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Executive summary 
The Scientific Committee of the Nutri-Score (ScC) has been appointed in February 2021 by the Steering 
Committee as an independent committee of the trans-national governance of the Nutri-Score, 
operating within the mandate to update of the algorithm underpinning it. 

This document provides the update for the algorithm, in the categories of general foods (main 
algorithm), fats, oils and nuts and seeds and specific rules for meat products. 

The ScC provided an annual report in December 2021, highlighting the areas of improvement that were 
considered a priority for the group. Of note, the ScC considers that overall, the algorithm performs 
well. The areas of improvement that have been identified are domains in which further alignment 
between the Nutri-Score classification and food-based dietary guidelines (FBDG) could be sought after. 

Principles guiding the ScC work and methods for the group have already been highlighted in the 2021 
annual report. As such, the present document provides only a brief summary of these elements and 
rather focuses on the development of the alternate scenarios for the updated algorithm, their 
selection and the results of the final combination retained for the update of the Nutri-Score algorithm. 
Importantly, all the modifications in the components were approved by either a majority or 
unanimously by the ScC, following the voting procedures set by the group. No minority opinions were 
expressed concerning each of the component modifications or the final algorithm. The update 
presented herein is therefore based on a scientific consensus between members of the ScC. 

The process for the update of the algorithm consisted in the revision of each of the components of the 
current algorithm, in relation with the areas of improvement previously identified by the group. 
Multiple scenarios for improvement for each component were investigated, and the best scenario 
retained whenever their impact, when tested in multiple databases, were aligned with the objectives 
of the group. The final combination scenario for the algorithm update was tested in the four available 
databases of food composition of branded products, including in Belgium, France, Germany and the 
Netherlands, and the final thresholds were set based on optimized distributions of food products in all 
databases. 

The ScC recommends the following for the updated algorithm of the Nutri-Score: 

- In the main algorithm 

o A modified Sugars component, using a point allocation scale aligned with the FIC 
regulation of 3.75% of the 90 g reference value, with up to 15 points [1] 

o A modified Salt component, using a point allocation scale aligned with the FIC 
regulation of 3.75% of the 6 g reference value, with up to 20 points 

o A modified Fibres component, using a point allocation scale of 3.75% of the 30 g 
reference value (as recommended in various EU countries), and with a starting point 
set at the valǳŜ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƻŦ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛōǊŜέΣ 
with up to 5 points 

o A modified Proteins component, using a point allocation scale aligned with the 
ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜƛƴǎέ ƻŦ оΦтр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ сп Ǝ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ǿƛǘh 
up to 7 points 

o ! ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ΨCǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎΣ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ƴǳǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
oils from the ingredients qualifying for the component 

o A simplification of the final computation, with a removal of the protein cap 
exemption for products with A points җ11 and fruit and vegetable points җ5 

o A modified final threshold between A and B, set at -1/0 points 
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- Lƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŦŀǘǎΣ ƻƛƭǎΣ ƴǳǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜŘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ 

o The inclusion of nuts and seeds within this category, based on their nutritional 
composition in fats 

o A ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΣ ǎŜǘ ŀǎ ŀƴ Ψ9ƴŜǊƎȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ 
a point allocation scale of 120KJ/point 

o A modified protein cap threshold, set at 7 points for proteins to be taken into 
account 

o ! ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ΨŦǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴt, with oils from ingredients 
qualifying in the component included as qualifying (e.g. avocado and olive) 

o A modified final threshold between A and B, set at -6/-5 

  

  

- Specific rules for red meat products within the main algorithm for general foods 

o Based on their position in FBDG 

o A modified protein component, with a reduction in the maximal number of points 
attributed for red meat and products thereof, proportionate to the ratio of heme 
iron to total iron content in meat and products, set therefore at 2 maximal points 
for proteins 

  

Detailed information on the modified components, their development and testing is available in each 
chapter of the present document, and an appendix details the updated algorithm. 

The ScC proposes that the next steps include the update of the algorithm of the Nutri-Score for 
beverages, which would include milk-based beverages, expected before the end of this year. 
Adaptations to the algorithm would be necessary to ensure that the addition of milk-based beverages 
is aligned with FBDG. 

 Lƴ нлноΣ ǘƘŜ {Ŏ/ ǿƛƭƭ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘǎ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ΨCǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ 
component, to ensure that the list of ingredients and the processes that are allowed within the 
component are aligned with FBDG in the COEN. 

 

Methods ς summary 
The methods and principles set by the ScC for the update of the Nutri-Score algorithm have been 

provided in detail in the 2021 annual report of the ScC.  

Of note, the Nutri-Score improvements presented in this report are based on scientific rationales. In 

addition, several stakeholders filed requests for changes to better consider additional qualitative 

aspects within specific food groups. Following the set of principles adopted by the ScC and in 

accordance with the mandate of the ScC set by the StC as outlined in its 2021 annual report, to enable 

a uniform implementation of the Nutri-Score across all participating countries, all scenarios had to 

account for current EU food labelling rules [1]. Specifically, this includes: 
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(1) the fact that mandatory information for prepacked foods includes the declaration of energy 

value, amounts of fat, saturates, carbohydrates, total sugars, protein and salt, yet further 

nutrients (monounsaturates, polyunsaturates, polyols, starch, fibre, and vitamins/minerals) 

are voluntary only and  

(2) current rules do not request the use of unifying declarations of specific ingredients such as 

added sugars or whole grains.  

Hence, whilst more stringent considerations of favourable/unfavourable nutrients or ingredients 

would be possible, their consideration across European countries would require respective changes in 

EU labelling legislation on mandatory nutrients and/or ingredients identification.  

Briefly, the ScC followed a series of steps to define modifications to the algorithm: 

1. Definition of priority areas for the update of the algorithm 

The areas of improvement of the Nutri-Score algorithm have been presented in detail in the 2021 

annual report from the ScC. Considering the across-the-board nature of the algorithm, whereby any 

modification in one food group would potentially lead to modifications in other food groups, a further 

prioritization of the said areas of improvement was performed by the group. 

2. Defining scenarios of modification for each component 

The ScC reviewed each component of the Nutri-Score algorithm and considered whether modifications 

would allow to respond to the issues identified in the priority areas for improvement. Primary and 

secondary target food groups were identified for modification in each component based on their 

content in each of the component. 

Scenarios of modifications were defined and tested in three databases of nutritional composition of 

branded products from France, Germany and the Netherlands for each component. The final scenario 

was selected based on the rationale used for their definition and their ability to reach the initial 

objectives of the modification compared to the current scenario, with careful consideration to 

potential side-effects in secondary target groups. 

3. Testing of combination scenarios 

Similarly, combination scenarios including modification scenarios in all of the components were then 

investigated in the three databases, and the final combination of component modifications for the 

Nutri-Score algorithm update selected was based on consensus between members of the ScC, 

considering the priority areas of improvement set beforehand. 

The databases available for testing the scenarios were presented in the 2021 annual report, as well as 

the strengths and limitations of each database. Scenarios were usually tested in one or two databases, 

but confirmation was required in all three databases for decision-making. 

The level of detail of the available databases in terms of food groups varies considerably, depending 

on the country. Whenever more detailed data was available in one country, the data were used to test 

the potential scenarios for modification in more depth. In some cases, the ScC also reverted to generic 

databases (e.g. CIQUAL database from France for red meat products) when the databases did not cover 

the primary and secondary target groups for improvement and/or additional data, in particular on 

mono-ingredient or raw food products were required. 

4. Definition of the final thresholds for the Nutri-Score 
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Initially, the Nutri-Score thresholds for the five categories, from A to E, were proposed in 2015 by the 
French Agency for Food, Environmental and Occupational Health & Safety (ANSES) as quintiles of the 
distribution of the overall score or points within the OQALI database (which did not contain any 
unprocessed or minimally processed foods) [2]. The final thresholds were then set by the French High 
Council for Public Health based on this first analysis, with the objective of maximizing discrimination 
within food groups [3]. From the initial quintiles, thresholds for the C/D and D/E classes of the Nutri-
Score were updated based on the observed distribution of food products. 

The finally retained thresholds were as follows: 

Points for general foods Final grading 

-15 to -1 A 

0 to 2 B 

3 to 10 C 

11 to 18 D 

19 to 40 E 

 

The following objective was set for the update of the Nutri-Score algorithm: 

Once a combination of tested scenarios (Nutri-Score algorithm modifications) was evaluated as 
appropriate and selected by the members of the ScC by consensus, the thresholds were evaluated to 
fulfil several objectives in order to be considered as adequate:  

- To maximise the distribution of food items within a food group across various Nutri-Score 
categories (colours), with an equitable distribution across achievable colours. Thus, each food 
group should cover at least three Nutri-Score categories/colours, especially when considering 
large diverse food groups with many different items (e.g. cereals), with the overall aim of a 
maximization of distribution to as many classes/categories of the Nutri-Score as possible, as 
long as this appears to be nutritionally appropriate and broadens consumer choice [4]. On the 
other hand, some food groups with limited compositional variation or high contents in one or 
various nutrients, may concentrate in few categories (e.g. hard cheeses) or do not necessarily 
need to reach certain categories (e.g. sweets). 

- To allow a clear differentiation between nutritionally favourable and less favourable food 

items within a given food group, in line with FBDG of the member states. This included 

positioning the majority of items rating of specific food groups in certa in Nutri -Score 

categories,  based on the recommendations of FBDG of the member states: for specific food 

groups it was checked whether they were correctly classified according to FBDG in the various 

countries whose databases were tested, (e.g. median and quartiles of distribution), or for 

certain foods with limited compositional variation for which a distinct classification was 

considered (e.g. refined grain pasta , vegetable oils). 

- ¢ƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŀ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ΨƻǳǘƭƛŜǊǎΩ όƛΦŜΦ ǿƛǘƘ < 5% of a given food group in one 
colour). 

For the further revision of the thus far approved Nutri-Score modifications, the existing thresholds 

were checked on the selected scenario, by using the French databases, while the German and Dutch 

databases were used for confirmation. The distribution of various food items was verified using specific 

indicator food groups, which were chosen by the majority of the ScC members, based on their 
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nutritional content that would potentially be more sensitive to modifications of one of the thresholds 

regarding the priority areas of the ScC and identifying where adjustments were needed.  

Several tests were performed shifting the threshold of interest by ± 1-2 points on t he final combination 

scenario of the modified Nutri-Score algorithm (final nutritional score FNS) to a set of indicator foods 

that contained exemplary generic foods / specific relevant branded foods to provide a proof-of-

concept. This also took into account the median content of key nutrients in the categories of the Nutri-

Score.  

For this purpose, the ScC used boxplots to show the distribution of food items in each Nutri-Score 

category (A, B, C, D, E) against their number of points, which showed the median, the 25th and 75th 

percentiles as well as outliers of the distribution of selected indicator food groups.  

 

Priority areas of the ScC ς summary 
The annual 2021 report of the ScC highlighted the various areas of improvement investigated by the 

ScC for the update of the Nutri-Score algorithm. These included priority areas in terms of classification 

of food groups (e.g. fish) and/or discrimination of products based on their content in some nutrients 

of concern (e.g. sugars and salt). The considerations regarding the choice of food groups were generally 

based on the available evidence regarding the health-promoting aspects and nutrient density of the 

food groups, and also taking into account the current dietary/nutritional guidelines in the COEN 

countries.  

Requests from stakeholders were examined at an earlier stage, in the definition of the overall strategy 

and priority areas presented in the 2021 annual report, approved by the ScC in January 2022. They 

were summarized within that report and considered in the investigation of the potential modifications 

in the algorithm in the workflow of the ScC. 

In order to determine which food groups should deserve special attention and prioritize the work of 

the ScC, information was collected within the ScC (with quorum majority), by means of a structured 

questionnaire. This aimed for providing a prioritization in the areas of improvement of the Nutri-Score 

in terms of food group classification, considering the across-the-board nature of the algorithm, and 

therefore the potential impact of any modification of the algorithm in one target group to other 

potentially non-target groups. 

More specifically, it was requested from the panel members to indicate 

a) Which food groups would require a modification and in which direction ς improvement, 

deterioration, or maintaining the status quo 

b) How much priority would a certain food group deserve ς based on a tiered Likert scale 

Following a quantitative evaluation, the following combined results were obtained: regarding the food 

groups that should receive priority attention, the ScC classified food groups in order of importance, as 

follows: 

ï Fish ς including fatty fish: should be preferably classified in more favourable classes of the 

Nutri-Score. However, the algorithm should allow for a discrimination between fish with added 

nutrients of concern (especially salt) and fish with no added nutrients of concern. 
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ï Discrimination between wholegrain and refined breads: whole grain products should be 

classified as more favourable than refined products, i.e. a clear discrimination should be seen, 

according to their content in dietary fibres.  

ï Vegetable oils: more favourable ones (canola, olive, nut oils and oils rich in polyunsaturated 

fatty acidsς due to their lower content of saturated fatty acids) should be discriminated from 

less favourable ones.  

ï Sugary items such as candies: should be better discriminated based on their sugar content, 

with a generally rather lower ranking, due to the low nutrient density, cariogenic potential, 

and other negative health consequences of a high simple sugar intake.  

ï Whole grain rice and pasta: it would ideally allow differentiation between wholegrain products 

and refined products, especially based on their dietary fibre content.  

