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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) first developed an Evaluation Strategy in 

2001 to assess how new food regulatory measures were working.  The aim of the strategy 

was to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of key food regulatory measures1 by 

assessing the long-term impact for stakeholders (for example, food industry, consumers and 

enforcement officers) and to provide evidence to inform future decisions on food regulation. 

 

As part of the FSANZ Evaluation Strategy 2001-2003, baseline research on the consistency 

of information on labels on packaged foods with labelling provisions was undertaken in a 

pilot FSANZ Label Monitoring Survey (Phase 1).  The pilot project or Phase 1 was 

undertaken in two stages between 2002 and 2003. The first labelling monitoring survey of 

Phase 2 was conducted in 2005 (FSANZ, 2008) as a component of the FSANZ Evaluation 

Strategy for 2004-2008. The current label monitoring survey is intended to provide 

information that is comparable with the data collected in 2005, and can be used to make some 

general observations about changes in the consistency of information2 provided on food 

labels over time.  

 

The aims of this 2006 label monitoring survey largely replicate those of the 2005 survey, and 

were: 

 to determine the degree of consistency with the labelling requirements of the Code for 

certain core label elements; 

 to determine the nature of the inconsistency with labelling provisions for those label 

elements assessed, where labels were inconsistent with the Code;  

                                                 
1 Key food regulatory measures related to labelling included mandatory nutrition labelling, percentage labelling, 

allergen labelling and date marking. FSANZ established a Data and Evaluation Steering Committee to provide 

expert guidance and peer review in the development and implementation of the Evaluation Strategy. The 

Evaluation Strategy is available on the FSANZ website. 
2  The only major change to the Code between the 2005 and 2006 surveys relating to the information 

requirements for food labels was the gazettal of Standard 1.2.11 - Country of Origin Labelling in December 

2005. 
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 to gather data on other label information of interest, for example Country of Origin 

labelling (requirements for which were not fully in force at the time of the survey and 

manufacturers were making a transition to this new regulatory requirement); and 

 to make comparisons with data collected in 2005 and thus give an indication of changes to 

the consistency of information provided on food labels since this earlier survey. 

 

In this 2006 survey a total of 12 label elements were assessed, based on the core information 

required by the Code for a label on a package of food for retail sale. These 12 label elements 

were3: 

1. Legibility of print 

2. Product identification 

3. Mandatory warning /advisory statements 

4. Allergen labelling 

5. Ingredient declaration  

6. Date marking 

7. Directions for use and storage  

8. Nutrition information requirements 

9. Percent characterising ingredients 

10. Altered label (new label placed over incorrect one) 

11. Product specific labelling4 

12. Country of Origin (Australia only) 

 

Labels were also assessed for false, misleading or deceptive representations according to the 

Australian Trade Practices Act and the New Zealand Fair Trading Act. Irradiated food 

labelling and Genetically modified food labelling (assessed in Phase 1) were not assessed in 

Phase 2 due to the low number of products carrying such labelling.  

                                                 
3 Although Legibility of print and Altered label are discussed throughout this report as ‘label elements’, neither 

are strictly label elements. In assessing labels against legibility requirements, each label element was assessed 

separately.   
4 The Code requires that specific information be provided on the label of certain classes of food. As an example, 

where reference is made regarding the fat content of minced meat, the maximum proportion of fat in the minced 

meat, expressed in g/100g, must be declared on the label on the package of the food. 
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Overview of the consistency status of labels collected in 2006, by label element 

This survey comprised the assessment of 1311 labels collected from foods available for retail 

sale in Australia and New Zealand (727 from Australia and 584 from New Zealand). The 

consistency of labels for individual label elements is given in Figure 1. For eight of the 12 

label elements, consistency with the Code was 95% or greater. It should be noted that if any 

one of the 12 label elements was deemed inconsistent, the label was assessed as inconsistent 

overall. Excluding labels that had only minor formatting or moderate inconsistencies in the 

Nutrition information panel (NIP) as their only area of inconsistency, 63% of labels were 

consistent for all label elements. 
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** Excluding labels that had only minor formatting or moderate inconsistencies in the NIP. 
*** There were no altered labels identified amongst the 1311 labels collected in 2006. 
 
