydrates and unsaturated
fatty aids} may only be made on the
Jabel and in labeling of the food if:

(1) The claim uses one of the terms
defined in this sectior in accordance
with the definition for that term;

{2} The claim is made in accordance
with the general requirements for
nutrient content claims in § 101.13; and

(3) The food for which the claim is
n:ade is labeled in accordance with
§ 101.9 or, where applicable, § 101.36.

(1 “High” claims. (1) The terms
“high,” “rich in,” cr “major source of”
may be used on the label and in the
labeling of & food except meal-type
products ag defined in § 102.13(1),
previded that the food contains 20
percent or moere of the RDI or the DRV
per reference amount customarily
consumed and per labeled serving size.

{2} These terms may be used on the
libel and in the labeling of a meal-type
product as defined in § 101.13{1),
pravided that it contains per 100 grams
{gi of product, an amount of the nutrient
that is equal to 26 percent or more of the
ROY or DRV.

{c) “Sowrce” ¢luims. (1) The terms
“sourcs,” “goud source of,” or
“important source of” may be used or
the label or in the labeling of a food
when the food except meal-type
products as described in § 101.13(1}
contains 10 {o 19 percent of the (RDI} or
the (DRV} per reference amount
cestomarily consumed and per Jabelod
serving size,

(2} These terms may be used on the
fabel end in the labeling of a meal-tvpe
product as defined in § 101.13(1),
provided that it contains per 100 g of
product, an amount of the nutrieat that
iz equal to 10 to 19 percent of the RD! or
DRV,

(4} “Fiber” claini If & nutriest contend
claiim is made with respeet to the level
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of dietary fiber, that is, ilu11 the product
is high in fiber, a souse of :her, or that
the food contsins “more” fiker, and the

s defined in

food is not low in total fot
§ 101.82(b}{2), then the label shall
disclose the level of 1:12l £t per labeled
serving. The disclosure shall appear in
immediate proximity to such claim and
precede the referral stairment required
in § 101.13{g) {e.g., "Ceniains {x amount)
of total fat per serving. See [appropriate
panel] for nutrition information.”)

{e){1) “More.” A comparative claim
using the term “more” may be used on
the label and in the lalicling to describe
the level of protein, vitamins, minerals,
dietary fiber, or potassium in a food,
including meal-type pioducts as defined
in § 101.13{l), provided that:

{i) The food contains at least 10
percent more of the RDI for protein,
vitamins, or minerals or of the DRV for
dietary fiber or potassium (expressed as
a percent of the Daily Value) than the
reference food that it resembles and for
which it substitutes as specified in
$ 101.23(1(1)(), ()(1){¥). and {j)(1)(i);

{ii) Where the claim is based on a
nutrient that has been added to the fcod,
that fortification is in accordance with
the policy on fortification of foods in
§ 104.20 of this chapter; and

{iii) As required in § 101.13(j)(2) for
relative claims, the identity of the
reference food; the percentage (or
fraction) that the nutrient was increased
relative to the RDI or DRV, and
quantitative information comparing the
level of the nutrient in the product per
labeled serving size, with that of the
reference food that it replaces are
declared in immediate proximity to the
most prominent such claim (e.g.,
“Contains 10% more of the daily value
for fiber than white bread. Fiber content
of white bread is 1 g per serving; (this
product) 3.5 g per serving.”)

{2) A comparative ¢laim using the
term “more” may be used to describe
the level of complex carbohydrates in a
food, including meal-type products as
defined in § 101.13{1), provided that the
food contaius at least 4 percent more of
the DRV for carbohydrates than the
reference food, and the difference
between the two foods is only complex
carbohydrates as defined in
§ 101.9{c){6)(i). The identity of the
reference food and guantitative
information compsring the level of
complex carbohydrates with that of the
ceference food that it replaces shall be
declared in immediate proximity to the
nost prominent such claim,

(3) A comparative claim using the
term “more” may be used to describe
the level of unsaiuraied fatin a food
including meal-type products as defined
n § 101.13{}) provided that the food

contains at least 4 percent more of the
LRV for unsaturated fat than the
reference food, the leve!l of total fat is
not increased, and the level of trans
fatty acids deoes not exceed 1 percent of
the total fat. The identity of the
reference food and quantitative
information comparing the jevel of
unsaturated fat with that of the
reference {food that it replaces shall be
declared in immediate proximity to the
most prominent such claim.

§ 101.56 Nutrient content c!aims for
“light” or “ite.”

(a) General requirements. A claim
using the term “light” or “lite™ 1o
describe a food may only be made nn
the label and in labeling of the foed if:

(1) The claim uses one of the terms
defined in this section in accordance
with the definition for that term;

(2) The claim is made in accordance
with the general requirements for
nutrient content claims in § 101.13; and

(3} The food is labeled in accordance
with § 101.9 or, where applicable,

§ 101.36.

{b) The terms *light” or “lite" may be
used on the label and in the labeling
without further qualification to describe
a food, except meal-type products as
defined in § 101.13(1). provided that:

(1) The foed has at least a ¥ {33%
percent) reduction in the number of

calories compared to a reference food as

specified in § 101.13(j)(1)(i) with a
minimum reduction of more than 40
calories per reference amount
customarily consumed and per labeled
serving size;

(2) If the food derives 50 percent or
more of its calories from fat, its fat

content is reduced by 50 percent or more

compared to the reference foed that it
resembles or for which it substitutes as
specified in § 101.13(j)(1)(i) with a
minimum reduction of more than 3
grams (g) per reference amount
customarily consumed and per labeled
serving size; and

(3) As required in § 101.13{j)(2) for
relative claims, the identity of the
reference food; the percent {or fraction)
that the calories, and, if appropriate, the
fat, were reduced; and quantitative
information comparing the level of
calories and, if appropriate. fat content,
in the product per labeled serving size,
with that of the reference food that it
replaces are declared in immediate
proximity to the most prominent such
claim, (e.g., *'¥a fewer calories and 50%

less fat than our regular cheese cake: lite

cheese cake—200 calories, 4 grams {at;
regular cheese cake—300 calories, 8
graims fat per serving”?.

