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Abstract

Background: Growing interest in the Nova food classification system surged among various
stakeholders, driven primarily by compelling evidence linking the consumption of ultra-
processed foods (UPF) to negative health outcomes. However, the conventional classification
process often leaves room for uncertainty and operational challenges. Objective: This study
aimed to develop and test a replicable method to identify UPF based on discriminative food
composition ingredients using the 2017 Brazilian Food Labels Database and evaluate the
sengitivity of this method in comparison with the identification of UPF by food name and food
category. Methods: We created six scenarios to identify UPF using food additives and food
substances used in the definition of UPF and compare them with the classic methodology of
Nova classification based on product name and food categories. We estimated the proportion of
foods and beverages identified as UPF according to the different scenarios based on the presence

of these discriminative ingredients, total and per food category. Using a diagnostic test and a
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receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, we compared the UPF identified through

each of the six scenarios with the ones identified through the classic method. Results: We found
variations in UPF prevalence from 55% to 72% across scenarios, compared to 70% using the
classic method in Brazilian packaged foods. Despite its cautious approach, the scenario using
food additives with exclusively cosmetic functions and food substances effectively identified a
significant portion of UPF, while maintaining satisfactory sensitivity and specificity, and a better
performance on the ROC curve. Concluson: This methodological study emphasizes the
importance of detailed criteria to identify UPF, offering researchers alternative and standardized

methods for safe decision-making.

Keywords: Ultra-processed foods, methodology, food ingredients, classification,

food additives, food substances.

Introduction

The Nova food classification system has, over the past two decades, shifted the single
focus of nutrition and food consumption assessment research from nutrient composition to food
product level extent and purpose of industrial processing of foods and beverages (1). This system
classifies foods into 4 maor groups. unprocessed and minimally processed foods, processed
culinary ingredients, processed foods, and ultra-processed foods (UPF). UPF are industria
formulations made from substances extracted from food or synthesized from other organic
sources, with little or no whole foods, and additives with the purpose of modifying the sensory
characteristics of foods. They are usually ready to eat or to heat or reconstituted and require little
or no culinary preparation (2).

Since it was developed, the Nova food classification has been proved efficient in


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.12.24305721
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.12.24305721; this version posted April 13, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

predicting nutritional quality of diets and in identifying the increasing consumption of UPF
overtime in diverse populations around the world (3-7). The Nova food classification has been
applied to observational studies (8, 9), cohort studies (10-12), and randomized trials (13) to
assess the link between UPF consumption and health outcomes. Today, there is plenty of
evidence on the association of UPF with health outcomes such as weight gain (14), type 2
diabetes (15), cardiometabolic diseases (16), cerebrovascular disease (16), cancer (17),
premature deaths (18), all-cause mortality (16), among others (9, 19) including a recent umbrella
reviewing showing association with more than 30 health parameters (20).

Many governments are planning policies to discourage consumption of unhealthy food such
as UPF and creating policies to regulate their distribution and purchase, such as mandatory front-
of-pack nutrition labeling, regulating the advertising of foods high in sugar, sodium and fat, and
taxing sugary drinks (21). To implement these regulatory measures, UPF need to be clearly
identified. While some strategies (to identify UPF) based on food name, food category or food
description (22, 23) have been suggested for food consumption studies when food composition
information is lacking, a more standardized approach based on food composition information is
needed for regulatory purposes, especialy those processes involving food purchases in
ingtitutional spaces such as schools, hospitals and other public spaces where it is necessary to
specify in detail the food that must be purchased according to current legislation.

The latest version of the Nova food classification published in 2019 mentions that a
practical way to identify UPF is checking if the list of ingredients contains at least one item
characteristic of the UPF group, that include “food substances never or rarely used in kitchens
(such as high-fructose corn syrup, hydrogenated or interesterified oils, and hydrolyzed proteins),

or classes of additives designed to make the final product palatable or more appealing (such as
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flavors, flavor enhancers, food colorings, emulsifiers, emulsifying salts, sweeteners, thickeners,
and anti-foaming, bulking, carbonating, foaming, gelling and glazing agents)” (2). Previous
research has identified UPF in the food supply by considering contributors elements, such as the
presence of cosmetic additives and the Pan American Health Organization nutrient profile
model. The results suggest that integrating both elements can help in the identification of UPF,
advancing a step-in testing sensitivity to identifying UPF through these markers (24). Therefore,
this study aimed to develop and test a replicable method to identify UPF based on discriminative
food composition ingredients using the 2017 Brazilian Food Labels Database and test the
sengitivity of this method in comparison with the identification of UPF by food name and food

category.

