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October 13, 2015  

 

Division of Dockets Management (HFA-305) 

Food and Drug Administration 

5360 Fishers Lane 

Rm. 1061 

Rockville, MD 20852 

 

RE: Comments to Proposed Rulemaking; Food Labeling: Revision of the Nutrition and Supplement Facts 

Labels; Docket No. FDA – 2012-N-1210 

 

Dear Madam or Sir,  

 

The International Food Information Council (IFIC) Foundation appreciates the opportunity to submit 

comments on the proposed revisions to the Nutrition Facts Label (NFL).  The IFIC Foundation is a nonprofit 

organization with a mission to effectively communicate science-based information about health, nutrition, 

and food safety for the public good. 

 

One of the objectives at the Foundation is understanding public perceptions by conducting consumer 

research. It is the belief of the Foundation that consumer research is a critical first step in determining 

Americans' understanding of nutrition information and examining how consumer knowledge, perceptions 

and attitudes may impact behavior—particularly in this case where the proposed NFL revisions include 

new declarations and visual design elements in the effort to assist consumers in maintaining healthful 

dietary practices. 

 

With a long history of dedication to providing high-quality and relevant consumer research, the Foundation 

has previously focused on consumer interpretation of the NFL. In 2006-2008, the IFIC Foundation Food 

Label Consumer Research Project observed and interpreted how consumers use the NFL and what changes 

to the NFL, if any, would enhance consumers’ ability to build healthful diets. The Foundation shared these 

insights with FDA in 2009, and we are pleased to see that our findings were referenced in the recently 

proposed NFL revisions.  

 

More recently, in June and July of 2014 the Foundation completed a two-phase (qualitative and 

quantitative) consumer research project on how consumers use and understand the NFL, with emphasis on 

how an “Added Sugars” declaration may be perceived by consumers and thereby provide consumer 

insights that might help inform future NFL revisions. 

 

In the Federal Register (80 FR 44302 and 80 FR 44303) published on Monday, July 27, the FDA made the 

results of its four NFL-related consumer studies available for public review and comment, stating that the 

agency is “seeking comment only with respect to the following issues: (1) The new information from the 

2015 DGAC report regarding added sugars; (2) the proposal to establish a DRV for added sugars and to 

require the declaration of the percent DV for added sugars on the Nutrition and Supplement Facts labels; 

(3) using the term “Total Sugars” instead of “Sugars” on the label; (4) the proposed text for the footnotes to 

http://www.foodinsight.org/IFIC_Foundation_Food_Label_Consumer_Research_Project
http://www.foodinsight.org/IFIC_Foundation_Food_Label_Consumer_Research_Project
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-03-03/pdf/2014-04387.pdf#page=85
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/07/27/2015-17929/food-labeling-revision-of-the-nutrition-and-supplement-facts-labels-reopening-of-the-comment-period
https://www.federalregister.gov/citation/80-FR-44303
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be used on the Nutrition Facts label; (5) the exemptions from the proposed footnote requirement; (6) 

whether we should make changes to the footnote used on the Supplement Facts label; and (7) whether we 

should propose a footnote for foods other than infant formula, represented or purported to be specifically 

for infants 7 through 12 months or children 1 through 3 years of age.” 

 

IFIC Foundation comments will address points 1, 2 and 3 above as we share our NFL-relevant consumer 

research findings along with comparisons to the agency’s consumer study data. We believe our analysis 

and insights will be of keen interest to the agency as they consider the consumer implications of proposed 

NFL changes. 

 

Below you will find a synopsis of IFIC Foundation written comments: 

 Select IFIC Foundation research findings 

o Consumer interpretation of the total amount of sugars in a product is significantly 

decreased when an “Added Sugars” line is included on a food label. 

o Consumer understanding of whether the sugars in an “Added Sugars” line would be 

included in a “Sugars” line or “Total Sugars” line was significantly higher on NFL versions 

using a “Total Sugars” line. 