(c) A product, other than a salt
substitute, that is low, reduced or

otherwise altered in sodium content
cannot use the term “light" solely
because of this alteration but rather
shall use, as appropriate, the term
“reduced sodium” or “low sodium.”

{(d) The term “light” or “lite” may be
used to describe a salt substitute if the
sodium content of the product has been
reduced by at least 50 percent compared
to ordinary table salt.

{e) The term “light” or “lite” may not
be used to refer to a food that is not
reduced in calories by %5 and, if
applicable, in fat by 50 percent, unless:

(1) it describes some physical or
crgancleptic attribute of the food such
as texture or coler aund the qualifying
information {e.g.. “light o color” or
“light in texture"} su stated clearly
conveys the nature of the product; and

{2) The qualifying information is in the
same type size, siyle, color, and
prominence as the word “light” and in
immediate proximity thereto,

(f) If a manufacturer can demonstrate
that the word “light” Lias been
associated, through common use, with a
particular food (e.g., tight brown sugar,
light corn syrup, or light molasses) to the
point where it has become part of the
statement of identity, such use of the
term “light” shall not be considered a
nutrient content claim subject to the
requirements in this part.

§ 101.60 Nutrient content claims for the
calorie content of foods.

(a) General reqguirements. A claim
about the calorie content of a food may
only be made on the Iabel and in the
labeling of the feod if:

(1) The claim uses one of the terms
defined in this secticn in accordance
with the definition for that term;

(2} The claim is made in accordance
with the general requirements for
nutrient content claims in § 101.13; and

(3) The food for which the claim is
made is labeled in accordance with
§ 101.9 or, where applicable, § 101.36.

{b) “Calorie content claims.” (1) The
terms “calerie free,” “free of calories,”
“no calories,” “zero calories,” “trivial
source of calories,” “negligible source of
calories,” or “dietarily insignificant
source of calories” may be used on the
label and in the labeling of a food
provided that:

(i) The food contains less than 5
calories per reference amount
customarily consumed and per labeled
serving size; and

(ii) As required in § 101.13(e)(2), if the
food meets this condition without the
benefit of special processing, alteration,
formulation, or reformulation to lower
the caleric content, it is labeled to
disclose that calories are not usually
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present in the food {e.g., “soda waler, a
calorie free food”).

(2} The terms “low calorie,” “few
c-lories,” “contains a small amount of
calories,” or “low source of calorics”
“low in calories” may be used on the
label and in labeling of foods except
meal-type products as definied in
§ 101.13(1) provided that:

(i) The food does not provide more
than 40 calories per reference amount
customarily consumed, per labeled
serving size, and, except for sugar
substitute, per 100 grams (g); and

(ii) If a food meets these conditions
without the benefit of special
processing, altcration, formulation or
reformulation to vary the caloric
content, it is labeled to clearly refer to
all foods of its type and not merely to
the particular brand to which the label
attaches (e.g., “celery, a low calorie
food™).

(3) The terms listed in paragraph (b)(2)
of this section may be used on the label
or int labeling of meal-type products as
defined in § 101.13{1) provided that:

(i) The product contains 105 calories
or less per 100 g; and

(ii) If the product meets this condition
without the benefit of special
processing, alieration, formulation, or
reformulation to lower the calorie
content, it is labeled to clearly refer to
all foods of its type and not merely to
the particular brand to which it
attaches.

{4) The terms “reduced calorie,”
“reduced in calories” or “calorie
reduced” may be used to describe a
food, except mealtype products as
defined in § 101.13(1}, provided that:

(i) The food has been specifically
processed, altered, formulated, or
reformulated, to reduce its calerie
content by 33% percent or more with a
minimum reduction of more than 46
calories per reference amount
customarily consumed and per labelad
serving size from the reference food that
it resembles and for which it substitutes
as defined in § 101.13(;){1)(i) and
((13(ii); and

{ii) As required in § 101.13(j}(2) for
relative claims, the identity of the
raference food, the percent (or fracticn)
that the calories have been reduced, and
quantitative information comparing the
level of the nutrient in the product per
labeled serving size with that of the
reference food that it replaces are
declared in immediate proximity to the
most prominent such claim (e.g.,
Keduced calorie cupcakes *33%% fewer
calories than regular cupcakes. Calorie
content has been reduced from 150 to
100 calories per serving').

(5) A comparative claim using the
term “fewer” may be used on the label

or in labeling of a food, including meal
type products as defined in § 101.13{1),
provided that:

(i) The food contains at least 25
percent fewer calories, with a minimum
reduction of more than 40 calories per
raference amount customarily consumed
and per labeled serving size, than the
reference food that it resembles and for
which it substitutes as defined in
§ 101.13(3)(1)(3), ()(1)(i). and (})(1)(iii);
and

(if) As required in § 101.13(j}(2) for
relative claims, the identity of the
reference food, the percent (er fraction)
that the calories have been reduced, and
guantitative information comparing the
level of the calories in the product per
labeled serving size with that of the
reference food that it replaces are
declared in immediate proximity to the
most prominent such claim (e.g., “This
cheese cake contains 25 percent fewer
calories than our regular cheese cake.
Calorie content has been lowered from
200 to 150 calories per serving”).