ï Discrimination between unsweetened and sweetened dairy products: an improvement in the 

discrimination of dairy products based on their sugar content would be preferable.  

ï Breakfast cereals: classification should allow to discriminate between sugar-rich breakfast 

cereals and those containing less sugar. 

ï Meat: the ScC considered that the discrimination between meat (in particular red and 

processed meat), poultry and fish, to reflect their relative place in FBDG should be improved, 

i.e. it was perceived that red meat should receive a lower rating than fish or poultry.  

 

Therefore, a special focus was placed on the classification of the above food groups, which is reflected 

by the overall focus on certain food groups in this report, in addition to considering the strategy 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ нлнм ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘǎΦ  
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1. Main algorithm for general foods 
The main algorithm for general foods includes all solid foods, soups and stocks, with the exclusion of 

fats, oils, nuts and seeds (see specific chapter Fats, oils, nuts and seeds page 68). The ScC is considering 

the inclusion of milk and milk-based beverages along with the plant-based beverages within the 

beverages category, therefore these products are no longer included in the main algorithm for general 

foods. All calculations for dairy products exclude dairy beverages. 

1.1. Energy 

1.1.1. Rationale 
Energy intakes above energy requirements are associated with increased risks of weight gain, 

overweight, obesity, and consequently risk of diet-related chronic diseases [5]. Overweight and obesity 

are a major public health concern in COEN, with increasing prevalence, in particular in children [6]. The 

NDA panel of EFSA concluded that taking into account the high prevalence of overweight and obesity, 

a reduction of energy intakes was of public health importance for European populations [7]. 

Energy density is included in the Nutri-{ŎƻǊŜ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳΣ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨǳƴŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΣ ǳǇ ǘƻ мл 

points, with a point allocation scale of 335 kJ/point, corresponding to 3.75% of the energy reference 

intakes for children aged 11-16 years (8950 kJ), in accordance with the initial objectives and population 

target for the development of the nutrient profile model. Points are therefore allocated to foods from 

0 points for foods <335 kJ/100 g to a maximum of 10 points for foods >3350 kJ/100 g. 

However, energy density at the food level is directly related to the relative content in macro-nutrients 

and their relative caloric density, as given in the FIC regulation [1]: 

Food constituent Energy conversion factor 

Fat 9 kcal/g (37 kJ/g) 

Alcohol 7 kcal/g (29 kJ/g) 

Protein 4 kcal/g (17 kJ/g) 

Glycaemic carbohydrates 4 kcal/g (17 kJ/g) 

Polyols 2.4 kcal/g (10 kJ/g) 

Dietary fibres 2 kcal/g (8 kJ/g) 

Salt 0 kcal/g (0 kJ/g) 

 

Considering the differing energy conversion factors for the macro-nutrients, the linear point allocation 

scale leads to an imbalance in the maximum number of points potentially allocated depending on the 

relative contribution of in particular carbohydrates (including products high in sugars) and proteins 

versus fats (including products high in saturated fats).  

Full-fat products can receive 10 points due to their energy density, while full-carbohydrates (including 

sugars) and full-protein products do not reach energy density levels above the equivalent of 5 points. 

This natural imbalance in energy density tends to overly penalize food products that are otherwise 

promoted within dietary guidelines such as plant-based oils or fatty fish, and by contrast do not equally 

penalize products that should be limited within the same FBDG (including confectionery). 

The food groups that are highly affected by the energy imbalance therefore include: 

ï Food groups with rather high FNS and therefore unfavourable Nutri-Score classification 

compared to the target classification/dietary guidelines 

o Plant-based oils 

o Fish and fatty fish 
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ï Food groups with rather low FNS compared to the target classification/dietary guidelines 

o Sugary products 

o High salt products 

Thus, the ScC investigated whether modifications of the energy density component would be adequate 

to improve the relative classification of priority groups in the Nutri-Score. 

1.1.2. Target groups for modifications in energy 
Products with a relative high amount of fats, that are promoted by dietary guidelines: 

ï Fish and fatty fish 

ï Plant-based oils 

Products with a high level of carbohydrates ς and specifically sugars ς that should be limited according 

to dietary guidelines: 

ï High sugar products 

Detailed distribution of the energy content in the various target food groups is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 Average energy composition (values in kJ) of the target food groups and distributions, given in percentiles (P), ς data from Belgium, France, Germany and The Netherlands 

  BELGIUM FRANCE 

Food groups N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 
Confectionery 2179 1768 728 1448 1732 2264 2413 2335 1409 393 890 1289 2140 2390 
Candy, sweet sauces 1194 1387 666 1203 1470 1653 1907 273 1487 970 1390 1465 1648 1865 
Chocolate 985 2230 1871 2155 2272 2343 2479 759 2110 353 2138 2273 2349 2442 
Ice cream 171 948 421 763 965 1167 1456 1303 965 405 744 967 1221 1457 
Fats and oils  810 2180 551 1314 2262 3130 3700 8088 3099 1013 3038 3448 3528 3766 
Vegetable fats and oils 185 3504 3276 3435 3464 3700 3766 5252 3609 3390 3448 3700 3766 3766 
Animal fats 127 2464 844 1585 3060 3109 3130 1356 3003 2250 3025 3058 3109 3700 
Margarines 155 2157 946 1434 2206 2889 3050 526 2104 1300 1883 2170 2272 3012 
Cream 260 1048 330 688 1200 1393 1603 954 1070 418 724 1206 1247 1577 
Baking fats (excl. oils) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Fine bakery products -sweet 1786 1791 1002 1632 1855 2033 2226 2553 1802 1120 1585 1870 2065 2216 
Fish (and seafood) 1723 561 6 276 440 824 1336 13192 770 326 531 766 916 1318 
Lean fish - - - - - - - 2335 702 295 423 661 833 1678 
Fatty fish - - - - - - - 9392 829 444 682 816 948 1314 
Seafood - - - - - - - 1465 499 238 347 401 602 1017 
Processed meat (composed and single) - - - - - - - 1061 1080 440 555 1079 1397 1954 
Savoury snacks 607 1674 711 1204 1893 2151 2264 1165 1811 948 1274 2034 2185 2335 
Spreads 414 222 84 126 158 209 381 529 1011 600 749 1016 1048 2237 
Savoury spreads - - - - - - - 89 1048 333 700 869 1167 2375 
Sweet spreads - - - - - - - 440 1004 674 764 1018 1045 2203 
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  GERMANY THE NETHERLANDS 

 Food groups N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 
Confectionery - - - - - - - 2684 1793 661 1411 2014 2271 2397 

Candy, sweet sauces - - - - - - - 723 1446 746 1368 1460 1675 1874 
Chocolate - - - - - - - 1485 2243 1855 2188 2258 2335 2425 

Ice cream - - - - - - - 476 916 314 653 925 1184 1469 
Fats and oils  1721 2871 729 2720 3378 3404 3700 452 2996 1434 2704 3369 3404 3700 
Vegetable fats and oils 942 3446 3367 3386 3400 3405 3700 203 3466 3378 3378 3404 3405 3760 
Animal fats 357 3002 2377 2972 3056 3075 3680 46 3036 2989 3028 3061 3071 3098 
Margarines 142 2488 1412 2422 2600 2801 2970 129 2144 1115 1445 2391 2702 2965 
Cream 280 966 391 679 1148 1210 1315 - - - - - - - 
Baking fats (excl. oils) - - - - - - - 74 3169 2701 2745 3340 3404 3700 
Fine bakery products -sweet 2074 1913 1387 1760 1963 2089 2250 6921 1643 983 1302 1720 1958 2185 
Fish (and seafood) 408 622 277 396 597 821 1024 840 707 302 458 728 891 1177 
Lean fish 168 607 305 393 556 791 1021 304 705 314 526 770 887 1033 
Fatty fish 162 724 413 517 741 878 1045 284 874 646 725 788 1027 1214 
Seafood 78 441 229 289 330 494 948 252 521 243 358 388 634 1166 
Processed meat (composed and single) 546 1044 450 838 1030 1253 1748 1612 1123 463 776 1139 1364 1937 
Savoury snacks 1311 1981 1579 1792 2020 2149 2291 952 2023 1625 1894 2075 2180 2310 
Spreads 944 1264 454 756 1000 1840 2544 1256 1234 511 842 1090 1465 2374 
Savoury spreads 453 988 490 756 918 1191 1592 562 1091 545 830 1107 1289 1649 
Sweet spreads 491 1519 451 756 1113 2340 2670 694 1351 502 889 1071 1968 2389 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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1.1.3. Main scenarios tested 
In order to address the limitations explained previously, different options to modify the energy 

component were tested.  

Energy from saturates and sugars 

Description 

The current energy component of the Nutri-Score algorithm penalizes fats in whichever form, whether 

saturated or unsaturated. However, national dietary guidelines emphasize the importance of 

consuming foods rich in unsaturated fatty acids, either in the category of fats and oils (through a 

preference towards certain plant-based oils) and fish (through the promotion of both lean and fatty 

fish considering their contribution to long-chain n-3 fatty acids intakes (especially eicosapentaenoic 

acid (EPA) and docosahexaenoic acid (DHA)) in the population).  

Therefore, an option explored to modify the energy component was to use the energy from saturates 

and sugars.  

To do so, the energy component would be calculated as 

ὉὲὩὶὫώ   ὯὐρππὫϳ ὛόὫὥὶί Ὣρππ Ὣϳ ρχὛὥὸόὶὥὸὩί Ὣρππ Ὣϳ σχ 

 

Investigation and conclusions 

This modification improved the classification of foods with higher content in unsaturated fatty acids, 

such as plant-based oils, nuts and fish, in alignment with dietary recommendations in COEN. 

However, the ScC considered it as a form of double counting of some nutrients (i.e. saturates and 

sugars) that would not act as an adequate substitute of the energy component. 

In addition, the literature on the subject mainly focused on the overall energy density with no specific 

distinction on the source of energy such as sugars and/or saturates specifically, even if the excess of 

calorie is often related to the consumption of foods rich in these nutrients.  

 

Energy removal 

Description 

Given that saturated fatty acids and sugars as nutrients of public health concerns are already penalized 

through their respective components, the ScC explored the option to totally remove the energy 

component from the algorithm, to thereby remove the energy imbalance between sources of calories 

at the food level.  

Investigation and conclusion 

Although this option improves the classification of the key target groups and has the advantage of not 

leading to any form of double counting with other elements within the algorithm, a number of 

limitations were observed: 

- Reduction of 10 points in the overall algorithm would shift the entire scale, with severe effects 

on the thresholds. In particular, this removal tends to lead to a much higher improvement of 

products high in fats and sugars (rather less favourable foods) than more favourable foods, as 
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the reduction in points is by definition more important for high-energy dense foods (high in 

fats and sugars, high in fats and salt). 

- A removal of the energy component would neglect the problem of overconsumption, excess 

energy intakes and their association with obesity 

- Considering the vast alteration that this modification would entail, in particular in terms of 

algorithm equilibrium between components, additional modification of the components on 

saturated fats and sugars would be needed to compensate for this. 

 

Limitation in the number of points for energy 

Description 

The energy component does not allow discriminating plant-based oils since they all get the maximal 

points (i.e. 10 points). Additionally, products high in carbohydrates or proteins can mathematically not 

reach a number of points higher than 5. Therefore, the ScC explored the option to reduce the number 

of maximal points of the scale to 5 points. 

Investigation and conclusion 

Although the modification improves the score of plant-based oils rich in unsaturated fatty acids, it also 

improves the classification of all other fats, as well as the classification of nuts (including the salted 

alternatives), sauces and some fatty and sugary products such as chocolate bars, cocoa butter, sweet 

spreads. 

 

1.1.4. Main scenario retained 
Finally, after exploring the various options for the modification of the energy component and reviewing 

the literature, the conclusions of the ScC were the following:  

- The rationale for including energy density per se is strong, given the risks of weight gain and 

obesity, and the subsequent adverse health effects. This is highlighted in the conclusion of the 

document from the EFSA NDA panel regarding energy, which concludes that energy could be 

included in nutrient-profiling models because a decrease in energy intake is of public health 

importance for European populations [7].  

- The results of the different options tested to modify the energy component of the algorithm 

did not provide sufficient justification for a modification considering the objectives of the 

group 

The ScC recommends no modification of the energy component for the overall algorithm. The issues 

identified previously were further addressed by exploring modifications on specific nutrients (i.e. 

sugars) or subgroups (i.e. fats and oils) and are described later in the report. 

 

1.2. Saturated fats 
The ScC reviewed the saturated fats component. Overall, the component is aligned with the current 

recommendations and reference intakes regarding the intakes of saturated fatty acids (SFA). 

Considering the relative strictness of the component, the ScC reviewed potential modifications of the 

point allocation scale or the stŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ όǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ŦƻǊ Ψƭƻǿ 

ƛƴ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘŜŘ ŦŀǘǎΩύΦ 
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However, the results of these investigations showed that any modification to the scale would yield a 

modification towards an unwanted more favourable classification for food products for which 

consumption is to be limited within dietary guidelines. 

The ScC recommends no modifications of the saturated fats component in the main algorithm. 