 Select FDA research findings 

o “…the declarations decreased the ability of some participants to correctly identify the 

quantity of total sugars in a food.” 

o “Respondents were more accurate in identifying the grams of sugars per serving using the 

Current label compared to the Proposed or Alternative label and they were more accurate 

in identifying the grams of sugars per container using the Current label compared to the 

Proposed label.” 

 Neither the FDA nor IFIC Foundation conducted consumer research using test stimuli that included 

a %DV for added sugars. The IFIC Foundation respectfully submits a request for the FDA to conduct 

consumer research to test the effect of including a %DV for added sugars, particularly in light of the 

absence of a %DV for “Sugars” or “Total Sugars,” prior to finalizing the NFL proposal. 

 The intention of the NFL proposal is to facilitate healthier dietary patterns among consumers. 

Consumer research conducted by FDA and IFIC Foundation don’t support the inclusion an “Added 

Sugars” line on the NFL as a means to meet this objective. 

IFIC Foundation Nutrition Facts Panel and Sugars Labeling Consumer Research Project 

In the Federal Register published on Monday, March 3, 2014, FDA stated, “Policy makers and educators can 

use focus groups findings to test and refine their ideas, but should then conduct further research before 

making important decisions such as adopting new policies and allocating or redirecting significant 

resources to support these policies.”  

 

Before conducting a quantitative survey, in June 2014 the Foundation explored consumer understanding of 

the NFL through qualitative research by individually interviewing (30 minutes each) a total of 27 

Americans in three different markets across the country (Los Angeles, Baltimore and Atlanta). We chose 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-03-03/pdf/2014-04387.pdf
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individual interviews (as opposed to groups) to assess perception, understanding and personal use of 

nutrition information and labels in a more intimate way—something that focus groups may not always 

provide when group dynamics are involved. The purpose of this phase was to inform the construction of 

our quantitative survey with the intention of validating our qualitative findings. 

 

From July 9-14, 2014 IFIC Foundation conducted quantitative consumer research on Nutrition Facts Panels 

and Sugars Labeling. On August 1, 2014, the Foundation submitted preliminary findings in the form of 

written comments to the agency. In October 2014, the Foundation briefed the FDA staff with a thorough 

presentation of data from the aforementioned consumer research project. This research has since been 

published online as an article in press in the Journal of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics and is 

anticipated to be in-print in the November 2015 issue.  

 

The IFIC Foundation was acutely aware of the agency’s plans to conduct consumer research related to the 

various aspects of NFL revisions. The Foundation designed its consumer research (given the public 

information available from FDA at the time) to parallel efforts in the agency’s impending studies. Two of 

the agency’s studies were ultimately conducted in July and August of 2014 (“Experimental study on 

consumer responses to Nutrition Facts labels with declaration of amount of added sugars” (OMB No. 0910-

0764, n=6,480) and “Experimental study on consumer responses to Nutrition Facts labels with various 

footnote formats” (OMB No. 0910-0764, n=3,866)). The other two FDA studies were conducted in January, 

February and March of 2015 (“Experimental study of proposed changes to the Nutrition Facts label 

formats” (OMB No. 0910-0774, n=5,430) and “Eye-tracking experimental study on consumer responses to 

modifications to the Nutrition Facts label outlined in the Food and Drug Administration's proposed 

rulemaking” (OMB No. 0910-0774, n=160)).  

 

While the IFIC Foundation and FDA consumer studies arrive at some similar conclusions, the approaches 

taken by each entity slightly differ in study design, test stimuli, and samples.  

 

Study Design Comparison(s) 

IFIC Foundation Study Design 

 The IFIC Foundation survey began with a monadic design that randomly assigned participants to 

one of three independent test cells. Within each cell, each participant sequentially viewed and 

evaluated three NFL versions (see test stimuli section below) of a nutritionally identical product 

that differed only in the way sugars were labeled. 