(c) Sugars content claims—(1) Use of
terms such as “sugars free,” “no
sugars,” or “zero sugars.” Consumers
may reasonably be expected to regard
terms that represent that the food
contains no sugars or sweeteners e.g.,
“sugar free,” or “no sugars,” as
indicating that a product which is low in
calories or significantly reduced in
calories. Consequently, except as
provided in paragraph (c)(2) of this
section, a food may not be labcled with
such terms unless:

(i) The food contains less than 0.5 g of
sugars, as defined in § 101.9(c)(6)(ii)(A).
per reference amount custemarily
consumed and per labeled serving size;

(ii) The food contains no added
ingredients that are sugars; and

(iii){A) it is labeled “low calorie™ or
“reduced calorie” or bears a
comparative claim of special dictary
usefulness labeled in compliance with
paragraphs (b}(2), (bj(3), or (b)(¢) of ihis
section; or

(B} Such term is immediately
accompanied, each time it is used, by
either the statement “not a reduced
calorie fucd,” “not a low calorie food,”
ot “not for weight control.”

(2) The terms “no added sugars,”
“without added sugars,” or “no sugars
added” may be used only if:

(1) No amount of sugars as defined in
§ 101.9(c)(6)(ii}{A) is added during
processing or packaging;

(ii) The preduct does not contain
ingredients containing added sugars
such as jam, jelly, and concentrated fruit
juice;

(iif) The sugars content has not been
increased above .he amount naturaily

present in the ingredients by some
means such as the use of enzymes;

(iv) The food that it resembles and for
which it substitutes normally contains
added sugars; and

(v) The product bears a statement
indicating that the food is not low
calorie or calorie reduced (unless the
food meets the requirements for a low or
reduced calorie food) and directing
consumers’ attention to the nutrition
panel for further information on sugars
and calorie content.

(3) Paragraph (c)(1) of this section
shall not apply to a factual statement
that a food is unsweetened or contains
no added sweeteners in the case of a
food that contains apparent substantial
inherent sugar content, e.g., juices.

(4) A comparative claim using the
term “less” may be used on the label or
in labeling of a food, including meal type
products as defined in § 101.13(1),
provided that:

(i) The food contains at least 25
percent less sugars per reference
amount customarily consumed and per
labeled serving size than the reference
food that it resembles and for which it
substitutes as defined in § 101.13(j)(1)(i),
((1)(ii), and (j)(1)(iii); and

(ii) As required in § 101.13(j)(2) for
relative claims, the identity of the
reference food, the percent (or fraction)
that the sugars have been reduced, and
quantitative information comparing the
level of the sugars in the product per
labeled serving size with that of the
reference food that it replaces are
declared in immediate proximity to the
most prominent such claim (e.g., “These
corn flakes contains 25 percent less
sugars than our sugar coated corn
flakes. Sugars content has been lowered
from 8 g to 6 g per serving”).

£ 101.61 Rutrient content claims for the
sedium content of foods.

(&) General requirenients. A claim
about the level of sodium in a food may
enly be made on the label and in the
labeling of the food if:

(1) The claim uses one of the terms
defined in this section in accerdance
with the definition for that term;

{2) The claim is made in accordance
with the general requirements for
nutrient content claims in § 101.13; and

(3) The food for which the claim is
made is labeled in accordance with
§ 101.9 or, where applicable, § 101.36.

(b) “Sodium content claims.” (1) The
terms “sodium free,” “free of sodium,”
“no sodium,” “zero sodium,” “trivial
source of sodium,” “negligible source of
sodium,” or “dietary insignificant source
of sodium” may be used on the label
and in labeling of a food provided that:



80474

Federal Register / Vol. 56, No. 229 /| Wednesday, November

27, 1991 / Proposed Reles

{i} The Tood contains less than 5
milligrams {mg) of sodium per refarence
amount customarily consumed (nd per
lubeled serving size; and

{ii} The food does not contain any
ardded sodium {sedium chloride) or other
-ngredient that contains sodium; and

{iii) As required in § 101.13(e}{2) if the
food meets these conditions witho:t the
benefit of special processing, alteration,
formulation, or reformulation to lower
the sodium content, it is labeled to
disclose that sodium is not usually
present in the food (e.g.. “leaf lettuie, a
sndium free food”).

{2) The terms “very low sodium.” or
“very low in sodium,” may be used on
the label and in labeling of focds, except
mealtype products as defined in
§ 101.13(1) provided that;

{i} The food contains 35 mg or less
sodium per reference amount
customarily consumed per labeled
serving size. and per 100 grams {g) of
food: and

(i) If the food meets these conditions
without the benefit of special
processing, alteration, formulation. or
reformulation to vary the sodium
content, it is labeled to clearly refer to
all foods of its type and not merely to
the particular brand to which the label
attaches {e.g., “potatoes, a very low
sodium focd.”).

{3) The term “very low sodium,” or
“very low in sodium,” may be used on
the label and in labeling of meal-type
products as defined in § 101.13(1)
provided that:

{i) The product contains 35 mg or less
of sodium per 100 g of product; and

{ii) If the product meets this condition
without the benefit of special
processing, alteration, formulation, or
reformulation to lower the sodium
con'ent, it is labeled to clearly refer to
all fvods of its type and not merely to
the particular brand to which the label
attaches.

(1) The terms *low sodium,” or “low
in sodium,” “little sodium,” “contains a
small amount of sodium,” or “low
scurce of sodium” may be used on the
label and in the labeling of foods, #xcept
meal-type products as defined in ;
§ 101.13(1), provided that:

(i) The food contains 140 mg or less
sodium per reference amount
customarily consumed, per labeled
serving size, and per 100 g; and

{ii) If the food meets these conditions
without the benefit of special
processing, alteration, formulation, or
reformulation to vary the sodium
coutent, it is labeled to clearly refer to
all foods of its type and not merely to
the particular brand to which the label
attaches (e.g., “fresh spinach, a low
sodium foed”).