Methods

I Brazlian Food and Beverage Labels Database

In this cross-sectional study, we used data from the 2017 Brazilian Food Labels Database
that includes a large sample of foods and beverages sold by the 5 major food retailers in Brazil
(25). To identify the 5 major food retailers, commercial data of annual food retail sales was used
(26). Sdo Paulo, the largest city in Brazil and located in the southeast region of the country, was
chosen as the primary study area. However, because 1 of the top 5 retailers was only present in
the northeast of the country, data collection was also held in Salvador, their largest market.

We used companies websites and/or customer service sites to get information on the
locations of all the stores of the selected retailers and then we geo-coded the address and, using a
1-km buffer, Euclidean distance, we determined the neighborhood of each store. We used

information on the average income of the heads of household from the 2010 Brazilian Population
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Census (27) in each buffer to determine the neighborhood’s income. Neighborhoods were then
classified as low, middle, and high income using terciles of the mean neighborhood incomes.
Finally, we selected the largest store in square meters of each of the top 5 retailers in the country
in the bottom and top terciles of neighborhood income. One of the top retailers' chains, however,
only allowed data collection in its distribution center.

Trained fieldworkers collected data of packaged foods and beverages, except alcoholic
beverages, nutrition supplements, and infant formulas or breast milk substitutes, using the
methods proposed by Kanter et a (28) between April and July 2017. The fieldworkers
photographed all sides of the packages, yielding atotal of around 13,000 items.

Then, trained nutritionists entered food composition information available in the nutrition
facts panedl, package size, list of ingredients, and instructions for reconstitution in “Research
Electronic Data Capture” (Redcap) using a previously tested template (29). Items available in
more than 1 package size, products without the nutrition facts panel, multipacks with different
items, and products with missing values for portion sizes and/or calories were excluded, resulting
in asample of 11,434 foods and beverages.

In this study, because we wanted to classify foods according to Nova based on the list of
ingredients, we excluded foods and beverages without list of ingredients on the package (1,574),

totaling 9,860 products assessed.

ii. | dentification of UPF using the list of ingredients
According to the Nova classification, the UPF are industrial formulations, usually made
from components of food, that are modified and recombined, with little or no whole foods, and

industrial substances and additives with cosmetic function that modify or enhance the sensory
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characteristics. They differ from the other Nova food groups not only in terms of ingredient
composition, but of the purpose of processing. UPF are developed to be palatable or hyper-
palatable and to be convenient by replacing meals cooked from scratch, meaning most are ready
to eat or drink. UPF are highly profitable by means of using cheap raw ingredients and being
designed to have a strong market appeal. UPF include sodas, artificial juices, packaged cookies,
ready-to-eat breakfast cereals, sausages and all ready-to-eat dishes that mimic meals, such as
frozen lasagna and nuggets (2).

The Nova classification describes that UPF can be identified by the presence of food
substances never or rarely used in kitchens (hereafter referred to as ‘food substances'), such as
high-fructose corn syrup, hydrogenated or interesterified oils, and hydrolysed proteins, and/or by
the presence of food additives with the aim of modifying sensory characteristics of the products
(hereafter referred to as ‘food additives with cosmetic function’), like “colorants, flavors,
artificial sweeteners, emulsifiers, and many other additives’ (1).

We created six scenarios to observe to what degree it is possible to identify UPF using the
presence/absence of food additives with cosmetic function and food substances, and we also
identified UPF through the classic method used when list of ingredients is unavailable (based on
product name and food category). To identify and classify food additives we used the references
provided by the Codex Alimentarius 2021 and Monteiro, et al., 2019. (2, 30).