 

1.3. Sugars 

1.3.1. Rationale 
Sugars are included in the Nutri-Score algorithm as an unfavourable component, as dietary sugars are 

considered as a nutrient to be limited in main recent recommendations, including all COEN ones. 

The EFSA NDA panel stated in their report on nutrient profiling that a reduction in the intake of added 

and free sugars is of public health importance for European populations, and noted that decreasing 

the intake of added and free sugars would decrease the intake of total sugars [7]. This conclusion is 

based on the well-established positive relationships between (a) the intake of dietary sugars 

(total/added/free) and dental caries risk and (b) the intake of added and free sugars and the risk of 

developing chronic metabolic diseases, and that intakes of added and free sugars exceed the 

recommended intakes in most European countries [7]. 

In their recent review, the EFSA NDA panel did not provide a tolerable upper intake level or a safe level 

of intake for either total, added or free sugars, considering that the risk associated with intakes is linear 

from low doses onward [8]. The EFSA NDA panel concludes that the intake of added and free sugars 

should be as low as possible in the context of a nutritionally adequate diet, and that decreasing their 

intake would decrease the intake of total sugars to a similar extent. In general, FBDG from several 

European countries recommend less than 10% of the total energy intake (En%) should come from 

added or free sugars. This is in line with WHO guidelines, which strongly recommend a reduction of 

free sugars intake to less than 10 En%. A further reduction to less than 5 En% is suggested for additional 

health benefits [9]. The FIC regulation refers to sugars as 'all monosaccharides and disaccharides 

present in food, but excludes polyols' [1]. Thus, the available information from the mandatory nutrition 

declaration only refers to the amount of total sugars in a product, and does not allow to conclude easily 

on the content of added or free sugars in foods composed of several ingredients. The information for 

those sugars is neither part of a mandatory nor of an additional voluntary nutritional declaration.  

The Nutri-Score is based on the mandatory nutritional information on the back-of-pack, which -among 

other nutrients - only provides information on the content of total sugars. The Nutri-Score in its current 

version does not differentiate between free, added or naturally occurring sugars in its algorithm. Any 

inclusion of specific forms of sugars would necessitate either elements outside of the mandatory or 

voluntary nutritional declaration (e.g. added/free sugars or any specific types of mono- or 

disaccharides) which forms the basis of the Nutri-Score or computational elements. Given the practical 

difficulties associated with estimating and including free and added sugars, and the other envisaged 

modifications, the ScC decided to maintain the basic principle of using only available information from 

the back-of-pack nutritional declaration, and therefore not to consider free, added or specific sugars 

in the proposed scenarios.  

Nevertheless, the ScC acknowledges that including free or added sugars instead of total sugars in the 

algorithm would be quite relevant from a scientific perspective but believes that a change in the FIC 

regulation is firstly required. So, the ScC aims to prioritize products contributing mainly to the excess 

of free or added sugars with its proposed scenarios for total sugars.  
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The current total sugars criteria are based on the Food Standards Agency/Office of Communication 

nutrient profile model, using a reference value of 21% of food energy (i.e., 113 g/day coming from 

21 En% of 8950kJ, Annex A -The 2018 review of the UK nutrient profiling model) [10]. Considering that 

total sugar consumption was estimated between 15 and 21% of total energy intakes in a study from 

11 representative samples in Europe [11], the current reference value does not reflect low to moderate 

consumption intake levels, nor the adult reference intake for dietary sugars of 90 g from the FIC 

regulation. Furthermore, the application of the point allocation scale does not appear to provide an 

adequate discrimination between foods high in sugars and those with a lower content. As an 

illustration, pure crystallised sugar cannot reach the Nutri-Score E rating in the current algorithm. This 

needs to be considered in the algorithm revision. 

Furthermore, to comply with the EU rule for nutrient declaration, the precision of a point allocation 

scale (adequate use of decimal) needs to be revised.  

Hence, the ScC considered a modification of the (total) sugar component, aligned with the FIC 

regulation, in order to allow a more adequate classification of sugary products, especially those with 

high levels of added and free sugars and to align the precision of points allocation system with the EU 

rules for nutrient declaration. 

 

1.3.2. Target groups 
In order to test different scenarios on a potential sugar modification, target food groups were 

identified as either high-sugary products or meaningful sources of dietary sugar intake, and more 

specifically added and free sugars. Food groups mostly contributing to the intake of added and free 

sugars in European countries are confectionery followed by beverages (sugar-sweetened soft and fruit 

drinks, fruit juices) and fine bakery wares [12]. Since beverages are rated based on a slightly different 

algorithm of the Nutri-Score, we included confectionery (including candy, sweet sauces, chocolate and 

ice cream) and fine bakery ware as the target groups. Since bars, sweetened dairy products and sweet 

spreads are reported to meaningfully contribute to the dietary sugar intake in some COEN [9,11], these 

food groups were additionally included. Furthermore, since a discrimination between sugar-rich 

breakfast cereals and those containing less sugars was defined as a priority area, breakfast cereals 

were added to the list of target food groups. 
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Table 2 Average sugar composition of the target food groups and distributions (in g/100g) across percentiles (P)ς data from Belgium, France, Germany and The Netherlands 

  BELGIUM FRANCE 

 Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bars 172 29.7 12.0 19.0 27.0 42.2 50.6 173 28.9 20.4 26.0 28.6 32.0 37.0 

Breakfast cereals 347 17.0 1.0 10.3 17.2 24.0 30.0 652 20.8 5.9 16.0 22.0 26.3 32.4 

Candy, sweet sauces 1194 50.4 0.0 42.0 58.0 69.0 91.1 273 57.7 0.4 56.0 63.3 69.9 78.0 

Chocolate 985 47.8 24.4 43.5 50.0 54.0 63.0 759 42.1 11.1 36.0 46.5 51.5 58.7 

Ice cream 171 21.6 9.9 18.8 22.8 25.4 30.0 1303 25.2 18.7 22.3 25.2 28.2 32.2 

Dairy products sweetened - - - - - - - 493 12.0 5.2 11.0 12.4 13.2 15.8 

Fine bakery products -sweet 1786 24.9 1.2 13.0 28.0 35.0 47.1 2553 29.0 20.4 26.0 28.6 32.0 37.0 

Sweet spreads 389 47.1 4.7 38.7 52.0 57.6 65.4 440 50.4 35.8 40.0 54.0 59.0 60.0 

 

  GERMANY THE NETHERLANDS 

Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bars 788 28.3 1.7 16.7 28.8 41.1 53.0 238 25.6 8.5 19.2 24.8 32.0 43.8 

Breakfast cereals 639 15.8 3.0 11.0 15.8 21.1 27.6 534 15.1 4.3 9.4 14.9 20.2 27.4 

Candy, sweet sauces - - - - - - - 723 56.1 0.0 46.1 62.7 76.0 96.0 

Chocolate - - - - - - - 1485 48.2 24.0 44.0 51.8 56.0 62.0 

Ice cream - - - - - - - 476 23.5 12.3 20.2 23.8 26.9 31.8 

Dairy products sweetened 1379 11.1 2.8 9.0 12.0 13.7 16.0 219 10.5 6.9 8.5 10.3 12.0 15.7 

Fine bakery products -sweet 2074 29.9 14.0 23.2 29.0 36.8 48.1 6921 29.4 8.8 22.1 29.6 36.5 46.9 

Sweet spreads 491 37.4 5.7 26.8 39.0 50.0 59.0 694 47.5 14.4 36.2 53.0 57.5 68.0 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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1.3.3. Main scenarios tested 
Considering the principles by which the ScC operates, considering only elements within the boundaries 
of the mandatory nutritional declaration, only reference values that refer to total sugars were taken 
into account. As most dietary guidelines refer to added or free sugars, a limited number of options 
were available.  

The ScC elected to consider a reference value for sugars of 90 g, in alignment with FIC regulation [1] as 

this  was the only available internationally acknowledged reference value for total sugars. 

In the current algorithm, products consisting predominantly of sugars cannot reach a Nutri-Score E 
rating, as the maximum number of points that they reach is 15 (while the lower boundary for the E 
class of Nutri-Score is 19). In order to be able to rate those high-sugary products in the most 
unfavourable Nutri-Score category, the maximum point attributed for the sugar content of products 
was raised to 15 points.  

In order to align with the EU regulations regarding the use of decimal places, point allocation values in 
the tested scenarios are rounded to the nearest integer value for products with sugar contents of more 
than 10 g/100 g.  

Scenario I 

Scenario I is based on a modified reference value for sugars of 90 g. Starting point and subsequent 
point allocation are based on the initial methodology set for the FSA nutrient profile model. Based on 
the modified reference value, the point allocation starts at 3.75% of a 90 g reference (i.e. 3.4 g/100 g, 
rounded), with linear increases in 3.75%-steps up to a maximum of 15 points for the sugar content of 
foods. Values for sugar contents of more than 10 g/100 g are rounded to the nearest integer value. 

Scenario II 

Scenario II is based on a modified reference value of 90 g and a modified starting value. Here, the point 
allocation for sugar starts at the cut-ƻŦŦ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άƭƻǿ ǎǳƎŀǊǎέ 
(< 5 g sugar per 100 g), based on the EU regulation 1924/2006 on nutrition and health claims (claims 
regulation). Point allocation continuously increases in linear 3.75%- steps of the 90 g reference (i.e. 
+3.4 g per point) up to a maximum of 15 points. Values for sugar contents of more than 10 g/100 g are 
rounded to the nearest integer value. 

Table 3 Point allocation of the current Nutri-Score algorithm and alternative scenarios tested for sugars 

Points Current algorithm 
(g sugar/100g) 

Scenario I 
(g sugar/100 g) 

Scenario II 
(g sugar/100 g) 

0 Җ пΦр Җ оΦп Җ рΦл 
1 > 4.5 > 3.4 > 5.0 
2 > 9 > 6.8 > 8.4 
3 > 13.5 > 10 > 12 
4 > 18 > 14 > 15 
5 > 22.5 > 17 > 19 
6 > 27 > 20 > 22 
7 > 31 > 24 > 25 
8 > 36 > 27 > 29 
9 > 40 > 31 > 32 
10 > 45 > 34 > 36 
11   > 37 > 39 
12   > 41 > 42 
13   > 44 > 46 
14   > 48 > 49 
15   > 51 > 53 
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1.3.1. Results 
Results for the distribution of the target groups in the current algorithm and in the alternative 
scenarios are presented in Table 4. 

Both scenario I and II increased the points for the sugar content of foods in almost all target food 
groups, resulting in a more unfavourable mean of the nutritional score (FNSm) compared to the 
current algorithm.  

In the current algorithm, two target food groups had meaningful proportions of products that were 
either rated A or B. Among sweetened dairy products, 13-18% were rated A and 36-47% rated B, the 
range indicating the variability across databases and countries. For breakfast cereals, 16-50% of 
products were rated A and 10-14% rated B.  

For both scenarios, the modified distribution showed a decreased number of products rated A or B. 
For scenario I, 10-14% of products were rated A and 26-37% rated B for sweetened dairy products, and 
13-42% of products rated A and 5-13% rated B for breakfast cereals. For scenario II, 13-16% of 
sweetened dairy products were rated A and 29-40% rated B; whereas for breakfast cereals, 1-46% 
were rated A and 6-8% were rated B.  

For target food groups containing high sugar products, a higher proportion of products were rated E 
compared to the cǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳΦ Lƴ /ƻƴŦŜŎǘƛƻƴŜǊȅ ŦƻƻŘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά/ŀƴŘȅ ϧ ǎǿŜŜǘ ǎŀǳŎŜǎέ ŀ 
majority of products were rated D by the current algorithm (62% in France, 71% in the Netherlands) 
whereas both scenario I (73% in France and 67% in the Netherlands) and scenario II (73% in France and 
66% in the Netherlands) rated the majority of products as E.  

For bars, both scenarios show meaningful differences compared to the current algorithm, with an 
overall shift of sugary products towards less favourable ratings (higher FNS).  