{5) The terms Usted in paragraph (b)(4)
of this section may be usad cn the label
and in labeling of meal-type products a3
defined in § 101.13(1) provided that

{i} The product contains 140 mng or less
sodiem per 100 g of product; and

(i) If the product meets these
conditicns without the benefit of special
processing, alteration, formulation, or
reformulation to lower the sodium
content, it is labeled to clearly refer to
all foods of its type and not merely to
the partisular brand to which the lubel
attaches.

(6] The term “reduced sodiam,”
“reduced in sodium,” or “sodium
reduced” may be used on the label and
in labeling, except meal-iype products
as defined in § 101.13(1) provided that:

{i) The food has been specifically
processed, altered, formulated, or
reformulated to reduce its sodium
content by 50 percent or more with a
minimum reduction of mcre than 140 mg
per reference amount custemarily
consumed and per labeled serving size
from the reference food that it resembles
and for which it substitutes as defined in
§ 101.13(j3(1}{i) and {j){1){ii); and

{ii) As required for § 101.13(j)(2} for
relative claims, the identity of the
reference food; the percent {or fraciion)
that the scdium has been reduced; and
guantitative inforination comparing the
level of the sodium in the product per
labeled serving size with that of the
reference food that it replaces are
declared in immediate proximity to the
most prominent such claim. {(e.g.,
“reduced sodium—>50 percent less
sodium than regular peanuts. Sodium
content has been reduced from 300 to
150 mg of sodium per serving”).

(7) A comparative claim using the
term “less” may be used on the label
and in labeling of a fcod, incliding
meal-type products as defined in
§ 101.13{1). provided that:

{i) The foed contains at least 25
percent less sodium with a minimum
reduction of more than 140 mg per
reference amount customarily consumed
and per labeled serving size than the
reference food that it resembles and for
which it substitutes as defined in
§ 101.213(3}(1)(1), ({1)(ii), and (j)(1)¢ii).

{i1) As required in § 101.13{j)(2) for
relative claims, the identity of the
reference food; the percent {or fraction)
that the sodium has been decreased; and
clear and concise quantitative
information comparing the level of the
sodium in the product per labeled
serving size with that of the reference
food that it replaces are declared in
immediate proximity to the most
promineni such claim. (e.g., “This
tomato soup contains 25% less sodium
than our regular tomato soup. Sodium

content has been lowered from 500
375 mg per serving.”)
{c} The term “salt™ is not synonymoeos

with "sodiuny” Balt refers to sodium
chioride. However, references to salt
content such as “unsatied,” “no salt, "no
salt added” are potentially misleading.

{1) The term “salt free” may be used
on the lebel or in labeling of foods only
if the food is “sodium frez" as defined in
paragraph (b}{1) of this section.

{2) The terms “uasaited,” “without
added salt.” and “no salt added” may be
used on the label or in labeling of foods
only ift

(i) No sait is ailded during processing:

{11} The food that it resembles and for
which it substitutes is ncrmally
processed with =alt and

{iii) If the food is not sodium free, such
claims are immediately accompanied
esch time they are used by the
statement, “MNet a sodivm free food” or
"Not for control of sodium in the diet.”

§ 101.69 Petitions for nutrient content
claims.

(a) This secticn pertains to petitions
for claims, expressed or implied. that:

{1j Characterize the level of any
natrient which is of the type required to
be in the label or labeling of food by
section 403{q)(1) or (q)(2} of the Federal
Food. Drug. and Cosmetic Act {the act):
and

{2) That are not excepted under
seclion 403{r}{5}{A) through (C) of the
act from the requirements for such
claims in szction 463(r)(2).

{b) Petitions inciuded in this section
are:

{1} Petitions for a new (heretofore
unauthorized) nutrient content claim;

{2) Petitions for a synonymous term
{i.e., one that is consistent with a term
defined by regulation) for characterizing
the leve! of a nutrient; and

(3} Petitions for the use of un implied
claim in a brand name.

{c) Petitions to be filed under the
provisions of section 403(r)(4) of the act
shall be submitted in quadruplicate. If
any part of the material submitted is in
foreign language, it shall be
accompanied by an accurate and
complete English translation. The
petition shall state the petitioner’s post
office address to which published
notices as required by section 403 of the
act may be sent.

{d} Pertinient information may be
incorporated in, and will be considered
as part of, a petition on the basis of
specific reference to such information
submitted to and retained in the files of
the Food and Drug Administration.
However, any reference to unpublished
information furnished by a person other



Federar Register / Vol. 56, No. 229 / Wednesday, November 27, 1991 / Proposed Rules

60475

than the applicant will not be
considered unless use of such
information is authorized {with the
understanding that such information
may in whole or part be subject to
release to the public) in a written
statement signed by the person who
submitted it. Any reference to published
information should be accompanied by
reprints or photostatic copies of such
references.

(e) If nonclinical laboratory studies
are included in a petition submitted
under section 403(r)(4) of the act, the
petition shall include, with respect to
each nonclinical study contained in the
petition, either a statement that the
study has been, or will be, conducted in
compliance with the geod laboratory
practice regulations as set forth in Part
58 of this chapter or, if any such study
was not conducted in compliance with
such regulations, a brief statement of the
reason for the noncompliance.

(f} If clinical investigations are
included in a petition submitted under
section 403(r)(4) of the act, the petition
shall include a statement regarding each

uch clinical investigation relied upon in
the petition that the study either was
conducted in compliance with the
requirements for institutional review set
forth in part 56 of this chapter or was
not subject to such requirements in
accordance with § 56.104 or § 56.105,
and that it was conducted in compliance
with the requirements for informed
consent set forth in part 50 of this
chapter.

