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In the Spring of 1998, CSPI filed this challenge with I\iAD regarding certain adve~l~lising claims for Olean . 



(Ilean is an Oil 

In evaluating the question of whether the advertisements inaccurately represei that Olean i5 a cooking nil_ NAT) 
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policy as follows : 

"When the context of an advertisement as a whole conveys to consumers t 
only positive contributions to a diet, or does not contain any ingredients a1: 
diseases, the failure to disclose the presence of risk-increasing nutrients is : 

In the case of olestra, however, there is no risk of "diet related diseases" of, 
FAA did not require package labeling to address safety concerns, and specif 
labeling of olestra-containing foods i~ order to insure the safe use of oIestra. 
statement in order to enable consumers to associate cyleatra with any GI effee 
concerns about the origin of GI effects, were they to be observed" and " 
medical treatment of those symptoms.""" After reviewing all of the data, the 
[GIl effects represent health consequences" and "there are no safety c;c 
on the GI tract." (61 FR 3160, 31b1) Similarly, the FDA concluded tha 
from olestras effects on carotenoid absorption: 
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With respect to the implied "natural" claims, NAD concluded 
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