 The monadic design takes place on questions 4-7 of the survey. It is in this early portion of the 

survey where the primary research question is asked: “Based on what you see on THIS label, what 

is the total amount of sugars in grams (g) in one serving of this product?” 

 One of the three NFL treatments was exposed in the first position to participants in each cell.  Thus, 

the primary analysis was to discern differences in how respondents reacted to the content of the 

three NFL across these three monadic cells. Each participant in the survey was eventually exposed 

to three NFL versions of a nutritionally identical food product (cereal, yogurt or frozen meal). 

http://www.foodinsight.org/sugars-labeling-nutrition-panels#sthash.j7rBHYHO.dpbs
http://www.andjrnl.org/article/S2212-2672(15)00505-5/fulltext
http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewIC?ref_nbr=201306-0910-003&icID=207262
http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewIC?ref_nbr=201306-0910-003&icID=207262
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FDA-2012-N-1210-0539
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FDA-2012-N-1210-0540
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FDA-2012-N-1210-0540
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FDA-2012-N-1210-0553
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FDA-2012-N-1210-0553
http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FDA-2012-N-1210-0552
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 Later portions of the IFIC Foundation survey utilized comparison tests to assess product purchase 

preference, understanding of the “Added Sugars” line on the NFL, the meaning of the term added 

sugars, and the percieved differences between the “Sugars,” “Total Sugars” and “Added Sugars” 

lines. 

 

FDA Study Design 

 According to the information posted online by FDA as of April 2013, the “Added Sugars 

Questionnaire for Cognitive Interview and Survey.doc” would have participants complete 

comparison testing prior to monadic testing, as well as answering multiple questions prior to the 

question about identifying the total amount of sugars in a product (the primary research question 

in IFIC Foundation’s consumer research) in the monadic test. In the FDA document, there are about 

20 questions in advance of the total sugars identification question.  

 While some questions from the online document posted in April 2013 are repeated verbatim in the 

FDA memorandums released for public review and comment, some questions are only alluded to. 

The sequence of questioning is also unclear from the memorandums. Without viewing the final 

questionnaire and understanding the question sequence, it is difficult to comment further. 

 

Key Points of Distinction and Similarity in Study Designs 

 IFIC Foundation and FDA each utilized monadic and comparison design elements, but the order in 

which they occur within the surveys differ. To answer its primary research question (correct 

identification of total amount of sugars in a product), the Foundation put the important monadic 

test of the labels near the beginning of the questionnaire. The FDA introduced the monadic test 

(also to ascertain how well consumers would correctly identify the total amount of sugars in a 

product) after the comparison test. 

o The order of questions in a survey can have an impact on how respondents answer later 

questions. Similarly, in an experiment, everything leading up to the treatment and 

measurement can have the potential to impact the results. This difference in ordering alters 

the exposure sequence to labels and could result in greater familiarity and awareness of the 

label.  

 FDA poses questions about added sugars while showing NFL that do not contain an “Added Sugars” 

declaration. IFIC Foundation only asked questions about added sugars during or after exposure to 

NFL with an “Added Sugars” declaration. 

http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewIC?ref_nbr=201306-0910-003&icID=207262
http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewIC?ref_nbr=201306-0910-003&icID=207262


 

 

International Food Information Council (IFIC) Foundation   —   October 13, 2015   —   Docket FDA-2012-N-1210                                     5 

 IFIC Foundation conducted a qualitative phase (n=27) to inform quantitative research (n=1,088). 

FDA captured qualitative data on label formats as part of its quantitative study. 

 IFIC Foundation and FDA conducted web-based surveys via online panels of Americans ages 18 

years and older.  

o IFIC Foundation commissioned Turner Research Network (Dunwoody, GA) to conduct the 

consumer research using Research Now online consumer panels.  

o FDA collected responses from an online consumer panel maintained by a contractor (Ipsos). 