(g) The availability for public
disclosure of petitions submitted to the
agency under this section will be
governed by the rules specified in
§ 10.20(j) of this chapter.

(h) All petitions submitted under this
section shall include either a claim for a
categorical exclusion under § 25.24 of
this chapter or an environmental
assessment under § 25.31.

(i) The data specified under the
several leitered headings should be
submitted on separate sheets or sets of
sheets, suitably identified. If such data
have already been submitted with an
earlier application from the petitioner,
the present petition may incorporate it
by specific reference to the earlier
petition.

(j) The petition must be signed by the
petitioner or by his attorney or agent, or
(if a corporation) by an authorized
official.

(k) The petition shall include a
statement signed by the person
responsible for the petition, that to the
best of his knowledge, it is a
representative and balanced submission
that includes unfavorable information,
as well as favorable information, known

to him pertinent to the evaluation of the
pctition.

(1} All applicable provisions of Past
10—Administrative Practices and
Procedures, may be used by the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs, the
petitioner or any outside party with
respect to any agency action on the
petition.

(m)(1) Petitions for a new nutrient
content claim shall include the following
data and be submitted in the following
form.

{Date)

MName of petitioner

Post office address

Subject of the petition
Regulations and Industry Activities Branch
(HFF-312),

Food and Drug Administration,

Department of Health and Human Services,
Washington, DC 20204.

Dear Sirs:

The undersigned, . submits this
petition under section 403(r})(4) of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (the act) with
respect to {statement of the claim and its
proposed use).

Attached hereto, in quadruplicate, and
constituting a part of this petition, are the
following:

A. A statement identifying the descriptive
term and the nutrient that the term is
intended to characterize with respect to the
level of such nutrient. The statement should
address why the use of the term as proposed
will not be misleading. The statement should
provide examples of the nutriert content
claim as it will be used on labels or labeling,
as well as the types of foods on which the
claim will be used. The statement shall
specify the level at which the nutrient must
be present or what other conditions
concerning the food must be met for the use
of the term ir labels or labeling to be
appropriate, as well as any factors that
would make the use of the terin
inappropriate.

B. A detailed explanation, supported by
any necessary data, of why use of the food
component characterized by the claim is of
importance in human nutrition by virtue of its
presence or absence at the levels that such
claim would describe. This explanation shall
also state what nutritional benefit to the
public will derive from use of the claim as
proposed, and why such benefit is not
available through the use of existing terms
defined by regulation under section
403(r}(2}(A)(i} of the act. If the claim is
intended for a specific group within the
population, the analysis should specifically
address nutritional needs of such group, and
should include scientific data sufficient for
such purpose. The petition shall include data
and information, e.g., surveys to the extent
necessary, to demonstrate that consumers
can be expected to understand the meaning
of the term under the proposed conditions of
use.

C. Analytical data that shows the amount
of the nutrient that is the subject of the claim
and that is present in the types of foods for
which the claim is intended. The assays

should be performed on representative
samples using the Association of Official
Analytical Chemists {AOAC) methods where
available. If no AOAC method is available.
the petitioner shall submit the assay method
used, and data establishing the validity of the
mathod for assaying the nutrient in the
particular food. ‘The validation data should
include a statistical analysis of the analyticat
and product variability.

D. A detailed analysis of the potential
effect of the use of the proposed claim on
food consumption and of any corresponding
changes in nutrient intake. The latter item
shall specifically address the intake of
nutrients that have beneficial and negative
consequences in the total diet. If the claim is
intended for a specific group within the
population, the above analysis shall
specifically address the dietary practices of
such group and shall include data sufficient
to demonstrate that the dietary analysis is
representative of such group.

Yours very truly,

Petitioner

By

{(Indicate authority)

(2) Within 15 days of receipt of the
petition, the petitioner will be notified
by letter of the date on which the
petition was received by the agency.
Such notice will inform the petitioner:

(i) That the petition is undergoing
agency review (in which case a docket
number will be assigned to the petition),
and the petitioner will subsequently be
notified of the agency’s decision to file
or deny the petition; or

(ii) That the petition is incomplete,
e.g., it lacks any of the data required by
this part, it presents such data in a
manner that is not readily understood,
or it has not been submitted in
quadruplicate, in which case the petition
will be denied, and the petitioner will be
notified as to what respect the petition
is incomplete.

(3) Within 100 days of the date of
receipt of the petition, the Commissioner
of Food and Drugs will notify the
petitioner by letter that the petition has
either been filed or denied. If denied, the
notification shall state the reasons
therefor. If filed, the date of the
notification letter becomes the date of
filing for the purposes of section
403(r)(4)(A)(i) of the act. A petition that

as been denied shall not be made
available to the public. A filed petition
shall be available to the public as
provided under paragraph (e} of this
section.

(4) Within 90 days of the date of filing
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs
will by letter of notification to the
petitioner:

(i) Deny the petition; or

(ii} Inform the petitioner that a
proposed regulation to provide for the
requested use of the new term will be
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published in the Federal Register. The
Commissioner of Food and Drugs will
publish the proposal to amend the
regulations to provide for the requested
use of the nutrient content claim in the
Faderal Register within 90 days of the
date of filing. The proposal will also
announce the availability of the petition
for public disclosure.

{n){1) Petitions for a synonymous term
shall include the following data and be
subrmitted in the following form

{Date)

Name of petiticner

Post oifice address

Subject of the petitien
Regulations and Industry Activities Branch
(HFF-312),

Teod and Drug Administration,
Department of Health aod fluman Serw
Washington, DC 20204.