The modified distributions in both scenarios achieve the objectives in all the target food groups with a 
more adequate Nutri-Score distribution of products in relation to the sugars content. Overall, 
scenario I appeared stricter compared to scenario II. The observed changes were without unintended 
effects for the food groups tested, resulting in adequate distributions based on their nutritional 
compositions and discrimination according to sugars content. 
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Table 4 Distribution (%) of the target food groups in the current and alternate scenarios for sugars and mean current FNS and modified (FNSm) ς data from France, Germany and The 
Netherlands 

Food group   Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

 N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

France                    

Breakfast cereals 652 6 16 12 46 25 1 8 13 5 44 35 3 8 14 8 45 31 2 

Cereal bars 173 12 0 1 40 50 9 14 0 0 22 59 19 14 0 0 28 54 18 

Fine bakery products- sweet 2553 18 0 0 5 45 50 20 0 0 3 31 66 20 0 0 3 34 63 

Candy, sweet sauces 273 14 0 7 12 62 19 19 0 6 4 17 73 19 0 6 5 16 73 

Chocolate 759 21 0 7 1 14 78 24 0 4 4 6 86 24 0 5 3 7 85 

Ice cream 1303 13 0 1 28 54 17 15 0 0 20 47 33 15 0 0 22 49 29 

Sweet spreads 440 12 0 0 36 55 9 16 0 0 11 76 13 16 0 0 13 74 13 

Sweetened dairy products 493 2 18 36 44 2 0 3 14 26 58 2 0 3 16 29 53 2 0 

Germany                    

Breakfast cereals 639 2 50 10 30 10 0 4 42 7 33 17 1 3 46 7 33 13 0 

Bars 788 7 6 4 57 30 3 11 6 3 37 47 7 10 6 3 42 43 6 

Fine bakery products- sweet 2074 18 0 1 6 46 46 20 0 1 5 31 63 19 0 1 5 34 59 

Candy, sweet sauces - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Chocolate - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Ice cream - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Sweet spreads 491 11 6 9 35 30 21 14 3 4 26 35 32 14 4 5 26 35 30 

Sweetened dairy products 1379 2 13 47 39 1 0 3 10 33 55 1 0 2 13 38 48 1 0 

The Netherlands                    

Breakfast cereals 534 3 37 14 39 10 0 5 29 13 41 17 0 4 33 12 41 14 0 

Bars 238 11 2 14 32 47 6 13 1 5 29 47 18 12 1 6 29 49 15 

Fine bakery products- sweet 6921 17 1 2 16 31 50 19 1 1 9 30 59 19 1 1 10 30 57 

Candy, sweet sauces 723 13 5 10 5 71 10 17 5 9 5 14 67 17 5 9 5 16 66 
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Food group   Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

 N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

Chocolate 1485 23 0 0 1 12 87 27 0 0 0 6 94 27 0 0 0 6 93 

Ice cream 476 12 3 5 22 57 13 14 2 4 21 46 27 14 2 4 21 47 25 

Sweet spreads 694 13 1 3 32 32 31 17 1 2 19 43 35 17 1 2 21 41 34 

Sweetened dairy products 219 2 16 43 41 0 0 3 11 37 49 3 0 2 13 40 46 1 0 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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1.3.2. Main scenario retained 
 

Considering the overall objective of the group to discriminate products based on their sugar content, 

and in particular for high-sugar group to reach an adequate rating within the Nutri-Score algorithm, 

the ScC recommends scenario I for the sugar component to be included in the update of the Nutri-

Score algorithm.  

 

1.4. Salt ς sodium 

1.4.1. Rationale 
The positive and causal relationship between the intake of dietary sodium and blood pressure is well 

established. High sodium intakes increase blood pressure and the risk of hypertension, which is a risk 

factor for CVD and chronic kidney disease [12]. Sodium is the active component and is derived from 

sodium chloride, also known as salt. Main sources contributing to the sodium intake are bread, meat 

(products), cheese, soups and sauces, as well as salt added to food at the table or during food 

preparation.  

Daily salt intake is recommended to be below 5 g/day (WHO, EFSA, Switzerland, Belgium, Spain) or 

6 g/day (France, the Netherlands, Germany). Several European countries have national salt 

reformulation policies, as the intake of their population exceed the recommendations. The EFSA NDA 

panel stated in its report on nutrient profiling that a reduction in the intake of dietary sodium is of 

public health importance for European populations [12]. The Nutri-Score could provide an incentive 

for manufacturers to reformulate foods towards lower salt contents.  

Within the Nutri-Score algorithm, the current component is formulated as sodium, with points 

attributed for each 90 mg of sodium per 100 g of foods. This formulation is not aligned with current 

EU regulation [1], on the following points: 

ï EU regulations promote the use of salt for the mandatory nutritional declaration, rather than 

ǎƻŘƛǳƳΦ ΨǎŀƭǘΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƭǘ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀΥ  

ὛὥὰὸὛέὨὭόά ςȢυ  

ï The rules for nutrient declaration specify adequate use of decimals. The conversion from 

sodium to salt leads to some thresholds with 2 decimal points above 1 g, which is not aligned 

with the recommendation of using only one decimal point for this range. 

It appears therefore necessary to change the sodium component into a salt component, following the 

rules for decimal points of the EU regulation. The risk of maintaining diverging systems is to observe 

divergences between the back-of-pack declaration and the Nutri-Score obtained, hindering the 

possibility for consumers and control authorities of verifying the adequacy of the allocation and 

limiting transparency. 

Salt content (g/100 g) of major contributors to the salt intake are either at the lower end, e.g. bread 

and sauces (around 1 g/100 g), or at the higher end of the salt content distribution (2 g/100 g and 

more), e.g. cheese and cured meat (Table 5). The current point allocation scale for salt (currently 

sodium) of the Nutri-Score does not cover salt contents above 2 g/100 g and thus does not allow to 

discriminate products with salt content above 2 g/100 g. Additionally, in the current algorithm, highly 

salted but energy-poor foods cannot reach the same unfavourable classification as high-fat or high-

sugar foods.  
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Hence, the ScC concluded that a modification of the sodium component is required, to allocate more 

unfavourable (i.e. positive in the algorithm) points to foods with salt contents higher than 2 g/100 g, 

and to align with current EU rules for nutrient declaration. In this way, the Nutri-Score would allow to 

discriminate better among highly salted foods in order to favour the less salted versions and/or 

stimulate food reformulation. 

1.4.2. Target groups 
Target food groups for this modification were identified considering the salt content and/or the high 

contribution to salt intake and/or the potential for reformulation of salt content. Secondary target 

foods were identified that may also vary in salt content and/or contribute importantly to the salt intake 

but not necessarily have the highest salt contents. 

The primary target groups for the modification of the salt component, are the following: 

ï Processed meat 

ï Cheese  

ï Bread 

ï Spreads, and in particular savoury spreads 

ï Cold sauces and meal sauces based on tomatoes and vegetables 

ï Convenience foods including pizza 

ï Soups and stock 

The secondary target groups, are the following: 

ï Savoury snacks (crisps, savoury biscuits) 

ï Breakfast cereals 

ï Ready-to-eat meals 
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Table 5 Average salt composition of the target food groups (in g/100 g) and distributions across percentiles (P) ς data from Belgium, France, Germany and The Netherlands 

  BELGIUM FRANCE 

Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bread 539 1.4 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 2.3 814 1.2 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.5 

Whole grain bread 100 1.3 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.7 239 1.2 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.5 

Refined and mixed grain  191 1.4 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 2.1 575 1.2 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.5 

Other bread 195 1.3 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.8 - - - - - - - 

Breakfast cereals 347 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.8 1.0 652 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.7 1.4 

Cheese 2610 1.4 0.1 1.0 1.5 1.8 2.5 385 1.5 0.6 1.1 1.4 1.7 2.8 

Solid and semi-solid cheese 999 1.7 0.7 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.4 162 1.4 0.6 0.9 1.4 1.8 2.2 

Soft cheese 1084 1.0 0.1 0.5 1.1 1.4 2.1 123 1.5 1.0 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.9 

Fresh cheese 244 1.3 0.3 1.0 1.3 1.7 2.7 39 1.3 0.4 0.7 1.0 1.7 3.0 

Blue cheese 69 2.3 1.2 1.6 2.1 3.6 3.7 20 2.8 1.5 2.2 2.9 3.6 3.7 

Processed cheese 203 2.2 1.4 1.8 2.2 2.6 3.4 41 1.6 1.0 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.3 

Convenience food 1375 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.5 4489 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.6 

Partly ready meals 202 1.0 0.3 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.5 3330 0.8 0.4 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.5 

Ready to eat meals 892 0.8 0.3 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.5 523 1.1 0.4 0.8 1.1 1.4 1.8 

Pizza 281 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.6 636 1.2 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.6 

Processed meat (composed 
and single) 

- - - - - - - 1061 2.9 1.4 1.7 2.1 4.3 5.6 

Sauces 1267 2.8 0.2 0.9 1.2 2.0 10.0 542 1.4 0.4 1.0 1.2 1.9 2.7 

Meal sauces  247 1.3 0.0 0.9 1.2 1.9 2.9 370 1.1 0.3 0.9 1.0 1.3 2.1 

Cold sauces  1020 3.2 0.4 0.9 1.3 2.1 14.0 172 2.1 1.2 1.7 2.1 2.4 3.0 

Savoury snacks 607 1.6 0.6 1.2 1.5 1.9 2.5 1165 1.7 0.9 1.2 1.5 2.0 3.1 

Soups and stocks 414 1.2 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.3 778 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 1.0 

Soups - - - - - - - 778 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 1.0 

Stocks - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Savoury spreads 452 1.5 0.4 1.0 1.3 1.7 3.2 89 1.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 4.1 
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  GERMANY THE NETHERLANDS 

Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bread 815 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.8 5643 1.1 0.5 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.8 

Whole grain bread 179 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.5 555 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.2 

Refined and mixed grain  304 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.8 3620 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.4 

Other bread 332 1.3 0.7 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.9 1468 1.3 0.2 0.9 1.1 1.4 2.3 

Breakfast cereals 639 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.9 534 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 1.1 

Cheese - - - - - - - 3226 1.8 0.9 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.6 

Solid and semi-solid cheese - - - - - - - 2607 1.8 1.4 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.3 

Soft cheese - - - - - - - 544 1.6 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.9 3.3 

Fresh cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Blue cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Processed cheese - - - - - - - 75 2.3 1.6 2.0 2.1 2.9 3.4 

Convenience food 1011 1.0 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.6               

Partly ready meals 661 1.0 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.5 - - - - - - - 

Ready to eat meals 215 1.1 0.5 0.9 1.1 1.4 1.9 - - - - - - - 

Pizza 135 1.3 0.9 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.7 294 1.1 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.3 1.6 

Processed meat (composed 
and single) 

450 2.7 1.5 2.0 2.3 3.5 5.0 1612 2.5 1.3 1.9 2.2 3.0 4.7 

Sauces 110 2.1 1.0 1.6 2.0 2.4 3.0 849 1.7 0.4 0.8 1.3 1.8 3.5 

Meal sauces  - - - - - - - 198 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.8 1.1 1.4 

Cold sauces  110 2.1 1.0 1.6 2.0 2.4 3.0 651 1.9 0.4 1.0 1.6 2.0 5.5 

Savoury snacks 1311 1.8 0.5 1.2 1.7 2.3 3.5 952 1.8 0.8 1.2 1.7 2.2 3.3 

Soups and stocks - - - - - - - 662 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 1.0 

Soups - - - - - - - 632 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 1.0 

Stocks - - - - - - - 30 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 

Savoury spreads 453 1.5 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.6 2.3 562 1.3 0.5 0.9 1.2 1.4 2.3 

 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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1.4.3. Main scenarios tested 
Two scenarios were tested (Table 5) for which the points scale was extended to 20 points and for which 
thresholds were expressed in g salt/100 g up to 2 decimal points when the content is below 1 g/100 g 
and only up to one decimal point above 1 g/100 g, which is aligned with current EU regulations. 

Scenario I 

Scenario I was defined using the initial methodology set for the FSA nutrient profile model. The 
reference intake for salt was retrieved from the FIC regulation [1], as 6 g of salt. It should be noted that 
considering a reference value of 5 g, as recommended by some public health authorities, leads to an 
identical points allocation scale, considering the alignment with the regulation concerning decimals: 

3.75% of 5 g = 0.1875 = 0.2 g 

3.75% of 6 g = 0.225 = 0.2 g 

Points were then allocated in a linear way by an increase of 0.2 step like in the current algorithm, but 
with points up to 20 points (or 4 g/100 g of salt). 

Scenario II 

Scenario II is the scenario with points allocated in a non-linear way, to allow for smaller steps for foods 

(with salt contents around 1 g/100 g) contributing largely to salt intake (e.g. bread, soups and sauces) 

and increasing salt points up to 20 (or 3.8 g/100 g of salt). 