 Neither FDA nor IFIC Foundation provided a definition for added sugars to participants.  

 

Test Stimuli 

IFIC Foundation Test Stimuli 

 IFIC Foundation (n=1,088): All nine NFL used in the IFIC Foundation study were in the FDA’s 

proposed NFL format. Version S contained a “Sugars” line and did not have an “Added Sugars” line, 

Version S+A declared “Added Sugars” line indented underneath a “Sugars” line, and Version TS+A 

declared an “Added Sugars” line indented underneath a “Total Sugars” line.  

 

 

FDA Test Stimuli 

 FDA (Added Sugars study, OMB No. 0910-0764, n=6,480): participants were randomly assigned to 

one of 180 conditions to view NFL for a frozen meal, cereal, or yogurt in one of three formats – AS 

(an “Added Sugars” line indented under a “Sugars” line), TS+AS (an “Added Sugars” line indented 

under a “Total Sugars” line), and Control (a “Sugars” line and no “Added Sugars” line). All three 

formats used in this study were identical in design to labels currently in the marketplace, with the 

only exception being with how sugars information is labeled. In the two-product task set, 

participants were exposed to NFL versions with differing levels of nutrients (e.g., “one product that 

had fewer calories, less fat, and more fiber, vitamins and minerals overall”) where one was deemed 

the “more nutritious product.” 
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 FDA (Label Formats study, OMB No. 0910-0774, n=5,430): participants were randomly assigned to 

one of 29 NFL formats for a frozen meal or trail mix. Labels varied based on Current vs. Proposed 

format (Proposed format included an “Added Sugars” line indented underneath a “Sugars” line), 

location of %DV (right or left side), single or double column, and location of sodium, voluntary 

vitamins and fats. Product labels varied as better versus worse for calories, total fat, saturated fat, 

sugars, fiber and vitamins and minerals.  

 

Key Points of Distinction and Similarity in Test Stimuli 

 Neither FDA nor IFIC Foundation tested labels with a %DV for the “Added Sugars” line. 

 FDA used NFL versions in the current and proposed formats. IFIC Foundation only tested NFL 

versions in the proposed format. 

 FDA varied levels of nutrients across NFL versions shown to each participant. IFIC Foundation only 

varied the way in which sugars were labeled. 
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Study Sample Comparison(s) 

 IFIC Foundation (n=1,088): the total sample (and each of the three independent cells) was balanced 

by region, gender, age, race, and Hispanic origin, to reflect the demographics of Americans as 

reported in the 2010 Census. The sample was not balanced by education or income, which in the 

2015 IFIC Foundation Food and Health Survey were shown to be related to usage of the NFL and 

avoidance of added sugars and sugars in general (as was age and gender). 

 FDA (Added Sugars study, OMB No. 0910-0764, n=6,480): there was no demographic balancing, 

quotas, or weighting used. In analyses of certain outcomes, the FDA does control for a number of 

factors including education, frequency of label usage, race, gender, age, diet-related health 

conditions, and familiarity with various types of added sugars.  

 FDA (Label Formats study, OMB No. 0910-0774, n=5,430): analyses controlled for product seen, 

product profile, education, frequency of label use, race/ethnicity, sex, age, previous diagnosis of a 

diet-related health condition, and time pressure. 

 A demographical comparison is presented in the table below.  

o In general, FDA samples are older and more female than the IFIC Foundation sample. 

o FDA samples are less educated and more likely to have been diagnosed with a health 

condition than the IFIC Foundation sample.  

o Unlike in its analysis of means, the FDA does not appear to control for demographics and 

other intervening variables when reporting these descriptive statistics. It is unclear exactly 

how this might impact the results, but among the variables that the IFIC Foundation used in 

balancing its sample, gender and age are both likely to impact familiarity with labels and 

sugars and therefore accuracy of interpreting label information. 

