I am here today representing the Research-based Dietary Ingredient Association – RDIA.

We are filing written comments, but want to make a few comments here.

Thank you for the opportunity to address this group today.

It has been an interesting day. It is clear that the First Amendment applies to commercial speech, but some problems do crop up in how it is exercised in specific instances.

Statements about products that do not meet the standard of “truthful and not misleading”, help no one. Claims that are misunderstood by consumers in material respects, are inherently misleading. 

Given that: 

· a Health Claim on a product must be worded to match the “totality” of the scientific data

· that much of the work is very complex  

· that the scientists who try to evaluate such data, study for years, and have years of experience 

· that any disclaimer would have to match all of the data

· how does one put this body of knowledge into a simple message that can be displayed on a package panel?  

Given what we have heard today: 

· that the public does not read long claims

· how much information can be put onto a label and still termed truthful and not misleading?

An independent 3rd party review system was suggested as an option both in the first panel today and by the FDA (in the SSA guidance document for this meeting).  RDIA supports this option.

The organization RDIA is about leveling the field – we believe that the same safety standard applies for GRAS and for dietary supplements  - the products have to be safe (even if the approval process is different).

We believe that claims, regardless of regulatory category, must be substantiated with appropriate, adequate,  and rigorous scientific data.
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