Table 6 Point allocation of the current Nutri-Score algorithm for sodium and alternative scenarios tested ς for salt 

Points Current algorithm 
(mg sodium/100 g) 

Scenario I 
(g salt/100 g) 

Scenario II 
(g salt/100 g) 

0 Җ фл όḬ 0.2 g salt) Җ лΦн Җ лΦнр 

1 > 90 > 0.2 > 0.25 

2 > 180 > 0.4 > 0.4 

3 > 270 > 0.6 > 0.55 

4 > 360 > 0.8 > 0.7 

5 > 450 > 1 > 0.85 

6 > 540 > 1.2 > 1 

7 > 630 > 1.4 > 1.2 

8 > 720 > 1.6 > 1.4 

9 > 810 > 1.8 > 1.6 

10 > 900 (Ḭ 2 g salt) > 2 > 1.8 

11  > 2.2 > 2 

12  > 2.4 > 2.2 

13  > 2.6 > 2.4 

14  2.8 > 2.6 

15  > 3 > 2.8 

16  > 3.2 > 3 

17  > 3.4 > 3.2 

18  > 3.6 > 3.4 

19  > 3.8 > 3.6 

20  > 4 > 3.8 

 

1.4.4. Results 
Results for target food groups for salt in average FNS and score (A-E) are shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7 Distribution (%) of the target food groups in the current and alternate scenarios for sodium/salt and mean current FNS and modified (FNSm) ς data from France, Germany and The 
Netherlands 

  Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

Food group N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

France                    

Whole grain bread 239 -1 77 20 3 0 0 -1 69 25 5 1 0 1 35 47 17 1 0 

Refined grain bread 575 1 27 55 15 3 0 2 20 46 30 3 1 4 10 32 53 4 1 

Other bread  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Breakfast cereals 652 6 16 12 46 25 1 7 16 10 45 27 1 7 16 9 44 29 2 

Solid and semi-solid cheese 162 14 0 0 5 93 2 15 0 0 3 90 7 16 0 0 1 81 18 

Soft cheese 123 14 0 0 3 97 0 15 0 0 2 97 1 16 0 0 2 97 1 

Fresh cheese 39 12 0 0 36 62 2 13 0 0 36 41 23 14 0 0 33 41 26 

Blue cheese 20 18 0 0 0 25 75 22 0 0 0 25 75 23 0 0 0 20 80 

Processed cheese 41 14 0 0 12 88 0 14 0 0 10 78 12 15 0 0 7 78 15 

Meat preparations (un)prepared 49 6 0 14 66 20 0 8 0 10 55 35 0 10 0 2 47 51 0 

Processed meat (composed and single) 1061 16 0 2 21 31 46 20 0 1 15 23 61 21 0 1 9 26 64 

Meat substitutes 677 0 58 25 13 4 0 1 52 27 14 6 1 2 40 30 21 8 1 

Soups and stocks 778 1 10 61 29 0 0 2 7 56 37 0 0 2 7 44 49 0 0 

Meal sauces based on 

tomato/vegetables 

370 1 52 17 21 9 1 2 47 20 22 9 2 3 37 23 28 9 3 

Cold sauces (emulsified and based on 

tomato/vegetables) 

172 15 0 0 12 68 20 16 0 0 6 67 27 17 0 0 3 61 36 

Savoury snacks 1165 14 1 3 22 50 24 16 1 2 18 49 30 17 0 2 11 51 36 

Partly-ready meals 3330 2 31 36 26 6 1 2 28 35 29 7 1 3 23 32 34 10 1 

Ready-to-eat meals 523 3 21 40 24 14 1 4 19 38 27 15 1 5 14 32 35 17 2 

Pizza 636 8 2 20 41 37 0 9 1 15 40 44 1 10 0 8 37 53 2 

Germany                    
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  Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

Food group N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

Whole grain bread 179 -1 78 22 1 0 0 -1 64 35 1 0 0 0 35 59 6 0 0 

Mixed grain and refined grain bread 304 0 53 39 7 1 0 1 43 38 16 1 1 3 29 40 28 2 1 

Other bread  332 2 40 31 23 6 0 3 30 32 30 8 0 4 16 32 43 9 0 

Breakfast cereals 639 2 50 10 30 10 0 2 50 9 31 10 0 2 50 8 30 11 0 

Solid and semi-solid cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Soft cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Processed cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Meat preparations (un)prepared 96 9 2 22 27 41 8 10 2 17 28 36 17 12 0 6 29 44 21 

Processed meat (composed and single) 450 18 0 0 6 43 50 21 0 0 3 32 65 22 0 0 1 27 71 

Meat substitutes 361 5 22 24 37 16 1 6 19 21 36 23 2 7 14 13 41 30 3 

Soups - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Stocks - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Meal sauces based on 

tomato/vegetables 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Cold sauces (emulsified and based on 

tomato/vegetables) 
110 10 5 3 37 49 5 12 5 2 29 54 10 13 5 3 23 60 10 

Savoury snacks 1311 11 4 3 34 54 5 13 3 3 27 52 15 14 3 2 21 56 18 

Partly-ready meals 655 2 23 41 32 5 0 2 18 39 38 5 0 3 15 28 38 18 1 

Ready-to-eat meals 211 3 21 31 37 9 1 4 19 29 39 11 1 5 1 6 50 43 1 

Pizza 135 7 1 18 59 22 0 8 1 13 55 30 1 9 1 6 50 43 1 

The Netherlands (database 2018)                    

Whole grain bread 555 -4 98 1 1 0 0 -3 98 1 1 0 0 -2 93 5 1 0 0 

Refined grain bread 1465 1 14 71 14 1 0 2 11 68 20 1 0 3 5 47 46 2 0 

Mixed grain bread 1797 -2 83 14 3 0 0 -1 75 21 4 1 0 0 56 35 8 1 0 

Other bread (substitutes) 2628 6 18 23 33 22 4 7 14 22 33 25 6 8 10 18 37 26 9 
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  Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

Food group N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

Breakfast cereals 534 3 37 14 39 10 0 3 37 13 39 11 0 4 36 13 39 11 0 

Solid and semi-solid cheese 2607 17 0 0 0 87 12 18 0 0 0 67 32 19 0 0 0 50 50 

Soft cheese 544 15 0 1 5 80 14 16 0 1 5 74 20 17 0 1 2 68 29 

Processed cheese 75 16 0 0 8 68 24 18 0 0 8 49 43 19 0 0 8 29 63 

Meat preparations (un)prepared 2748 8 7 22 25 40 6 9 5 18 26 42 9 10 3 15 22 46 14 

Processed meat (composed and single) 1612 17 1 3 6 39 51 20 1 2 5 32 60 21 1 1 4 31 64 

Meat substitutes 557 3 39 19 25 16 1 4 33 22 24 19 2 5 22 22 30 23 3 

Soups 632 1 12 75 13 0 0 2 9 63 28 0 0 2 6 51 43 0 0 

Stocks 30 3 0 17 83 0 0 4 0 10 90 0 0 4 0 10 90 0 0 

Meal sauces based on 

tomato/vegetables 
198 3 2 45 52 1 0 3 1 38 60 0 1 4 1 24 73 1 1 

Cold sauces (emulsified and based on 

tomato/vegetables) 
651 13 1 5 22 49 23 15 1 4 18 43 34 16 1 4 14 43 38 

Savoury snacks 952 13 1 5 22 49 23 14 0 2 29 46 22 15 0 1 20 51 27 

Partly-ready meals - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Ready-to-eat meals - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Pizza 294 5 2 35 45 18 0 6 2 23 51 24 0 8 1 15 46 37 0 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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In the current algorithm score, meat preparations mainly score B-C-D and D-E for the processed 

meats. Scenario I increases FNS for these food groups by an average 2 to 4 points and scenario II by an 

average 3 to 5 points. In both scenarios, Nutri-Score shifts towards less favourable ratings, especially 

for the highly salted varieties. The effect is slightly stronger in scenario II compared with scenario I. 

For cheese, in the current algorithm Nutri-Score D is obtained for a large majority of products. Scenario 

I increases the mean FNS by 1 point and scenario II by 2 points. This results in less favourable Nutri-

Score, especially for the highly salted varieties of cheeses exceeding 2 g/100 g of salt. The majority of 

cheeses are still classified as Nutri-Score D, highlighting that the impact is largely on high salted variants 

of cheese. 

Bread currently classifies as A or B in the Nutri-Score. In scenario I, more breads with higher salt 

content shift to less favourable Nutri-Score ratings. The effects of scenario II are slightly stronger than 

the effects of scenario I. More salty breads have higher FNS in scenario II compared with scenario I. 

This is especially the case for the refined bread (in France and Germany) and bread substitutes (in 

Germany and the Netherlands) categories. Salt contents of breads in the Netherlands show less 

variation, due to the local salt regulations for bread.  

For other types of target food groups, e.g. cold sauces or pizza, scenario I and II result in more salty 

varieties to be classified in more unfavourable Nutri-Score ratings, whereas more favourable Nutri-

Score ratings could also be achieved. This might allow for food reformulations towards lower salt 

levels. 

 

1.4.5. Main scenario retained 
 

Considering that both Scenario I and Scenario II performed well in shifting the Nutri-Score of foods 
with higher salt content, but that allocating points in a linear approach is more in line with the current 
structure of the algorithm, the ScC recommends for the sodium component of the algorithm to be 
modified to a salt component and for Scenario I to be retained in the update of the Nutri-Score 
algorithm. 
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1.5. Dietary fibres 

1.5.1. Rationale 
The current Nutri-Score classification does not fully discriminate between similar whole grain and 

refined grain foods, containing higher and lower amounts of dietary fibre, respectively.  

The consensus to improve discrimination between similar whole grain and refined grain products was 

based on scientific evidence embedded in FBDG. Dietary guidelines of Belgium, France, Germany 

Netherlands, Spain, and Switzerland, consistently recommend the consumption of whole grain over 

refined foods, although some variation in quantities and specific guidance exists. These 

recommendations are based on a large body of literature on the relationships of whole grain 

consumption with risk of chronic diseases and effects of whole grain consumption on established 

biomarkers of chronic diseases (see the annual 2021 report from the Scientific Committee of the Nutri-

Score).  

Defining what is a whole grain food from a European rather than a national perspective is complex. 

Whole grain foods (including whole grain flour) are defined differently across countries, also within the 

European Union (EU).  

- In Germany, whole grain bread is defined as bread that contains at least 90% whole grains [13].  

- In the Netherlands and in Spain, whole grain bread is defined as bread of which the starchy 

corn, germ and/or bran of the grains are still intact [14] and made up from 100% of those intact 

grains [15].  

- The Belgian legislation stipulates that whole meal bread must be made with 100% whole meal 
flour [16]. In the Belgian FBDG (2019), the used definition of whole grain is based on the 
Healthgrain EU project [17] and on the one provided by Ross et al., whereby a whole grain 
proŘǳŎǘ ƛǎ άŀ ŦƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ җ 30% whole grain ingredients in the overall product and 
contains more whole grain than refined grain ingredients, both on a dry-ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ōŀǎƛǎέ [18]. 

Outside of the COEN, in the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States of America (USA), whole grain 
ŦƻƻŘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ җ 51% whole grain ingredients by wet weight, whereas in Sweden and Denmark 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ җ 50% whole grain ingredients on a dry matter basis [19]. 

EFSA concluded that on the basis of the data presented and lack of a definition of whole grain foods, a 
cause and effect relationship cannot be established between the consumption of whole grain and the 
claimed effects considered [19]. For fibre, on the other hand, EFSA considers dietary fibre intakes of 
25 g/day to be adequate for normal laxation in adults [20].  

Finally, the reference value for fibres intakes is set at 30 g/day in most COEN countries (see annual 
2021 report from the Scientific Committee of the Nutri-Score for more detailed information). 

{ƻƳŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ ƎǊŀƛƴǎΩ ŀǎ ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŦǊǳƛǘΣ 
ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bǳǘǊƛ-Score algorithm, arguing of its alignment with FBDG 
[21]. However, the ScC considered that the update of the fibres scenario would be more adequate. 
Also, considering the lack of uniformity and regulation across the EU in the disclosure of the ingredients 
ƭƛǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ ƎǊŀƛƴΩ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨCǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻnent was 
also considered as a risk for the transparency of the system and not retained.  

Finally, the ScC considered that achieving an adequate discrimination between whole grain and refined 
grain products would potentially require investigating both a decrease in FNS average points for whole 
grain products (i.e. a more favourable average rating) and an increase in FNS average points for refined 
ƎǊŀƛƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όƛΦŜΦ ŀ ƭŜǎǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǿ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ ƎǊŀƛƴΩ 
component would not necessarily achieve. 
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Therefore, the ScC, did not consider the inclusion of whole grain products as a positive component in 
the algorithm but explored the option to differentiate between whole grain and refined grain foods 
through the fibre component of the Nutri-Score.  
Of note: the fibre content is not a mandatory element in the nutritional declaration at the back of the 
pack. However, for most cereal products it is mentioned. 

¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƻƻŘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦƛōǊŜ ƛƴǘŀƪŜ ŀǊŜ άƎǊŀƛƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎέ ŀƴŘ άvegetables, fruits, and 

ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎέ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ±ŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎΣ ŦǊǳƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ CǊǳƛǘǎΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎΣ 

pulses, nuts and selected oils component of the Nutri-Score algorithm. Depending on the fibre content 

of products, the EFSA health claƛƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛōǊŜέ ƻǊ άƘƛƎƘ ƛƴ ŦƛōǊŜέ [19] are allowed to be 

used on product packaging in the EU. The current Nutri-Score algorithm does not link to this type of 

information. 

Hence, the ScC considered a modification of the fibres component of the Nutri-Score, to allow for an 

improvement of the discrimination between whole grain and refined grain products. 