 

Demographical Comparison: IFIC Foundation and FDA Studies 

i. Respondents in the FDA study could choose more than one race/ethnicity. 
ii. Respondents in the IFIC Foundation study were asked ethnicity and Hispanic separately. Percentages shown here represent non-

Hispanic for all categories other than Hispanic. 
iii. FDA (AS = Added Sugars Study, n=6,480)(NFL = Label Formats Study, n=5,430)(FN = Footnote Study, n=3,866) 
iv. IFIC Foundation (n=1,088) 
v. ** = FDA used different age groups (18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+) in the analysis of its NFL Study 
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IFIC Foundation and FDA Results 

From the consumer perspective, the ability to quickly and accurately synthesize food label information 

when shopping is paramount. Thus, the primary question to answer in the IFIC Foundation’s consumer 

research is whether an “Added Sugars” declaration on the NFL provides clear information that is well-

understood and would be used appropriately by consumers to make informed and healthful dietary 

choices. In other words, does having and “Added Sugars” line on the NFL increase of decrease 

comprehension of the total amount of sugars in a product? 

 

The concept of accurate total sugars identification was also tested by FDA. In fact, IFIC Foundation and the 

agency asked similar questions of their samples. Below are the verbatim questions and results from IFIC 

Foundation and FDA studies:  

 IFIC Foundation: “Based on what you see on THIS label, what is the total amount of sugars in grams 

(g) in one serving of this product? 

 92%x of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with a “Sugars” line and without 

an “Added Sugars” line (Version S) gave a correct answer.  

 55%y of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with “Sugars” and “Added Sugars” 

lines (Version S+A) gave a correct answer.  

 66%z of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with “Total Sugars” and “Added 

Sugars” (Version TS+A) lines gave a correct answer. 

**IFIC Foundation data above not sharing the same superscript indicates statistical significance from 

one another (p < .05) 

**The table below comes from IFIC Foundation’s JAND paper 

 
 

IFIC Foundation Finding: Consumer interpretation of the total amount of sugars in a product is 

significantly decreased when an “Added Sugars” line is included on a food label. 
 

 FDA (Added Sugars study (OMB No. 0910-0764, n=6,480) using current label format): “What is the 

total amount of sugars in one serving of this product?” 

 90% of those viewing the current format NFL version with a “Sugars” line and without an 

“Added Sugars” line (control group) gave a correct answer. 

 76% of those viewing the current format NFL version with “Total Sugars” and “Added 

Sugars” lines (TS+AS Format) gave a correct answer. 

 65% of those viewing the current format NFL version with “Sugars” and “Added Sugars” 

lines (AS Format) gave a correct answer. 

**for the FDA data above, chi-square = 461.7, p<0.0001 

http://www.andjrnl.org/article/S2212-2672(15)00505-5/fulltext
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FDA Finding: “…the declarations decreased the ability of some participants to correctly identify 

the quantity of total sugars in a food.” 

 

 FDA (Label Formats study (OMB No. 0910-0774, n=5,430) testing current label format versus 

proposed and alternative label formats): “How many grams of sugars are in the [WHOLE 

CONTAINER or ONE SERVING] of this [frozen meal or trail mix]? Results are presented below in text 

and in FDA Table 3 

 Results of those asked PER CONTAINER:  

 54%a of those viewing the current format NFL version with a “Sugars” line and 

without an “Added Sugars” line gave a correct answer. 

 36%b of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with “Sugars” and “Added 

Sugars” lines gave a correct answer. 

**data not sharing the same superscript indicates statistical significance (p < .05) 

 Results of those asked PER SERVING:  

 81%a of those viewing the current format NFL version with a “Sugars” line and 

without an “Added Sugars” line gave a correct answer. 

 65%b of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with “Sugars” and “Added 

Sugars” lines gave a correct answer. 