Because food additives can have more than one function, we identified and distinguished
food additives with an exclusive cosmetic function from food additives with a potential cosmetic
function and tested both scenariosto help in the identification of UPF. In addition to their rolein
preservation, vitamins and minerals can also play a role in fortification and finally, as food

additives with cosmetic function, for changing or enhancing the color of foods. In the latter
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instance, they may be indicative of ultra-processing (31). Due to their multifaceted functions, we
have developed scenarios that either incorporate or exclude vitamins and minerals for ther
potential cosmetic benefits, to examine whether this type of additive could influence the
identification of UPF.

In agreement with the Nova classification, we considered as food additives with cosmetic
function: flavors, flavor enhancers, food colorings, emulsifiers, emulsifying sats, artificial
swesteners, thickeners, and anti-foaming, bulking, carbonating, foaming, gelling and glazing
agents (2). Besides searching in the list of ingredients for the food additives with cosmetic
function provided by the Codex Alimentarius, we searched for non-technical terms
corresponding to flavorings because in the Brazilian legislation (RDC n° 259) the use of
technical terms for the flavoring additives is not mandatory in the list of ingredients (32). For
food substances, we included varieties of derivatives of added sugar, derivatives of
carbohydrates, modified oils, derivatives of protein and fiber sources based on Zancheta et al.,
2023 and described in Supplementary 1 (2). Below is a description of the six scenarios as well as
the method based on food names and categories (or classic method):

Scenario 1: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (not
including any vitamins and minerals) (Supplementary 1).

Scenario 2: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function
(including vitamins and minerals with a potential cosmetic function) (Supplementary 1 and 2).

Scenario 3: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (not
including any vitamins and minerals), i.e. scenario 1 OR at least one food substance used in the
definition of UPF (Supplementary 1 and 3).

Scenario 4: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function
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(including vitamins and minerals with a potential cosmetic function), i.e. scenario 2 OR at least
one food substance used in the definition of UPF (Supplementary 1, 2 and 3).
Scenario 5: Presence of at least one food additive with a potential cosmetic function
(including vitamins and minerals with a potential cosmetic function) (Supplementary 2 and 4).
Scenario 6: Presence of at least one food additive with a potential cosmetic function
(including vitamins and minerals with potential cosmetic function), i.e., scenario 5 OR at least
one food substance used in the definition of UPF (Supplementary 2, 3 and 4).

Classic method: Considering the product name and food categories.

iii. Food categories

In order to facilitate the analytical process, the foods and beverages available in the
Brazilian Food and Beverage Labels Database were categorized into the 25 following food
categories commonly used in other studies on UPF and NOVA food classification (25, 33):
Breakfast cereals and granola bars, Bakery products, Convenience foods, Unsweetened dairy
products; Sweetened dairy products; Salty snacks; Cookies; Canned vegetables, Oils and fats;
Sauces and dressings; Coffee and tea; Candies and desserts; Cereals, beans, other grain products;
Packaged fruits and vegetables, Meat, poultry, seafood, and egg; Sugar and other noncaloric
sweeteners, Processed meats, Juices; Nectars, Fruit-flavored drinks, Sodas, Other beverages,
Nuts and seeds; Cheeses; Fruit preserves.

iv. Satistical Analysis

We described the prevalence of UPF using the six scenarios and the classic method,
overall and by food category (31). Subsequently, we conducted diagnostic tests to assess the
sengitivity, specificity, positive predictive value, and negative predictive value for each scenario

in comparison with the classic method. In addition, we developed the receiver operating
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characteristic (ROC) curve to evaluate the performance of the scenarios. The ROC curve is a
graphical representation of a binary classifier's performance, plotted by sensitivity (true positive
rate) against 1 — specificity (false positive rate). Its effectiveness is primarily gauged by the Area
Under the Curve (AUC), with values closer to 1 indicating better performance. A superior
mode's ROC curve approaches the top-left corner, reflecting a high sensitivity without a
significant increase in false positives. The curve'sinitial steepness and its concave shape towards
the top-left are also signs of a robust classifier, indicating an effective balance between
sengitivity and specificity. In essence, the closer and more bowed towards the top-left the curve
is, the better the model is at distinguishing between the two classes.