Dear Sirs:

The undersigned, _._____ submiis this
patition under sectina 403(r}{(4) of the Federa!
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act {the act) with
respect to {statement of the synonymous term
and its proposed use in a nutrient content
claim that is consistent with an existing term
that has been defined vnder section 403_;}‘,2)
of the act}.

Attached hereto, in quadruplicate, 2ud
01 _shtutmg a part of this petition, are the
following:

A. A statement identifying the synonymous
descriptive term, the existing term defined by
a regulation under section 463{c}(2ZJA}) of
the act with which the synonymous term is
claimed to be consisiend. The statement
should address why thie use of the
1onymous term as proposed wiil not be
misleading. The statement should provida
examples of the nutrient content claim as it
will be used on labels or labeling, as well as
the types of foods on which the claim will be
used. The statement shall specify whether
any limitations not applicable to the use of
the defined term are interded to apply to the
use of the synonymous term.

B. A detailed explanation, supported by
any necessary data, of why use of the
proposed term is requested, including an
ex nianatlon of whether the existing defined
term is indequate for the purpose of
effectively characterizing the level cfa
putrient, This item shall also state what
nutritional benefit to the public will derive
from use of the claim as proposed, and why
such benefit is not available through the use
of ¢xisting term defined by regulation. If the
claim is intended for a specific group within
the population, the analysis should
specifically address nutritional needs of such
group, and should include scientific data
sufficient for such purpose. Ttis item shall
inclide data and information, e.g., survevs. to
the extent necessary to demonstrate that
consumers can be expected to understand the
meaning of the term under the propesed
conditions of use.

C. A detailed analysis of the polentiai
effect of the use of the proposed claim on
fond consumpiion and of any corresponding
changes in nutrient intake. The latter item

shall specifically address the intake of
nuirients that have beneficial and negative
[OBSEGUenCes in the total diet. If the clajm is
intended for a specific group within the
ponulation, the above analysis shall
specifically address the dietary practices of
such group and shall include data sufficient
to demonstrate that the dietary analysis is
representative of such group.

Yours very truly.

Petitioner

By

{indicate authority)

{2) Within 15 days of receipt of the
petiiion the petitioner will be notified by
fetter of the date on which the petition:
was raceived. Such notice will inform
the petiticner:

{i) that the petition is undergoing
agency review (in which case a docket
number wiil be assigned to the petition)
and the pvﬂ‘sm,m,r will subsequently be
notified of the agency’s decision to grant
the petitiorer permission to use the
proposed term or to deny the petition; or

(ii} that the petition is incomplete, e.g.,

t lacks any of the data required by this
part, it presents such data in a manner
that is not reacily understood, or it has
not been submitted in quadruplicate, in
which case the petition wiil be denied,
and the petitioner will be notified as to
what respect the petition is incomplete.

(3) Within 90 days of the date of
receipt of the petition that is accepted
for veview {i. e., that has not been found
te be incomplete ard conseguently
denied, the Commissioner of Foed and
Du.»,s will mm:y the petitioner by letter
of the agency's decision to grant Lhe
petitioner parmission to use the
proposed term, with any conditions or
limitations on such use specified, or to
deny the petition, in which case the
letter shall state the reasons therefor.
Failure of the petition to fully address
the requirements of this section shall be
grounds for denial of the petition.

(4} As soon as practicable following
the granting of a petition, the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs will
publish a notice in the Federal Register
informing the public of his decision. If
the petition is granted the Food and
Drieg Administration will list, the
approved synenymous term in the
regulations listing terms permitted for
use in natrient content claims.

{0)(1) Petitions for the use of an

implied nutrient content ciaim in a
bfand name shall inciude the following
data and be submitted in the following
form:

{Date}

Name of peitioner

Post office address

Subject of the petition
Regulations and Industry Activities Branch
{HIrF-312),

Food and Drug Administration,
Department of Health and Human Servines
shington, DC 26204,

[3zar Sirs:

The undersigned, . .
peiition under section 403{r
Focd, Drug, and Cosmetic A
vespect to (statement of the implied
content claim and its proposad use
name).

Attached herveto, in guadrunlicate, and
ing & part of this petition, are the

submits this
4} of the Fedevai
¢t {the act} with
utrient
n a brand

A, A statement ldentifying the implied
niirient content claim, the nutricnt the claim
ntenaed o characterize, the corresponzdi
m for characierizing the level of such

(‘uraud name (;f wA.n 4tk
intended io be a part.
address why the use ¢f the ‘Jmnd -nEme 88
preposed will not be wisleading, It should
address in particulsr what informatioa is
required io ¢ crompany the ciaim or wther
wavs in which the claim meets the
requirements of gections 403{a} and 201{n} of
the act. The staternent should provide
examples of the types of foods on which the
brand name will appear. It shall also include
data shewing that the actual level of the
nutrient in the lood gualifies the food to bear
the corresponding term deflned by regutation.
Assay meihods used to determine the level of
4 nutrient should meet the requirements
stated under petition format item C in
peragraph ({1) of this seation.

ent shouie

E' A de atled explanation, supported by
any necezsary data, of why use of the
props -ed brand neme is 1 wated. Thi

shall also state what nuiriticnal benefii o the
pabiin will derive from use of the brand name
as proposed. If the branded sroduct is
intended for a speamu group within the
populuticn, the analysis should specifically
address nutritional needs of such group and
should include scientific data sufficient for
such puipose.

C. A detaiizd anaiysis of ihe potential
effect of the use of the proposed brand name

on foed consumption and of any
corresponding changes in nutrient intake, The
laiter item shall cp“"lh cally address the
effect on the intake »f nutrients that have
beneficial 2and negative consequences in the

total diet. If the branded prod;.ct is intended
for a specific group within the popdlaho*: the
analysis should specifically address ihe
dietary practices of such group, and should
include data sufficient to demenstrate that
the dletary analysis is reprosesntaiive of such
group.