 

1.5.2. Target groups 
The primary target food groups to be used for optimizing the Nutri-Score algorithm for fibre rich foods 

are those with whole grain and refined grain varieties such as bread, pasta and rice. For testing the 

algorithm for similar whole grain and refined grain products via fibre contents (Table 8), the ScC 

focussed on the following food groups:  

¶ Bread 

o Whole grain 

o Refined grain 

¶ Pasta (as sold) 

o Whole grain 

o Refined grain 

¶ Rice (as sold) 

o Whole grain 

o Refined grain 

It is also important to verify that there are no unintended consequences after adapting the algorithm, 

meaning that products generally considered unfavourable or less favourable would improve their 

Nutri-Score classification. Therefore, other selected indicator food groups that might change in rating 

according to fibre contents were included in the assessment, such as: breakfast cereals, 

(cereal/muesli/fruit/nut) bars and (sweet and savoury) fine bakery products (according Eurocode 2 

[22]).  
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Table 8 Average fibre composition of the target food groups and distributions (g/100g) across percentiles (P) ς data from Belgium, France, Germany and The Netherlands 

  BELGIUM FRANCE 

Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bread (substitutes) 539 3.9 1.6 2.3 3.0 4.8 8.6 814 4.5 1.8 2.8 4.0 5.9 9.0 

Whole grain bread 100 6.7 3.5 4.8 6.9 8.2 12.5 239 6.4 4.2 5.0 6.4 7.2 10.1 

Refined and mixed grain  191 3.4 1.7 2.4 3.0 3.9 6.6 575 3.6 1.5 2.5 3.1 4.3 7.3 

Other bread 195 3.1 1.4 1.9 2.3 3.4 7.2 - - - - - - - 

Bars 172 7.7 2.5 5.0 6.7 9.1 17.0 173 4.5 2.0 3.5 4.2 4.8 7.9 

Breakfast cereals 347 7.6 3.0 4.6 6.7 9.1 13.6 652 6.7 2.5 5.0 6.5 8.4 11.1 

Fine bakery products -sweet 1786 3.2 0.8 1.5 2.4 3.6 9.0 2553 2.7 1.0 1.8 2.4 3.4 5.5 

Pasta 550 3.1 1.3 2.5 2.8 3.1 6.8 1435 3.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.6 7.4 

Whole grain pasta 49 6.8 5.0 6.8 6.8 6.8 8.0 55 7.2 4.7 6.0 7.3 8.0 9.3 

Refined grain pasta 501 2.7 1.3 2.4 2.6 3.0 3.6 1380 3.3 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.6 6.0 

Rice 198 1.5 0.5 1.0 1.2 1.6 4.4 781 1.7 0.0 0.8 1.4 1.9 4.6 

Whole grain rice 34 3.1 1.0 2.0 3.2 4.4 4.5 77 3.4 0.4 2.4 3.5 4.4 5.6 

Mixed grain rice - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Refined grain rice 164 1.2 0.5 0.9 1.0 1.2 2.5 704 1.5 0.0 0.7 1.3 1.6 4.4 
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  GERMANY THE NETHERLANDS 

Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bread (substitutes) 815 7.7 2.6 4.1 6.9 9.8 19.0 5643 4.3 1.4 2.2 3.7 5.7 8.9 

Whole grain bread 179 9.0 6.0 8.0 9.2 10.2 11.5 555 6.9 5.1 6.3 6.8 7.4 8.1 

Refined and mixed grain  304 4.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 5.5 8.2 3620 3.6 1.4 2.1 3.3 4.7 7.1 

Other bread 332 10.0 3.1 5.5 8.7 13.2 21.0 1468 4.9 1.3 2.2 3.5 6.5 12.8 

Bars 788 8.4 1.8 5.0 6.7 10.0 23.2 238 8.4 2.5 4.5 6.3 9.9 24.0 

Breakfast cereals 639 8.5 4.0 6.9 8.7 10.0 13.0 534 8.8 3.0 6.2 8.5 11.0 16.0 

Fine bakery products -sweet 2074 3.5 0.9 1.9 2.9 4.2 7.8 6921 2.3 0.4 1.0 1.7 3.0 6.0 

Pasta 895 3.8 1.6 3.0 3.1 3.5 8.6 339 4.2 1.6 2.9 3.0 5.5 8.9 

Whole grain pasta 128 8.0 5.7 6.8 8.0 8.9 11.0 66 7.2 5.0 6.8 7.0 8.0 8.9 

Refined grain pasta 767 3.1 1.6 2.9 3.0 3.3 4.1 273 3.4 1.6 2.6 3.0 3.5 8.0 

Rice 315 2.0 0.5 1.1 1.5 2.4 4.2 313 2.4 0.6 1.1 1.6 3.0 6.2 

Whole grain rice 63 3.2 1.4 2.0 3.2 4.0 6.4 71 4.0 1.9 3.0 3.0 5.8 9.6 

Mixed grain rice 36 2.7 1.3 1.9 2.2 3.2 5.4 30 3.0 1.0 1.6 3.1 4.3 5.7 

Refined grain rice 216 1.5 0.5 1.0 1.4 1.8 3.3 212 1.8 0.5 1.0 1.3 1.9 4.2 

 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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1.5.3. Main scenarios tested 
Two scenarios of modification were tested for the dietary fibres component (Table 9). Of note, all 

scenarios refer to the AOAC method for determining the fibres content in foods. 

Scenario I  

Scenario I was defined starting from the preferred point allocation for dietary fibre content of foods 

from the 2018 Nutrient Profiling Model testing in the UK, using a 30 g reference value [10]. The fibre 

scale starts 0.7 g/100 g up to 5.8 g/100 g, extending the scale up to 8 points instead of 5 points in the 

current Nutri-Score algorithm. With extending the scale to 8 points (instead of 5), foods with a higher 

ŦƛōǊŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ Ǝŀƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜΩ όƛΦŜΦ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜύ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳΦ 

Scenario II 

For scenario II, the point allocation was based on the current fibre point allocation with increases of 

3.75% using a 30 g reference value, as for Scenario I. However, instead of starting at the 3.75% (i.e. 1.1 

Ǝκмлл Ǝύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ŀǘ 9C{!Ωǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ Ŏǳǘ-off for the health 

ŎƭŀƛƳ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛōǊŜέ όҗ 3 g fibre per 100 g) and its increases of 3.75% for each 

point were rounded to 1.1 g per 100 g for each point. 

Table 9 Point allocation of the current Nutri-Score algorithm for fibres and alternative scenarios tested 

Points Current 

algorithm 

(g fibre/100 g) 

Scenario I 

(g fibre/100 g) 

 

Scenario II 

(g fibre/100 g) 

 

0 Җ лΦф Җ лΦт Җ о 

1 > 0.9 > 0.7 > 3 

2 > 1.9 > 1.4 > 4.1 

3 > 2.8 > 2.2 > 5.2 

4 > 3.7 > 2.9 > 6.3 

5 > 4.7 > 3.6 > 7.4 

6   > 4.3   

7   > 5.0   

8   > 5.8   

  

1.5.4. Results 
The results for Nutri-Score current algorithm compared with scores in scenario I and II are presented 

in Table 10. 
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Table 10 Distribution (%) of the target food groups in the current and alternate scenarios for fibres and mean current FNS and modified (FNSm) ς data from Belgium, France, Germany and The 
Netherlands 

Food group   Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

 N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

Belgium                    

Whole grain bread 33 -1 65 32 3 0 0 -3 94 3 3 0 0 1 26 55 19 0 0 

Refined grain bread and other breads 93 5 18 9 45 26 2 4 26 31 23 19 1 7 3 23 37 33 3 

Whole grain rice 14 -3 77 23 0 0 0 -4 77 23 0 0 0 -1 62 38 0 0 0 

White rice 35 -1 67 30 3 0 0 -1 77 23 0 0 0 0 17 77 7 0 0 

Whole grain pasta 9 -6 100 0 0 0 0 -9 100 0 0 0 0 -5 100 0 0 0 0 

White pasta (incl. fresh, canned, packet) 138 -2 79 3 14 4 0 -2 80 6 12 2 0 1 71 9 9 11 0 

Breakfast cereals 203 6 22 10 44 22 2 4 31 3 51 14 1 8 21 9 27 36 7 

Cakes and muffins 268 19 1 1 5 37 56 18 1 2 7 36 54 20 0 1 5 28 66 

Biscuits 472 17 5 3 11 33 49 16 7 1 15 33 44 19 3 4 6 30 58 

Bars (muesli, cereal), excl. fruit bars 48 12 2 4 34 49 11 9 6 0 55 30 9 13 0 6 23 57 13 

France                    

Whole grain bread 239 -1 77 20 3 0 0 -4 93 4 3 0 0 0 44 47 8 1 0 

Refined grain bread 575 1 27 55 15 3 0 0 40 48 10 2 0 3 9 27 60 3 0 

Whole grain rice 77 -3 91 6 3 0 0 -4 93 6 1 0 0 -1 71 27 1 1 0 

White rice 704 -1 69 27 3 1 0 -1 73 23 3 1 0 0 25 72 2 2 0 

Whole grain pasta 55 -6 100 0 0 0 0 -9 100 0 0 0 0 -5 100 0 0 0 0 

White pasta (incl. fresh, canned, packet) 1380 -4 98 1 1 0 0 -5 98 1 1 0 0 -1 79 20 1 0 0 

Breakfast cereals 652 6 16 12 46 25 1 4 26 4 58 12 0 8 13 11 38 35 3 

Bars (muesli, cereal), excl. fruit bars 173 12 0 1 40 50 9 11 0 2 48 44 6 14 0 0 19 60 21 

Fine bakery products- sweet 2553 18 0 0 5 45 50 17 1 0 8 48 43 20 0 0 2 33 65 

Germany                    
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Food group   Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario I 

 Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

 N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

Whole grain bread 179 -1 78 22 1 0 0 -4 99 0 1 0 0 -1 73 26 1 0 0 

Mixed grain and refined grain bread 304 0 53 39 7 1 0 -2 67 28 5 0 0 2 20 38 39 3 0 

Other type of breads  332 2 40 31 23 6 0 -1 67 6 27 0 0 2 30 33 30 8 0 

Whole grain rice 63 -3 97 3 0 0 0 -4 98 2 0 0 0 -1 68 31 2 0 0 

Mixed rice 36 -3 97 3 0 0 0 -4 97 3 0 0 0 -1 77 23 0 0 0 

Refined rice 216 -1 82 15 2 0 0 -2 85 13 1 0 0 0 24 74 2 0 0 

Whole grain pasta 126 -6 100 0 0 0 0 -9 100 0 0 0 0 -5 99 1 0 0 0 

White pasta 759 -4 96 3 1 0 0 -4 97 2 1 0 0 -1 87 12 1 0 0 

Breakfast cereals 639 2 50 10 30 10 0 -1 59 3 34 4 0 3 48 11 26 15 1 

Fine bakery products-sweet 2074 18 0 1 6 46 46 16 1 1 11 48 39 19 0 0 5 33 61 

Bars (muesli, cereal, fruit) 788 9 6 4 57 30 3 6 10 11 58 18 2 10 4 4 48 37 5 

The Netherlands (database 2018)                    

Whole grain bread 299 -4 98 2 0 0 0 -7 100 0 0 0 0 -3 93 7 0 0 0 

Refined grain bread 997 1 17 72 10 1 0 0 38 54 8 1 0 3 8 48 43 1 0 

Whole grain rice 37 -5 97 3 0 0 0 -7 100 0 0 0 0 -3 92 8 0 0 0 

White rice 141 -2 87 10 1 3 0 -2 88 9 1 2 0 -0 40 55 1 3 0 

Whole grain pasta 56 -6 100 0 0 0 0 -9 100 0 0 0 0 -5 100 0 0 0 0 

White pasta 139 -4 99 1 0 0 0 -5 100 0 0 0 0 -2 99 1 1 0 0 

Breakfast cereals 498 3 40 10 39 11 0 1 47 3 44 6 0 4 38 10 34 17 1 

Cakes 692 21 20 0 1 15 63 21 20 0 2 16 62 22 20 0 1 12 66 

Fine bakery products-sweet 642 19 15 1 7 27 50 18 16 1 11 26 46 20 15 0 5 24 56 

Bars (muesli, cereal, fruit) 145 10 3 17 36 39 6 8 18 4 41 35 1 11 3 12 36 38 11 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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In the current algorithm, 17-27% of the refined grain breads were rated A and 9-72% rated B. Scenario I 

resulted in increased points for fibre content and thus in a lower, more favourable mean FNS for both 

whole grain and refined grain bread, pasta and rice. In scenario I, almost all (94-100%) whole grain breads 

were rated A as with the current algorithm. In scenario I, 31-54% of the refined grain breads shifted from 

Nutri-Score rating A towards B or higher. 

Scenario II led to less points scored for fibre in the indicator foods and thus to a reduction of the mean 

sum of positive points and an increase of the mean FNS in all groups. In addition, scenario II led to a shift 

of the distribution for refined grain breads towards rating C in Germany, B (48%) and C (43%) in the 

Netherlands, C (37%) in Belgium and C (67%) in France. The majority of whole grain bread remained rated 

A or B. In France, a proportion of whole grain breads shifted from A in the current algorithm to B. This can 

be explained by their ƳƛȄŜŘ ŦƭƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ άǿƘƻƭŜ ƎǊŀƛƴέ ŘŜƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘis 

country. Overall, scenario II resulted in an improved differentiation between whole grain and refined grain 

breads. 

In scenario I, classification of rice did not change significantly as white rice remained mainly in Nutri-

Score A (80% in Belgium, 73% in France, 85% in Germany, 88% in the Netherlands). Scenario II improved 

the discrimination between rice variants by shifting the distribution for white rice from A to B (77% in 

Belgium, 72% in France, 74% in Germany, 55% in the Netherlands), while the majority of whole grain rice 

was still rated A. 

In scenario I, refined grain pasta products remained mainly in Nutri-Score A. Scenario II led to a minor shift 

for white pasta towards B (12% in Germany, 9% in Belgium), C (1% in Germany, 9% in Belgium) and D (11% 

in Belgium), while in the Netherlands there was no difference. The score for whole grain pasta did not 

change and remained scored A. 

The observed changes were without unintended effects for the food groups tested, including the less 

favourable food products such as the refined grain and bakery products. 

 

1.5.5. Main scenario retained 
 

Considering that scenario II performed best in discriminating whole grain and refined grain foods based 
on their fibre content for bread, the ScC recommends for Scenario II to be retained in the update of the 

Nutri-Score algorithm. 