Analyses were performed with Stata/lM P 16.1, College Station, TX: StataCorp LLC.
Results

The prevalence of UPF across the six scenarios varied between 55.3% in scenario 1 to
72.5% in scenario 6, compared to 70.5% of UPF using the classic method (Table 1). The greater
use of discriminatory ingredients, such as the combination of food additives and food substances,
reinforces how the layers of details added to the process can enhance the identification of UPF.
In Table 1,it is noted that the majority of UPF was captured with just one criterion — presence of
at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function in scenario 1 - and adding other
criteria individually, such as the presence of food substances managed to identify more UPF.
Scenarios 5 and 6 identified a percentage UPF that was the closest to the percentage obtained

through the classic method.

Table 1. Prevalence of ultra-processed food (UPF) by scenarios of UPF identification, overall

and by food category. Brazilian Food Labels Database, 2017.
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Scenariol Scenario2 Scenario3 Scenario4 Scenario5 Scenario6 Classic

Food category Total Ultra-processed foods
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Breakfast cereals and
308 231 750 237 769 270 877 272 883 283 935 294 955 308 100.0
granolabars
Bakery products 594 305 51.3 306 515 487 820 487 820 451 759 509 857 594 100.0

Convenience foods 795 453 57.0 460 579 553 69.6 557 701 520 654 591 743 795 100.0

Unsweetened dairy

174 0 00 8 489 6 34 91 523 114 655 115 661 2 11
products
Sweetened dairy

483 432 894 435 90.1 476 986 476 98.6 466 965 477 988 483 100.0
products
Salty snacks 36 239 671 239 671 257 722 257 722 264 742 272 764 346 97.2
Cookies 747 590 79.0 600 803 661 885 661 885 668 894 683 914 747 100.0

Canned vegetables 345 2 78 27 78 31 90 31 90 46 133 50 145 O 0.0
Oilsand fats 294 68 231 70 238 73 248 75 255 100 340 103 350 46 156
Saucesand dressings 791 427 540 429 542 489 618 489 61.8 501 633 542 685 751 949
Coffee and tea 68 30 441 30 441 30 441 30 441 30 441 30 441 5 7.4
Candiesand desserts 1,218 999 82.0 1,001 82.2 1,144 939 1,144 939 1,113 914 1,167 95.8 1,210 99.3
Ceredls, Beans, other

463 73 158 76 164 91 197 94 203 108 233 119 257 62 134
grain products

Packaged fruits and

29 4 13 4 13 4 13 4 13 4 13 4 13 O 0.0
vegetables
Meat, Poultry,

49 0O o0 2 41 O 00 2 41 3 61 3 61 O 0.0
Seafood, and egg
Sugar and other

66 46 697 46 697 47 712 47 712 47 712 47 712 44 66.7
noncaloric sweeteners

Processed meats 810 532 65.7 567 700 574 709 590 728 581 717 595 735 617 76.2

Juices 144 34 236 34 236 55 382 55 382 36 250 55 382 46 319
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Nectars 160 133 831 133 831 139 869 139 869 143 894 145 90.6 160 100.0

Fruit-flavored drinks 220 214 973 214 973 216 982 216 982 217 98.6 218 991 220 100.0

Sodas 106 104 981 104 981 104 981 104 981 105 991 105 99.1 106 100.0
Other beverages 286 221 773 221 773 239 836 239 836 252 881 259 906 269 94.1
Nuts and seeds 72 g§ 111 8 111 12 167 12 167 10 138 12 167 8 111
Cheeses 607 174 287 252 415 241 397 291 479 499 822 508 837 126 2038
Fruit preserve 405 104 257 105 259 231 570 232 573 217 536 248 612 1 0.2

Total 9,860 5,448 55.3 5,685 57.7 6430 652 6,595 66.9 6,783 68.8 7,151 725 6,946 704

*Scenario 1: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (not including vitamins and minerals); Scenario 2:
Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive have cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals with cosmetic function);
Scenario 3: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (not including vitamins and minerals) OR food
substance; Scenario 4: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals with cosmetic
function) OR food substances; Scenario 5: Presence of at least food additive with potential cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals
with cosmetic function); Scenario 6: Presence of at least one food additive with potential cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals

with cosmetic function) OR food substance.