Yours very truly,

Patitioner

By

{2) Within 15 days of recewst of the
petition the petitioner will be notified by
letter of the date cn which the petition
was received, Such netice will inform
the petitionen:

{i) That the petition is nudergoing
agency review (in which case a docket
number will be assigned to the petition):
or




Federal Register / Vol

. 56, No. 224 [ Wednesday, November

e
Lat s

1591 [ Proposed Rules 6047

{1} Tha! the petition is incomplete.
cue that Tacks any of the data
‘»’d by this part, ciwe that states
Puia i & manner that is not eadily
reteod, or it has not been suhmitted
n quadruplicate, in which case the
ition will be denied. and the
iticner will be notified as to what
ect the petition is incomplele.
(3} The Cemmissioner of Food nnd
~ugs will publish a notice of the
:lition in ﬁm Federal Register
wuncing its availability to the public
nd seeking comment en the petition.
etition shall be available to the
io the extent provided under
iragraph (e) of this section. The notioe
1 ellow 30 days for comments.
{4) Within 100 days of the dats ol
cipt of the petition that is accepled
s {i.e., that has not been found
.;LH’) cie and subseguently
he petitioner), the
sioner of Food and Drugs will:
(! uh;/ the petitioner by letter of the
aganey’s decision to grant the pelitioner
srriission to use the p:oyosed brand
rame if such use is not misleading, wiih
any conditions or limitations on such
use specified; or
{i1) Deny the petition, in which case
the letter shall state the reasons
*hermur. Failure of the petition to fully
E the requirements of this section
shail be grounds for denial of the

tion. Should the Commissioner Gf
Foed and Drugs not notily the phq tionaer
oI his decision on-the petition within lﬂi

days, the petition shall be considerad to
be granted.

{5} As soon as practicable following
ithe granting of a petition, the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs will
publish a notice in the Federal Register
informing the public of such fact.

. Subpart F is redesignated as
Suhpart G snd new Subpart F is added
to read as follows:

SUBPART F—SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENTS FOR CLAIMS THAT
ARE NEITHER NUTRIERT CONTENT
CLAIMS OR HEALTH CLAIMS

518195 “Fresh”, “freshly ,” “fresh
frozen”, “frozen fresh.”

The terms defined in this section may
s used on the label or in labeling of 4
nniy irz conformity with the
provisions of this section. The
nents of the section periain to
usa of the subject terms that
rpressly or implicitly refers to the food
va labels or labeling, including use in a
trand name and use as a sensory
difier,

{a) The term *fresh,” which may be
>d only on the label of a raw food.
..... ans that the food has not been frozen

ot subjected to any fuem of theimal
processing oe any other form of

srvation. except as provided in
aph () t!w, siction,

(L) The term
blank bm'w filled with an appropricte
verh, e, Uprep: “haked.”
“roasted”), which may be a_-sed on the
taliel of a prepared or produced food.
means thuai the food is recently made or
prepared and has not been frozen, or
subjecie o to any form of thermal
1g, or any other form of

Al {eu ot as provided in
dien) during o
clure or
coss inherent
ic food.
st and
Lon the labet
T ;m tha* the
v fzuzsrz‘ while still fr
ul been recenily
he'l frozen). "Quickly
frozen” means [rozen by a Ireezing
svstem such as blast-freezing (sub-zero
Fehrenheil temperature with fast
maving air directed at the food) that
} "'md is frozen, even to the
cuickly and that
sration has taken

St

sh

of

2
cente
v1r?;uaﬁy no de
place.

{b} Provisions and resirictions. {1) The
addition of approved waxes or coatings,
the post ‘r‘aweM se of npp!oved
pesticidas, or the a')pl” ation of a mild
chiorire w:zsh or mild acid wash on raw
produce, does not preclude the food
frorm use of the term “fresh.”

{2} A food meeting the definition in
pa ragraph {a} or (b of this section that
is refrigerated, is not precluded from use
ot Lesh and “frashly propared.” as
provided by this section.

{3) A food shall not be considered o
be recently prepared or made if it is
available for sale more than 24 hours
after its preparation or production.

PART 105—F20ODS FOR SPECIAL
DIETARY USE

7. The authority citation for 21 CFR
es to read as follows:

part 105 conting
Authority: Secs. 201, 401, 403, 409, 411, 701,

706 of the Fnde;al Food, Dreg. and Cosmetic

Act{z1 L.8.C. 3 341, 343, 348, 350. 371, 376).

8. Section 103.88 is revised to read as
Tollows:

§ 105.66 Label stalements relating to
usetuiness in reducing or maintaining body
weight.

(8} General reqdu wnts. Any foed
that parporis 10 be or is represented for
gpscial d‘elavy use because of
usefulness in reﬁuumg or maintaining
eight shall bear:

{1} Nulritton fabeling in vorvmn
vith § 1018, nr, whe: o applic
5101306 of this chanier, loes o
nrder that section: aned
i\ conspicuons si
bausis upon which th
of special dictary ©

{b) Nonruie
uh)d b‘xu.
section
usefulness %w use x;f A nem
ingredient {12, one not
normal ri} shail
‘:ziim! a sta that it o

fend atd e

nonnuiritiye

-‘ii?‘?f’.

Nenpt

abit of the

at A ,
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that is specifically authorized by
regulation governing a particular food,
or unless otherwise restricted by
regulation, to any use of the term “diet”
that clearly shows that the food is
offered solely for dietary use other than
regulating bedy weight, e.g., “for low-
sodiumn diets.”