Of note, discrimination between whole grain and refined grain pasta and rice did not improve or improved 

only slightly. However, considering the across-the board nature of the modifications proposed and the 

more limited contribution of those food groups to fibre intake in European countries compared to bread, 

the discrimination between whole grain and refined grain version of pasta and rice were considered of 

lower priority by the ScC. Additionally, the classification of whole grain pasta and rice, in majority in the A 

category, was considered adequate and aligned with the objective of the ScC. Therefore, the limitation 

appeared to stem rather from the fact that refined grain pasta achieved similarly favourable 

classifications. Hence, from an algorithmic perspective, the limitation would necessitate to address 

refined grain products classification rather than whole grain products classification. 

The final distributions using the combination of the scenarios on multiple components will be used to 

assess whether the overall update is considered adequate for this specific category of products. 
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1.6. Proteins 

1.6.1. Rationale 
Proteins are not considered as a nutrient of concern by the EFSA NDA panel for nutrient profiling models 

[7]. The report from the NDA panel on nutrient profiling stated that the average protein intakes in 

European adult populations, including older adults, were mostly at or above the Population Reference 

Intake (PRI) in most population groups and countries and that no beneficial effects on muscle mass or 

function can be expected from increasing protein intake further [7].  

Of note, the analysis of the literature provided by the EFSA NDA panel investigated mainly elements 

regarding nitrogen balance and indispensable amino-acid requirements in the analysis of proteins as 

nutrients of concern in the case of their inclusion in nutrient profiling models. 

Historically, in the development of the Food Standards Agency/Office of Communication nutrient profile 

model, proteins were not included as a component [23,24]. The initial nutrient profile models that were 

developed and tested rather included as nutrients of concern with low intakes in the population iron, 

calcium and n-3 fatty acids [25]. Proteins were included in the model as a replacement for calcium and 

iron during the consultation process with stakeholders, and the replacement was found to provide an 

adequate classification of foods compared to the initial algorithms [24]. Therefore, proteins should not be 

considered in the algorithm as nutrients of concern per se but rather as a proxy for other elements, namely 

iron and calcium. Indeed, several studies show a positive correlation between (heme) iron intake and 

protein [26,27]. 

When considering iron and calcium, the EFSA NDA panel on nutrient profile models acknowledged that 

some groups of the population were at higher risks of inadequate intakes, though standardised elements 

of evaluation across countries are somewhat scarce [12]. Finally, the panel acknowledged the possibility 

of including in nutrient profile models nutrients as a proxy for other nutrients of public health importance. 

The component in its current form has been defined considering the protein requirements for children 

aged 11-16 years, with a linear point allocation based on a fixed percentage of the requirement.  

The application of the current point allocation scale does not appear to provide an adequate 

discrimination between foods high in calcium and iron and those with a lower content. In particular, food 

groups with a limited content in iron and calcium may be awarded a substantial number of points, 

including appetizers, cereal products and convenience foods (ready-to-eat meals, pizzas). 

Overall, these elements concur for the ScC to consider the protein component of the Nutri-Score 

algorithm as a proxy for iron and calcium content in foods and not primarily for the protein content itself. 

Given these considerations, the protein component of the Nutri-Score allows for a discrimination between 

and within food groups for iron and calcium contents. This could allow for fish and seafood scoring more 

favourable points via its protein content as well as certain cheeses with high contents of calcium. In 

addition, it would allow meat to score protein points in a similar way, which is not necessarily considered 

adequate e.g. for red and processed meats. Meat products are described in more detail in the chapter on 

Meat and meat products page 86. 

Hence, the ScC considered a modification of the protein component, in order to allow for a better 

discrimination between foods with a high content in iron and calcium and foods with lower contents. 

 

1.6.2. Target groups 
Target groups for this modification were identified considering the content in iron and calcium of food 

products and contributor groups to the intakes in iron and calcium at the population level (Table 11). 
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The main contributors to calcium intakes [12] are milk and dairy products that are responsible of between 

38 and 85% of the intake, followed by grain and grain-based products (2-35%). The main contributors to 

iron intakes are meat, fish, cereals, beans, and nuts. 

The primary target groups for the modification of the protein component, as groups with high content in 

iron or calcium, are the following: 

ï For calcium 

o Dairy productsς including cheese 

ï For iron 

o Meat and fish 

o Legumes 

 

Of note, legumes were not available within the available food composition database from France, 

Germany and the Netherlands. However, legumes are the products with the most favourable ratings of 

all within the Nutri-Score algorithm, as they score high favourable (i.e. negative) FNS points for proteins, 

ŦƛōǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ΨŦǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΦ IŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ {Ŏ/ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ 

their overall favourable classification was maintained through generic food databases. 

While these food groups, as groups with high contents in iron and calcium, should be awarded the 

maximum number of points for their protein content, other groups would be considered as low content 

in iron and calcium, and should therefore be awarded a limited number of points considering the proxy 

nature of proteins in the system.  

The secondary target groups for the protein modification are therefore in particular mixed products such 

as convenience foods (ready-to-eat meals, pizza), and cereal-based products (bread). 
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Table 11 Average protein composition of the target food groups and distributions (g/100g) across percentiles (P) ς data from Belgium, France, Germany and The Netherlands 

  BELGIUM FRANCE 

Food group N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bread  539 8.2 3.9 7.1 8.1 9.1 12.0 814 8.3 4.6 7.6 8.4 9.2 11.0 

Whole grain bread 100 9.0 4.3 6.7 8.6 10.6 16.5 239 8.7 4.9 8.0 8.6 9.7 11.3 

Refined and mixed grain  191 7.9 3.2 7.1 8.1 8.9 10.6 575 8.2 3.8 7.5 8.3 9.0 10.6 

Other bread 195 8.0 4.3 7.2 7.8 9.1 10.9 - - - - - - - 

Cheese 2610 17.4 5.3 9.1 18.0 24.0 29.0 385 19.5 6.8 16.0 19.0 25.0 29.0 

Solid and semi-solid cheese 999 25.4 20.6 23.0 25.0 27.0 33.0 162 26.2 20.3 24.0 26.9 28.0 33.0 

Soft cheese 1084 11.5 4.0 6.3 9.0 17.0 21.0 123 18.6 16.0 17.0 19.0 20.0 22.0 

Fresh cheese 244 15.0 8.0 9.8 16.0 19.0 24.0 39 15.3 8.9 13.5 16.0 18.0 20.0 

Blue cheese 69 18.6 13.0 18.0 19.0 21.0 22.0 20 18.0 15.4 16.5 18.9 19.0 20.0 

Processed cheese 203 12.9 8.5 11.0 13.0 15.0 17.0 41 10.8 8.0 9.0 9.0 13.0 15.0 

Convenience food 1375 7.3 2.0 5.2 7.1 9.3 12.0 4489 7.4 1.6 5.0 7.0 9.5 14.0 

Partly ready meals 202 6.9 1.3 4.0 5.8 8.9 12.0 3330 7.2 1.6 4.7 6.5 8.9 15.0 

Ready to eat meals 892 6.7 2.0 4.8 6.5 8.1 12.0 523 6.8 1.0 4.2 6.8 9.5 12.0 

Pizza 281 9.4 7.0 8.3 9.5 10.2 12.0 636 9.2 5.1 7.8 9.4 10.9 12.5 

Fish (and seafood) 1723 13.5 0.0 7.3 16.0 20.0 25.0 13192 17.8 7.5 13.0 18.9 22.0 26.0 

Lean fish - - - - - - - 2335 12.3 5.8 8.2 12.0 15.2 19.4 

Fatty fish - - - - - - - 9392 19.5 10.0 16.0 21.0 23.0 26.0 

Seafood - - - - - - - 1465 15.9 6.3 12.6 17.0 20.0 22.3 
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  GERMANY THE NETHERLANDS 

  N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 N Mean P5 P25 P50 P75 P95 

Bread  815 8.6 3.9 6.0 8.2 9.5 16.8 5643 9.8 6.4 8.3 9.4 11.0 14.3 

Whole grain bread 179 6.3 4.4 5.3 5.7 7.5 8.8 555 10.4 6.5 9.5 10.5 11.5 13.2 

Refined and mixed grain  304 8.5 6.5 7.9 8.5 9.0 10.5 3620 9.4 6.8 8.3 9.1 10.4 13.2 

Other bread 332 9.9 2.9 5.7 9.0 12.9 21.7 1468 10.3 5.7 8.0 9.8 12.0 16.7 

Cheese - - - - - - - 3226 24.1 13.6 23.1 25.0 26.6 31.1 

Solid and semi-solid cheese - - - - - - - 2607 26.1 22.9 24.4 25.8 27.0 31.5 

Soft cheese - - - - - - - 544 15.4 5.3 13.4 17.0 19.0 23.0 

Fresh cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Blue cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Processed cheese - - - - - - - 75 19.4 13.0 15.0 21.4 21.8 22.8 

Convenience food 1011 6.0 2.0 4.0 5.4 7.7 11.4 -  -  -  -  -   - -  

Partly ready meals 661 5.4 2.0 3.8 5.0 6.4 10.7 - - - - - - - 

Ready to eat meals 215 5.7 1.1 3.5 5.0 7.7 11.7 - - - - - - - 

Pizza 135 9.4 5.9 8.3 9.9 10.7 12.0 294 9.5 6.2 8.8 9.7 10.5 11.7 

Fish (and seafood) 408 15.5 8.7 11.7 14.0 19.3 24.5 840 15.7 9.9 12.7 15.8 18.7 22.0 

Lean fish 168 12.9 9.5 11.0 12.1 14.0 18.1 304 14.2 8.4 11.9 13.1 16.0 24.0 

Fatty fish 162 18.9 8.7 15.1 20.0 23.0 25.2 284 17.9 13.0 15.3 18.4 21.0 22.0 

Seafood 78 13.9 7.5 10.9 14.0 17.0 19.9 252 15.2 9.9 12.2 15.5 18.0 20.0 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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1.6.3. Main scenarios tested 

Scenario I 

Scenario I was defined using the initial methodology set for the FSA nutrient profile model. A modified 

reference value for proteins was set at 64 g of protein, which is equivalent to 12 En% of the energy 

reference of 8950 kJ that is currently used in the Nutri-Score algorithm. The 12 En% for protein are 

corresponding to the cut-ƻŦŦ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴ ŎƭŀƛƳ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜƛƴέ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ [28]. 

The point allocation scale then follows the initial methodology, with a linear increasing point allocation 

step of 3.75% of the modified reference value to a maximum of 7 protein points. Values for protein 

contents above 10 g/100 g were rounded to the nearest integer value. 

Scenario II 

Scenario II was defined following a posteriori approach, taking into account the distribution of proteins in 

primary target groups, with the minimal number of points (i.e. at least one point) for contributors to 

calcium and iron intakes, but with a limited amount of proteins (e.g. yogurts, bread) and maximal number 

of points for products with high contents of iron and calcium (e.g. meat, poultry, cheese). The point 

allocation scale starts at 3 g protein/100 g increasing linearly in 3 g-steps to a maximum of 7 protein points. 

The point allocation scale was extended to 7 points. 

Table 12 Point allocation of the current Nutri-Score algorithm for proteins and alternative scenarios tested 

Points Current algorithm 

(g protein/100 g) 

Scenario I 

(g protein/100 g) 

Scenario II 

(g protein/100 g) 

0 Җ мΦс Җ нΦп Җ оΦл 

1 > 1.6 > 2.4 > 3.0 

2 > 3.2 > 4.8 > 6.0 

3 > 4.8 > 7.2 > 9.0 

4 > 6.4 > 9.6 > 12 

5 > 8.0 > 12 > 15 

6  > 14 > 18 

7  > 17 > 21 

 

1.6.1. Results 
The results for the current and alternate scenarios for the protein component of the Nutri-Score algorithm 

are presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13 Distribution (%) of the target food groups in the current and alternate scenarios for proteins and mean current FNS and modified (FNSm) ς data from France, Germany and The 
Netherlands 

Food group   
Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 
 

Nutri-Score (%) 
Scenario I 

 
Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

 N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

France                    

Solid and semi-solid cheese 162 14 0 0 5 93 2 12 0 0 26 74 0 12 0 0 26 74 0 

Soft cheese 123 14 0 0 3 97 0 12 0 0 11 89 0 13 0 0 3 97 0 

Fresh cheese 39 12 0 0 36 62 2 12 0 0 44 51 5 13 0 0 36 56 8 

Blue cheese 20 18 0 0 0 25 75 17 0 0 0 100 0 18 0 0 0 85 15 

Processed cheese 41 14 0 0 12 88 0 15 0 0 10 83 7 16 0 0 7 78 15 

Meat substitutes 677 0 58 25 13 4 0 0 57 25 14 4 0 1 46 30 20 4 0 

Lean fish 2224 2 36 26 24 14 0 2 33 24 29 14 0 3 25 25 36 14 0 

Fatty fish 9391 7 8 20 24 47 1 7 17 23 13 47 0 7 15 19 19 46 1 

Seafood 1465 2 26 28 37 8 1 1 34 33 25 8 0 2 26 27 38 8 1 

Partly-ready meals 3330 2 31 36 26 6 1 2 22 34 38 6 0 3 18 31 45 6 0 

Ready-to-eat meals 523 3 21 40 24 14 1 4 14 36 35 14 1 4 12 30 43 14 1 

Pizza 636 8 2 20 41 37 0 8 0 8 55 37 0 9 0 4 59 37 0 

Whole grain bread 239 -1 77 20 3 0 0 0 38 54 7 1 0 1 20 69 10 1 0 

Refined grain bread 575 1 27 55 15 3 0 3 11 38 49 2 0 3 6 29 63 2 0 

Other type of breads  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Germany                    