Within food categories (Table 1), we observe that sweetened dairy products, candies and
desserts, packaged fruits and vegetables, sugar, and other non-caloric sweeteners, as well as
processed meats, juices, fruit-flavored drinks and sodas, present more similar prevalence of UPF
across the different scenarios. However, for some food categories such as convenience foods,
unsweetened dairy products, salty snacks, sauces and dressings, and coffee and tea the

prevalence of UPF varied more between scenarios (Table 1).

Table 2. Diagnostic tests comparing the ultra-processed foods identified using each of the 6
scenarios with the ones identified through the classic method. Brazilian Food Labels Database,

2017.
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Statistical metrics Scenariol Scenario2 Scenario3 Scenario4 Scenario5 Scenario6
Sensitivity 71.6% 73.3% 82.8% 83.5% 82.9% 87.1%
Specificity 83.8% 79.6% 76.7% 72.8% 64.8% 62.3%
Positive predictive value 91.3% 89.6% 89.4% 88.0% 84.9% 84.6%
Negative predictive value 55.3% 55.6% 65.2% 65.0% 61.4% 67.0%

Using a diagnostic test to compare the six scenarios of UPF identification with the classic

method, we found an increase in the sensitivity from scenario 1 (71.6%) to scenario 6 (87.1%),

and a decrease in specificity (from 83.8% in scenario 1 to 62.3% in scenario 6) (Table 2).

Figure 2. ROC curve for 6 scenarios using the classical method as a classifier.
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*Scenario 1: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (not including vitamins and minerals); Scenario 2:

Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive have cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals with cosmetic function);

Scenario 3: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (not including vitamins and minerals) OR food

substance; Scenario 4: Presence of at least one food additive with an exclusive cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals with cosmetic
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function) OR food substances; Scenario 5: Presence of at least food additive with potential cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals
with cosmetic function); Scenario 6: Presence of at least one food additive with potential cosmetic function (including vitamins and minerals

with cosmetic function) OR food substance.; Reference: classic method.

The Figure 2 describes the ROC curve comparing the 6 scenarios. We observe that
scenario 3 demonstrates a larger area under the curve (AUC), indicating better performance
compared to the classic method that was used as the classifier. It is possible to observe in this
figure that considering the presence of vitamins with potential cosmetic function (scenarios 2 and
4) does not sgnificantly alter the AUC as much as considering the presence of food substances
or additives with potential cosmetic function.

Discussion

In this methodological study, we found that the choice of food classification method can
significantly influence the proportion of UPF identified in a Food Label Database, varying as
much as 20%, ranging from 55% in the first scenario to 72% in the sixth scenario. Thisisin
comparison to a 70% prevalence rate identified using the traditional method. Only the least
conservative scenario among the six proposed exceeded the UPF prevalence found using the
traditional method. Therefore, this study presents viable and ill cautious scenarios like the
classic method that could assist in future studies using the Nova classification and public policies
that need to distinguish UPF from other foods and beverages. Thus, despite its more cautious
approach, scenario 3 (that considered the inclusion of food additives with an exclusive cosmetic
function, excluding vitamins and minerals with potential cosmetic function, along with food
substances), was still effective in capturing a high proportion of UPF while maintaining a
satisfactory level of specificity in its classification and presented the best result in the ROC curve

when using the classic method as the classifier.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.12.24305721
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.12.24305721; this version posted April 13, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

In view of the urgency of having standard methods to identify UPF, other studies have
used the list of ingredients with this purpose, especialy to assess UPF consumption (31), and
more recently to identify the presence of nutrients of public health concern in the food supply
(24). In our case, the reliance on discriminatory ingredients, such as a combination of food
additives and substances, introduces a level of detail and complexity in the classification process
that can help research for regulatory process. The fact that scenario 3 aligned more closely with
the classic method according to the ROC curve, suggests that this scenario may provide more
accurate UPF estimates. Scenario 6 also showed alignment, in which it was included food
additives with a potential cosmetic function in combination with food substances for UPF
identification. Despite industries being able to claim on the packaging that an additive was used
for a specific purpose, it may be serving more than one function in the product.

