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	Multiple Traffic light 
	Health Star Rating
	GDAs, DIGs, RIs
Facts up Front
	Nutri-Score
	Others
	Control

	
	Interpretive, multiple nutrients, color-coded 
	Summary, single color, graded
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	Informative, multiple nutrients, single color
	Summary, graded, 
color-coded
	Health text or graphic image warnings
	No FoP label or neutral label

	Examples 
Actual designs vary
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	N/A

	Bollard et al., 2016 [1]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arrúa et al., 2017 [2]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neal et al., 2017 [3]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acton & Hammond, 2018 [4]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acton & Hammond, 2018 [5]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Egnell et al., 2018 [6]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Goodman et al., 2018 [7]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Khandpur et al., 2018 [8]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lima, Ares, & Deliza, 2018 [9]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Machín et al., 2017 [10]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Machín et al., 2018 [11]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acton et al., 2019 [12]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grummon et al., 2019 [13]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Khandpur et al., 2019 [14]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lima et al., 2019 [15]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lima et al., 2019 [16]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Machín et al., 2019 [17]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Talati et al, 2019 [18]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ares et al, 2018 [19]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Egnell et al, 2019 [20]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Egnell et al, 2019 [21]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ang, Agrawal, & Finkelstein, 2019 [22]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Black shading indicates that the study used this type of label. 
Abbreviations: GDA (Guideline Daily Amount), DIGs (Daily Intake Guidelines), RI (Reference Intake), NFP (Nutrition Facts Panel).
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d) Recommendation/Warnring

NUTRITION INFORMATION
Serving per package: 41
Serving Size: 100g
Par Serving Per 1005
Energy 924KJ (427 Cal) 924KJ (427 Cal)
Protein 259 25g
Fat - total 1.59 15g
- saturated 0.6g Oég
Carbohydrate 99.2g .29
- sugars 0.8g 0.8g
Sodium 0.7g 0.7g

UNHEALTHY CHOICE - AVOID

e) Nutrition Information Panel
NUTRITION INFORMATION

Serving per package: 41
Saning Sizec 1009

Ave. Quantity Ave. Quantity
Per Serving Per 100

Energy 924KJ (427 Cal) 924KJ (427 Cal)
Protein 2.59 259
Fat - total 1.59 15g

- saturated 0.6g 0é6g
Carbohydrate 99.2g ¥2g

- sugars 0.8g 089
Sodium 0.7g 0.7g
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WARNING: Drinking beverages with added sugar(s)

contributes to obesity, diabetes, and tooth decay.
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