Solid and semi-solid cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Soft cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Processed cheese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Meat substitutes 361 5 22 24 37 16 1 4 29 20 35 16 1 5 23 22 39 16 1 

Lean fish 168 0 36 53 10 2 0 0 36 45 17 2 0 1 23 45 30 2 0 



 

47 
 

Food group   
Nutri-Score (%) 

Current algorithm 
 

Nutri-Score (%) 
Scenario I 

 
Nutri-Score (%) 

Scenario II 

 N FNS A B C D E FNSm A B C D E FNSm A B C D E 

Fatty fish 162 5 20 23 19 38 0 5 33 17 12 38 0 5 29 19 14 38 0 

Seafood 78 1 41 36 13 10 0 1 49 26 15 10 0 2 36 31 23 10 0 

Partly-ready meals 655 2 23 41 32 5 0 3 14 36 45 5 0 3 11 32 53 5 0 

Ready-to-eat meals 211 3 21 31 37 9 1 4 17 28 45 9 1 4 15 27 48 9 1 

Pizza 135 7 1 18 59 22 0 7 1 6 71 22 0 8 0 4 74 22 0 

Whole grain bread 179 -1 78 22 1 0 0 0 46 53 1 0 0 1 13 79 8 0 0 

Mixed grain and refined grain 
bread 

304 0 53 39 7 1 0 1 26 42 31 1 0 2 10 51 37 1 0 

Other type of breads  332 2 40 31 23 6 0 2 21 47 25 6 0 3 15 50 29 6 0 

The Netherlands                    

Solid and semi-solid cheese 2607 17 0 0 0 87 12 15 0 0 2 98 0 15 0 0 2 98 0 

Soft cheese 544 15 0 1 5 80 14 14 0 1 8 91 1 15 0 0 5 92 3 

Processed cheese 75 16 0 0 8 68 24 15 0 1 7 92 0 15 0 0 8 79 13 

Meat preparations (un)prepared 2748 8 7 22 25 40 6 8 19 20 16 40 6 8 15 17 22 40 6 

Lean fish 304 1 31 44 18 7 0 1 38 31 24 7 0 2 23 38 31 7 0 

Fatty fish 284 10 2 13 23 62 1 9 5 23 10 62 1 10 3 10 24 62 1 

Seafood 252 4 21 26 24 28 0 4 25 33 13 28 0 5 12 28 32 28 0 

Partly-ready meals - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Ready-to-eat meals - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Pizza 294 5 2 35 45 18 0 6 0 13 68 18 0 6 0 7 75 18 0 

Whole grain bread 555 -4 98 1 1 0 0 -2 96 3 1 0 0 -2 89 10 1 0 0 

Mixed grain and refined grain 
bread 

3620 0 51 40 9 1 0 1 35 37 26 1 0 2 23 38 38 1 0 

Other type of breads  1468 6 20 25 27 23 4 6 14 23 35 23 4 7 7 25 41 23 4 

Not all food groups were represented in the databases, thus explaining missing data in the table. 
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Overall, both scenarios allowed for a discrimination between foods based on their protein content, with 

products containing higher levels of proteins shifting towards more favourable ratings. However, scenario 

II appeared to be stricter than scenario I, with higher average FNS in all categories of products. 

Improvements towards more favourable ratings were observed for the main target groups, including: 

ï Fish and more specifically fatty fish in the French database, reaching more frequently the A and 

B ratings 

ï Solid and semi-solid cheeses, which have higher contents in calcium, reached more often the C 

category, which the current algorithm does not allow for. 

Secondary target groups, on the contrary such as Convenience foods (ready-to-eat and partly ready-to-

eat meals) were shifted towards less favourable ratings. 

1.6.2. Main scenario retained 
 

Considering that Scenario I, as opposed to Scenario II, has a point allocation scale defined a priori and 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΩ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜd for 

the target groups in the Nutri-Score testing, the ScC recommends for Scenario I to be included in the 

update of the Nutri-Score algorithm 

 

1.7. Fruit, vegetables, legumes, nuts and plant-based oils 
¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άŦǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎΣ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘǎέ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜnt was revised in 2019 to include elements 

that are specific to FBDG of one country, i.e. France [29]. Indeed, in order to align the classification of 

plant-ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƛƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ŘƛŜǘŀǊȅ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΣ ƻƭƛǾŜΣ Ŏŀƴƻƭŀ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘ ƻƛƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άCǊǳƛǘΣ 

ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎΣ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘǎέ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛs modification allows for the oils preferred in the French 

dietary guidelines (i.e. canola, olive and nuts) to be discriminated with more favourable ratings than other 

oils. 

However, considering the international scope of the ScC and the potential differences between dietary 

guidelines in the COEN, it appeared necessary to consider this later modification in the light of other 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  

¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ {Ŏ/ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƻƛƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘǎ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άŦǊǳƛǘΣ 

vegetables aƴŘ ƴǳǘǎέ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bǳǘǊƛ-Score. 

CƻǊ ƴǳǘǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŀƛƴ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳ ŦƻǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦƻƻŘǎΩ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

ΨŦŀǘǎΣ ƻƛƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘǎΩ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳΣ όǎŜŜ Fats, oils, nuts and seeds page 68) to allow for a more adequate 

discrimination and comparison between products. This new classification for nuts also allows for a 

ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊƻǘŜƛƴ ŎŀǇΩ ŜȄŜƳǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ! points җ11 

and җ5 points for fruit and vegetables can be removed (see Final combination pages 49). 

Therefore, considering the specific classification for nuts, the ScC recommends their exclusion as 

ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ άŦǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘǎέΦ 

¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻŎƻŘŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άŦǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎέ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ 

therefore now restricted to vegetable groups (8.10 to 8.60), fruit groups (9.10 to 9.60) and pulses groups 

(7.10). Detailed Eurocodes classifying for the component are mentioned in the Appendix. 
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Of note, to date the full classification (currently based on the Eurocode 2) and the transformation 

processes allowed for the inclusion in the component have not been reviewed by the ScC. The revision of 

the ingredients list and the types of processes qualifying under the component will be undertaken by the 

ScC in the next year (see Next steps ς agenda of the ScC page 91). 

 

1.8. Final combination and adjustment of thresholds 

1.8.1. Final combination 
The combined algorithm included the following modifications (see Recap of the update in the main 

algorithm page 129): 

 

- Component modifications 

o A modified Sugars component, using a point allocation scale aligned with the FIC 
regulation of 3.75% of the 90 g reference value, with up to 15 points 

o A modified Salt component, using a point allocation scale aligned with the FIC 
regulation of 3.75% of the 6 g reference value, with up to 20 points 

o A modified Fibres component, using a point allocation scale of 3.75% of the 30 g 
reference value (as recommended in various EU countries), and with a starting 
Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǎŜǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƻŦ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ 
ŦƛōǊŜέΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǳǇ ǘƻ р Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ 

o A modified Proteins component, using a point allocation scale aligned with the 
ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜƛƴǎέ ƻŦ 3.75% of the 64 g reference value, with 
up to 7 points 

o ! ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ΨCǊǳƛǘΣ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎΣ ƭŜƎǳƳŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ƴǳǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
oils from the ingredients qualifying for the component 

- Overall computation component 

o A simplification of the final computation, with a removal of the protein cap 
exemption for products with A points җ11 and fruit and vegetable points җ5 

 

 

Of note, the protein cap exemption for cheeses is maintained in the main algorithm for general foods. 

The overall computation is however simplified, considering that nuts and seeds are now classified within 

the fats, oils, nuts and seeds category. Indeed, the protein cap exemption rule targeted specifically these 

products and is therefore obsolete in the main algorithm for general foods. 

Overall, the updated algorithm appeared stricter, with shifts towards less favourable ratings in general, 

due to the stricter nature of the individual changes operated for each component.  

Shifts towards more favourable ratings were observed specifically for fish and fatty fish with very limited 

amounts of added nutrients and for hard cheeses with limited amounts of salt.  

Shifts towards less favourable ratings were observed in particular for high salt and high-sugar products, 

in line with the modifications of the respective components for these nutrients. For convenience foods, 

modifications stemmed in particular from the limitation in the number of favourable (i.e. negative points) 

attributed to proteins and fibres, in alignment with their relative nutritional value. 
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1.8.2. Thresholds adjustment 
The thresholds were explored taking into account the main areas of priority of the ScC, with the following 

food groups as indicators for the various thresholds: 

- The A/B threshold, perceived relevant for especially: 

o dairy products (with unsweetened versus sweetened versions),  

o whole grain and refined grain products (bread, pasta and rice),  

o fatty fish  

o compotes (meaning unsweetened versus sweetened variants) 

- The B/C threshold, perceived relevant for especially: 

o discrimination between dairy products, i.e. between unsweetened dairy compared to 

sweetened dairy and dairy desserts,  

o whole grain and refined grain bread 

o discrimination between fishes according to salt content  

- The C/D threshold, perceived relevant for: 

o fish, with a specific attention given to the discrimination of high salted species found in 

the C/D categories for fatty fish (e.g. smoked/salted fish) 

o cheese, with a specific attention given to hard cheeses, with an aim to allow for some to 

reach the C category, on the account of their higher calcium content 

- The D/E threshold was perceived relevant mainly for groups of lower priority: 

o fine bakery ware,  

o confectionery (chocolates, candies, and ice cream) that are very high in sugar and fat, 

o and also processed meat products  

Overall, the testing of the thresholds showed that the updated algorithm required a modification of the 

A/B threshold only, up by one point. 

The ScC therefore recommends the following final thresholds for the Nutri-Score algorithm 

 

FNS points Nutri-Score classification Colour 

-15 to 0 A Dark green 

1 to 2 B Light green 

3 to 10 C Yellow 

11 to 18 D Light orange 

19 to 40 E Dark orange 

 

 

 

Threshold between A/B 

With the adaptation of the shift from 0/-1 to 0/1, the following improvements were observed in 

discrimination or categorization (Figure 1 to Figure 8), first in the French database and then confirmed 

with the databases from The Netherlands and Germany: 
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ï Wholegrain breads: higher proportion now in A category, though mostly in B category, with 

refined grain bread mostly in C category. In databases of countries with a regulated and more 

strict definition for wholegrain bread, higher proportions, up to 89% (The Netherlands), reach the 

A category,  

ï Wholegrain rice and white rice: Higher proportion of wholegrain rice in A (63%) compared to 

without threshold adaptation, allowing for a better discrimination to white rice, being mostly in 

the B category, 

ï Sweetened dairy products have their median in the C category and are discriminated compared 

to unsweetened dairy products (median in B category), of which 43% reach the A category 

ï Fatty fish were at 8% (current situation in Nutri-Score) and are now at 24% in the A category, 

which would be significantly less without the threshold adaptation,  

 

Some limitations were identified, although the current situation was nonetheless improved: 

breakfast cereals: still 10% in A category, though this may be appropriate  

refined pasta: majority in category A, thus limiting any discrimination with wholegrain pasta 

partly-prepared meals and ready-to-eat meals: respectively 14% and 9% in the A category, though 

this may be appropriate 

compote: limited discrimination for sweetened and unsweetened versions, still mainly classified in 

the A category, except for the very sweet versions  

sweetened dairy products: still 13% in the A category 

plant-based meat substitutes: still 44% in the A category, though this may be appropriate 

There were no main changes for lean fish (35% in the A category) and legumes (99% versus 97% in the 

A category).  

These results were considered sufficiently satisfactory and aligned with the objectives and priority groups 

identified by the group initially. Some limitations were maintained in the algorithm (compotes, whole 

grain vs. refined grain pasta), but these were of either similar or limited magnitude compared to the 

previous algorithm. Thus, the change was finally approved by consensus in the ScC, based on the overall 

improvement reached. 

Threshold between B/C, C/D and D/E  

The only additional threshold considered of interest for a potential shift was threshold B/C at 2/3 points 

vs. 3/4 points overall and in individual food groups, but no benefits were found in terms of better 

discrimination of the prioritized food groups, thus it was decided to keep the status quo.  
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1.8.3. Impact on food product classification 

Belgium 

 

Figure 1 Current distribution of food groups in the FNS and corresponding Nutri-Score classification ς Belgium 
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Figure 2 Updated distribution of food groups in the FNS score and corresponding Nutri-Score classification ς Belgium 
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France 

 

Figure 3 Current distribution of food groups in the FNS score and corresponding Nutri-Score classification ς France 
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Figure 4 Updated distribution of food groups in the FNS score and corresponding Nutri-Score classification ς France 
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Germany 

 

Figure 5 Current distribution of food groups in the FNS score and corresponding Nutri-Score classification ς Germany 
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Figure 6 Updated distribution of food groups in the FNS score and corresponding Nutri-Score classification ς Germany 

 

  




























































































































