Although the list of ingredients does not provide information about the food matrix, using
discriminatory ingredients that correspond to parts of foods and additives with the function of
altering the physical characteristics of food allows a systematic identification of UPF (2). It can
counteract inconsistencies or difficulties in reaching consensus between evaluators (34),
allowing a more robust and functional classification.

The largely preserved UPF prevalence across scenarios by specific food categories
proves the consistency of the scenario’s identification methods across different types of products.
The findings show that certain categories, like sweetened dairy products and candies, exhibit
more stable prevalence rates across scenarios, suggesting that these frequently contain at least
one food additive of cosmetic function and/or food substance that characterize them as UPF. In
fact, another study showed that 100% of sweet cookies, savory biscuits, margarine, cakes, sweet

pies, chocolate, dairy beverages and ice cream classified as UPF in the same the Brazilian
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database of foods and beverages contained at least one additive with a cosmetic function or an
excess of certain nutrients of interest to public health, such as sugars, salt, oils and fats (24).

On the contrary, categories like convenience foods and unsweetened dairy products
showed higher variability in UPF prevalence between the proposed scenarios in our study,
reinforcing the existence of higher variation in the ingredient composition. In the case of coffee
and tea, the prevalence of UPF was the same across all 6 scenarios (44.1%), but differed from the
classic method (7.4%), suggesting that the classic method may underestimate the prevalence of
UPF in this beverage category. For instance, they may be considered fresh or minimally
processed by name and food group, but they may contain markers of ultra-processing in the list
of ingredients, such as food additives with cosmetic function.

Regarding the trade-off between sensitivity and specificity in the diagnostic test, while an
increase in sensitivity from scenario 1 to scenario 6 is promising in accurately identifying true
positive cases (decreasing the false negative UPF), there is an expected decrease in specificity,
due to increasing false positive UPF. We highlight that even with a more cautious approach for
identifying UPF, scenario 3 still demonstrated a sensitivity of 82.8% and a specificity of 76.7%,
identifying a significant portion of UPF while maintaining an acceptable level of specificity in its
categori zation.

The present study has some limitations. Even though there is the function of some additives
in the list of ingredients, they may still have non-listed functions in certain foods and beverages
(30). To address this, we created different types of scenarios, including scenarios that identify
additives that only have a cosmetic function and additives which may also have a non-cosmetic
function and aso, to enhance reproducibility, we relied on references from international

guidelines such as the Codex Alimentarius for food additives (35) and studies conducted in other
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countries (31). In addition, when applying this methodology to studies in other countries, local
legislation regarding the listing of ingredients should be considered when choosing additives to
identify UPF, such as flavorings that are not listed in Codex. For example, in Brazil, it is not
mandatory to include the composition of compound ingredients if it is less than 25% on the list
of ingredients, which may lead to an underestimation of the presence of certain food substance
(36). Despite this, it is widely recognized that UPF have a smilar ingredient composition
worldwide (24).

These findings have implications for policymakers, public heath professionals, and
researchers. Understanding the impact of different identification scenarios on UPF prevalence
and diagnostic test performance allows for more informed decision-making when establishing
criteria for UPF classification. It also emphasizes the importance of considering the diverse
nature of food categories, as certain products may require tailored criteria for accurate
classification according to Novafood system.

Finally, this step-by-step approach can help a greater recognition of the various compounds
and types of ingredients used in food manufacturing in different countries around the world. It
enables the monitoring of reformulation processes and modifications in the nutritional
composition of products, especially after the implementation of labeling policies such as front-
of-pack labeling.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study not only contributes to the understanding of UPF identification but
also underscores how the layers of details added to the process can enhance the identification of
UPF. In addition, it presents researchers and experts with alternative methods to the classical

ones, allowing safe decision-making, especially when it involves regulatory processes and the
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construction of laws that must clearly define healthy and unhealthy foods based on the Nova
classification.
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