**data not sharing the same superscript indicates statistical significance (p < .05) 

 

FDA Table 3 
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 It is critical to point out that of the 11 NFL information lines assessed by FDA when 

comparing the single-column current label format (which includes a “Sugars” line and does 

not include an “Added Sugars” line and places the %DV on the right) to the single-column 

proposed label format (which includes a “Sugars” and “Added Sugars” line and places the 

%DV on the left), only one nutrient observed a significant decrease in correct identification 

of the absolute value of the nutrient. That significant decrease only occurred with the “Sugars 

(g)” line and was observed in “Per Serving” (81% vs. 65%) and “Per Container” (54% vs. 

36%) aspects to the NFL.  

 Saturated fat (g) and Sodium (%DV) each observed an increase in the percentage of 

respondents able to correctly identify the amounts when using the single-column 

proposed label format as compared to the single-column current label formats. 

 See FDA Appendix B (displayed above in the Test Stimuli section of our comments) 

for examples of labels used in FDA Table 3 data. 

 

FDA Finding: “Respondents were more accurate in identifying the grams of sugars per serving 

using the Current label compared to the Proposed or Alternative label and they were more 

accurate in identifying the grams of sugars per container using the Current label compared to 

the Proposed label.” 

 

The FDA also tested how different NFL versions affect consumer perception of nutrient levels in a product. 

The perception of many nutrient levels (e.g., saturated fat, sodium, calcium, dietary fiber, iron) remained 

unchanged regardless of label format. The sugars content, however, did observed a change in perception in 

some label formats. FDA (Added Sugars study (OMB No. 0910-0764, n=6,480)) states:  

“Specifically, participants perceived the total sugars and added sugars content of the least nutritious 

versions of the cereal to be higher when added sugars were declared on the label. Conversely, participants 

perceived the added sugars content of the most nutritious version of the yogurt to be lower when added 

sugars were declared. Perceptions of the total sugars content of the meal products did not significantly 

vary by label format, but participants perceived the added sugars content of the most nutritious meal to be 

higher when added sugars were declared.” 

FDA and IFIC Foundation data support the misleading nature of including an “Added Sugars” line on the 

NFL by potentially altering the way consumers judge the healthfulness of a product, thus affecting the 

likelihood of purchasing said product. In the case of FDA data, consumers show the tendency to overlook 

some of FDAs “healthier” products. FDA (Added Sugars study (OMB No. 0910-0764, n=6,480)) states: 

“Results showed that when the more nutritious product (i.e., lower-calorie, lower-fat, higher-fiber and 

higher-vitamin) product has less added sugars, label format had no statistically significant effect on the 

likelihood of respondents identifying that product as healthier (Table 4; chi-square=3.8, p=0.7). In 

contrast, when the more nutritious product had more added sugars, the percentage of respondents 

identifying that product as healthier decreased (Table 4; chi-square=21.5, p=0.0015). Multiple logistical 

regression analysis conducted by product and choice pair showed that relative to those who saw a control 

label, those who saw an AS format or a TS+AS format were less likely to choose the more nutritious 

product only when that product had more added sugars.” 
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“(1) The new information from the 2015 DGAC report regarding added sugars” 

The 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee (DGAC) supported the agency’s proposal to list “Added 

Sugars” on the NFL in their scientific report by stating, “The Nutrition Facts label should include added 

sugars (in grams and teaspoons) and include percent daily value, to assist consumers in identifying the 

amount of added sugars in foods and beverages and making informed dietary decisions.”   

As part of the DGAC public comment process, IFIC Foundation submitted its consumer research findings via 

comments (#861) to the DGAC Added Sugars Working group on December 5, 2014. To our knowledge, data 

from FDA consumer studies were not publicly available at that time nor were FDA data available when the 

2015 DGAC released their final scientific report on February 19, 2015. In examining the five (5) references 

that the DGAC Added Sugars Working Group reviewed, none of them assessed the potential consumer 

impact of added sugars labeling. Because of this, we also included our consumer research findings in IFIC 

Foundation’s written public comments to the final scientific report of the 2015 DGAC on May 8, 2015. We 

presume that IFIC Foundation NFL research were the only consumer data submitted to the DGAC on the 

subject of added sugars labeling and are unaware of any evidence reviewed by the DGAC to suggest that 

listing “Added Sugars” on the NFL will facilitate helping consumers achieve more healthful eating patterns.  