(f) “Sugars free’, and “no added
sugars”. Criteria for the use of the terins
“sugars free” and “no added sugars” are
provided for in § 101.60{c) of this
chapter.

Dated: November 4, 1991.

David A. Kessler,

Commissioner of Food and Drugs.

Louis W. Sullivan,

Secretary of Health and Human S&rvices.
{FR Doc. 9127150 Filed 11-26-81: 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M

21 CFR Part 101
[Docket No. 84N-0153]
RIN 0905-AB68

Food Labeling: Definitichs of Nutrient
Content Claims for the Fat, Fatty Acid,
and Cholesterol Content of Food

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration,
HHS.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is proposing to
amend the food labeling regulations to
define, and to provide for the proper use
of, the terms “fat free,” “low fat,”
“reduced fat,” “low in saturated fat,”
“reduced saturated fat,” “‘cholesterol
free,” “low cholesterol,” and *‘reduced
cholesterol” in the labeling of foods and
to provide for the use of other truthful
and nonmisleading statements about a
food’s fat, fatty acid, and cholesterol
content in food labeling. This proposed
rule is intended to permit meaningful
declarations about fat, fatty acid, and
cholesterol content, while preventing
misleading claims about these feod
components. In this document, FDA is
responding to comments received in
response to the tentative final rule on
cholesterol claims (55 FR 29456, July 19,
1990) and to the provisions of the
Nutrition Labeling and Education Act of
1990 regarding fat, fatty acid, and
cholesterol content claims. In addition,
this document sets forth related agency
policies.

DATES: Written comments by February
25, 1992. The agency is proposing that
any final rule that may be issued based
upon this proposal become effective 6
months following its publication in
accordance with the provisions of the

Nutrition Labeling and Education Act of
1990.

ADDRESSES: Written comments to the
Dockets Management Branch (HFA~-
305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm.
1-23, 12420 Parklawn Dr., Rockville, MD
20857.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Virginia L. Wilkening, Center for Food
Safety and Applied Nutrition (HFF-204),
Food and Drug Administration, 200 C St.
SW.,, Washington, DC 20204, 202-245-
1561.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L. Introduction

A. Regulatory History of Fat, Fatty Acid,
and Cholesterol Labeling

The agency has had a long interest in
the proper labeling of foods with
information on fzt, fatty acid, and
cholesterol content. FDA's policies have
reflected contemporary knowledge on
the relationship between these dietary
components and chronic disease
conditions.

1. The 1959 Policy Statement

In the Federal Register of December
10, 1959 (24 FR 9990), the agency
published a statement of policy
concerning the status of food offered to
the general public for the control or
reduction of blood cholesterol levels and
for the prevention and treatment of
heart and artery disease. The policy
statement acknowledged the public
interest in the effect of various fatty
foods on blood cholesterol and the
relationship between blood cholesterol
levels and diseases of the heart and
arteries. However, the statement noted
that the role of dietary cholesterol in
heart and artery diseases bad not been
established. Therefore, FDA took the
position that any labeling claim for fats
and oils that indicated or implied that a
food would prevent, mitigate, or cure
diseases of the heart or arteries would
be considered false or misleading and
would misbrand the food under the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of
1938 (the act}. FDA pointed out that the
policy statement was not intended to
interfere with clinical research on the
possible role of dietary unsaturated fats
in lowering blood cholesterol. The policy
statement was, the agency stated,
intended to prevent the promotion of
foods for use by the public without
medical supervision.

2. Quantitative Labeling of Fatty Acid
and Cholesterol Content

In the Federal Register of May 25, 1965
(30 FR 6984}, the agency proposed to
establish requirements for label
statements relating to oils, fats, and

fatty foods used as a means of reducing
the dietary intake of fatty acids. FDA
received a number of comments on this
proposal. After considering the
comments and other available
information, FDA terminated the
rulemaking (31 FR 3301, March 2, 1966)
because comments convinced the
agency that the role of fats in the diet
had not been sufficiently studied to
make a definitive decision.

In the 5 years that followed, the terms
“saturated,” “monounsaturated,” and
“polyunsaturated,” as applied to focd
fats or fatty acids, received considerable
publicity, which led to consumer
demand for more information about fat-
containing foods. In 1970, the White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition,
and Health recommended that
regulatory agencies permit and
encourage the food industry, on a
voluntary basis, to label the fat and
fatty acid content of foods that
constitute the major sources of fats in
typical diets (Ref. 1).

Accordingly, in response to the
consumer requests and to a report of the
American Medical Association’s
Council on Foods and Nutrition, which
contained a number of
recommendations regarding the labeling
of fat and fatty acids, FDA proposed in
the Federal Register of June 15, 1971 (36
FR 11521) to adopt a regulation (21 CFR
125.12) on the requirements for label
statements intended to provide guidance
for regulating intake of fatty acids. This
proposal would have established
labeling requirements for foods
represented for special dietary use
containing 10 percent or more fat on a
dry weight basis and no less than 3
grams (g) of fat in an average serving.

In the same issue of the Federal
Register (36 FR 11521), FDA also
proposed to amend the agency’s policy
statement on labeling foods for the
prevention and treatment of heart and
artery disease to make it clear that
claims such as “lower cholesterol™ were
deemed to be false or misleading.
However, the agency also proposed to
provide that labeling statements would
be acceptable if they set out only the fat
content of the food, the source of the fat
and the content of saturated,
monounsaturated, and polyunsaturated
fatty acids in accordance with propesed
§ 125.12.

After considering the comments on
these proposals and other available
information, FDA concluded that
information associated with the
cholesterol and fatty acid content of
foods should be combined into a singie
regulation. Accordingly, in the Federal
Register of January 19, 1973 (38 FR 2132)