“(2) the proposal to establish a DRV for added sugars and to require the declaration of the percent DV 

for added sugars on the Nutrition and Supplement Facts labels” 

In the July 27 Federal Register, in addition to publicly releasing results of their four consumer studies, the 

agency updated the NFL proposal to include a %DV for added sugars. This addition to the NFL proposal 

comes without a recommendation for the Institute of Medicine (as is done with every nutrient) to establish 

a %DV for added sugars. The proposal to include a %DV for added sugars also comes without any plans for 

FDA to conduct consumer research on the implications for including this information on the revised NFL.  

Because neither the agency nor IFIC Foundation conducted research using test stimuli that included a %DV 

for added sugars, we urge the agency to consider the impact of moving forward with the current proposal 

prior to having data to illustrate how consumers interpret a %DV for added sugars, particularly in light of 

the absence of a %DV for “Sugars” or “Total Sugars.” Given the misunderstanding of the proposed “Added 

Sugars” line demonstrated in the IFIC Foundation and FDA studies, it seems reasonable to assume that 

including a %DV for added sugars may only complicate things further for consumers.  

The IFIC Foundation respectfully submits a request for the agency to conduct consumer research to 

test the effect of including a %DV for added sugars prior to finalizing the NFL proposal.  

“(3) using the term “Total Sugars” instead of “Sugars” on the label” 

The agency has stated that they “are considering using the term ‘total sugars’ in lieu of ‘sugars’ on the 

Nutrition Facts label if ‘added sugar’ declaration is finalized, as proposed. FDA plans to conduct consumer 

testing of the terms ‘total sugars’ and ‘sugars’ on the Nutrition Facts label (FR 2013– 12824) to determine if 

use of the term ‘total sugars’ aids consumers in understanding that added sugars are part of the total 

amount of sugars in product.”  

http://www.health.gov/dietaryguidelines/2015-scientific-report/PDFs/Scientific-Report-of-the-2015-Dietary-Guidelines-Advisory-Committee.pdf#page=45
http://health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2015/comments/readCommentDetails.aspx?CID=861
http://www.health.gov/dietaryguidelines/2015-scientific-report/14-appendix-E2/e2-44.asp
http://health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2015/comments/uploads/CID27915_IFIC_Foundation_DGAC_Report_FINAL_Written_Comments_-_May_8_2015.pdf#page=5
http://health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2015/comments/uploads/CID27915_IFIC_Foundation_DGAC_Report_FINAL_Written_Comments_-_May_8_2015.pdf#page=5
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-07-27/pdf/2015-17928.pdf
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To confirm how consumers interpret an “Added Sugars” declaration when determining the total amount of 

sugars in a product, IFIC Foundation asked consumers directly if the sugars in the “Added Sugars” line were 

added to or included in the “Sugars” line or “Total Sugars” line while viewing the two NFL versions (S+A 

and TS+A) that contained an “Added Sugars” line.  IFIC Foundation data is presented below: 

The “Added Sugars” line would be added to the “Sugars” or “Total Sugars” line: 

 52%x of those who viewed NFL Version S+A in the first position indicated that the amount in the 

“Added Sugars” line is added to the amount in the “Sugars” line.  

 33%y of those who viewed NFL Version TS+A in the first position indicated that the amount in the 

“Added Sugars” line is added to the amount in the “Total Sugars” line.  

**IFIC Foundation data above not sharing the same superscript indicates statistical significance from one 

another (p < .05) 

The “Added Sugars” line would be included in the “Sugars” or “Total Sugars” line: 

 52%a of those who viewed NFL Version TS+A in the first position indicated the amount in the 

“Added Sugars” line is included in the amount in the “Total Sugars” line.  

 37%b of those who viewed NFL Version S+A in the first position indicated the amount in the “Added 

Sugars” line is included in the amount in the “Sugars” line. 

**IFIC Foundation data above not sharing the same superscript indicates statistical significance from one 

another (p < .05) 

 

Unlike the IFIC Foundation study, the FDA didn’t directly examine whether the “Added Sugars” line is 

interpreted as part of a “Sugars” or “Total Sugars” line. The FDA did, however, assess this concept indirectly 

(as did IFIC Foundation). The FDA data was previously presented above, albeit in a different context. In the 

FDA Added Sugars study (OMB No. 0910-0764, n=6,480), a higher percentage of respondents were able to 

correctly identify the total amount of sugars in one serving of a product when viewing labels that contained 

“Total Sugars” and “Added Sugars” lines when compared to those viewing labels that contained “Sugars” 

and “Added Sugars” lines (76% vs. 65%).  

 90% of those viewing the current format NFL version with a “Sugars” line and without an “Added 

Sugars” line (control group) gave a correct answer. 

 76% of those viewing the current format NFL version with “Total Sugars” and “Added Sugars” lines 

(TS+AS Format) gave a correct answer. 

 65% of those viewing the current format NFL version with “Sugars” and “Added Sugars” lines (AS 

Format) gave a correct answer. 

**for the FDA data above, chi-square = 461.7, p<0.0001 

 

 

IFIC Foundation data (also previously presented above) showed similar effects of using the term “Total 

Sugars” instead of “Sugars.” In the Foundation’s study, a significantly higher percentage of respondents 

(66% vs. 55%) were able to correctly identify the total amount of sugars in one serving of a product when 

viewing labels that contained “Total Sugars” and “Added Sugars” lines when compared to those viewing 
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labels that contained “Sugars” and “Added Sugars” lines. 

 92%x of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with a “Sugars” line and without an 

“Added Sugars” line (Version S) gave a correct answer.  

 55%y of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with “Sugars” and “Added Sugars” lines 

(Version S+A) gave a correct answer.  

 66%z of those viewing the proposed format NFL version with “Total Sugars” and “Added Sugars” 

(Version TS+A) lines gave a correct answer. 

**IFIC Foundation data above not sharing the same superscript indicates statistical significance from one 

another (p < .05) 

IFIC Foundation Finding: Consumer understanding of whether the sugars in an “Added Sugars” line 

would be included in a “Sugars” line or “Total Sugars” line was significantly higher on NFL versions 

using a “Total Sugars” line.  

 

Conclusion/Summary of Key Points 

Results from the IFIC Foundation and FDA consumer studies show that including an “Added Sugars” line on 

the NFL significantly reduces the ability of consumers to correctly identify the total amount of sugars in a 

product. The new information adds to an already misunderstood aspect to the NFL (sugars). Due to the 

perception of sugars content in certain products, FDA data illustrate the potential to drive consumers away 

from products that may contain key “shortfall nutrients” and toward products that may contain 

“overconsumed nutrients” identified by the Dietary Guidelines. The intention of the NFL proposal is to 

facilitate healthier dietary patterns among consumers. Consumer research conducted by FDA and IFIC 

Foundation don’t support the inclusion an “Added Sugars” line on the NFL as a means to meet this 

objective. 

 

We trust that the above results from our consumer research and comparison to FDA data will aid the 

agency in their efforts to redesign a more useful, coherent NFL.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

David B. Schmidt 

CEO, IFIC Foundation 

 

Kimberly Reed 

President, IFIC Foundation 

 

Marianne Smith Edge, MS, RD, LD, FADA, FAND 

Senior Advisor, Science & Consumer Insights, IFIC Foundation 