Figure 1: Overview of the consistency status of each label element assessed  
 

As a percentage of the total number of labels assessed for that particular element, consistency 

with the Code was 95% or greater for the following label elements: 

 

 Label legibility; 

 Product identification; 

 Mandatory warnings and advisory statements; 

 Allergen labelling; 

 Date marking; 
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 Directions for use and storage; 

 Percent characterising ingredients; and 

 Country of Origin statements. 

 

Label elements responsible for relatively high proportions of inconsistencies (as a percentage 

of the total number of labels assessed for that particular element) were: 

 

 Product specific labelling (17%); 

 Nutrition information panels (18% inconsistent, excluding labels that had only minor 

formatting or moderate inconsistencies; 91% inconsistent including labels that had minor 

formatting, moderate and significant inconsistencies); and 

 Ingredient declarations (20%). 

 

All labels collected were assessed for Legibility and Product identification, with greater than 

99% and 97% of these assessed as consistent with the labelling provisions respectively. 

Failure to declare the name and address of the supplier according to the labelling provisions 

was the greatest cause of labels being assessed as inconsistent with the label element Product 

identification.  

 

Three percent of all labels (39 labels) were assessed for Mandatory warnings and advisory 

statements, all of which were assessed as consistent with the labelling provisions.   

 

Seventy percent of all labels (924 labels) were assessed for Allergen labelling, with 99% of 

these assessed as consistent with the labelling provisions.  Those labels assessed as having 

consistent allergen labelling were further assessed to determine the placement and 

prominence of the declaration to provide additional information, noting that there are no 

labelling provisions in relation to placement or prominence of allergen information.  On a 

majority of consistent labels (96%) the presence of the allergen was declared in the ingredient 

list, with 31% featuring an allergen declaration elsewhere on the packet.  This included using 

the name of the allergen in the name of the food, as well as summary statements and 

voluntary precautionary statements.  Increased prominence of allergen declarations (i.e. bold 

type) was featured on 52% of the labels assessed as consistent for this label element.  

Soybeans were declared on 21% of labels with consistent allergen labelling, while gluten-

containing cereal was declared on 20% of these labels and milk on 18% of these labels. 
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Ninety-three percent of all labels were assessed against the labelling provisions for Ingredient 

declaration, with 80% of these labels assessed as consistent.  The main reason for 

inconsistent ingredient labelling was the additive class name being absent or incorrect. Date 

marking was assessed on 91% of all labels, and was assessed as consistent on 99% of these.  

In all cases, the inconsistencies were due to an absence of date marking where it was required 

by the Code. Directions for use and storage was assessed on 83% of all labels and 99% of 

these were assessed as consistent with the labelling provisions.  The main reason for 

inconsistency was that directions for use and storage were not provided where required. 

 

Ninety-one percent of the labels collected were assessed as requiring or voluntarily providing 

a NIP.  The level of severity of the NIP inconsistency was assessed; inconsistencies could be 

categorised as minor formatting inconsistencies, moderate inconsistencies or significant 

omissions and inconsistencies, according to their potential impact on consumer 

understanding of the NIP information. Where a NIP had more than one inconsistency, it was 

rated against the most severe level. Excluding labels that had only minor formatting or 

moderate inconsistencies, 82% of labels assessed under this element were consistent with the 

labelling provisions, assuming the NIP was in the prescribed format given in the Code. If 

minor formatting and moderate inconsistencies were included, 9% of labels assessed under 

this element were consistent with the labelling provisions.  

 

From Figure 2, 20% of labels assessed as inconsistent with NIP provisions were assessed as 

having significant omissions and inconsistencies, 9% of labels were assessed as having 

moderate inconsistencies and 70% of labels had only minor formatting inconsistencies as 

their most severe level of inconsistency.   
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Figure 2: Severity of inconsistency of NIP for labels collected in 2006 
 

The majority of inconsistencies for the NIP were due to incorrect internal or external borders 

(41% of all NIP inconsistencies) when compared with the prescribed format in the Code.  

This type of inconsistency was assessed as a minor formatting inconsistency as it is less 

likely to impact on consumer understanding of the information presented on the label. 

Twenty-five percent of NIP inconsistencies related to the presentation of nutrients. The most 

common reason was the use of incorrect text case, a minor formatting inconsistency. Less 

than 1% of NIP inconsistencies relating to the presentation of nutrients were due to the 

omission of nutrient information from the NIP, a significant omission. A further 22% of NIP 

inconsistencies related to serving size information.  Only a small proportion of these (2%) 

were due to the absence of serving size information, a significant omission. Most of the 

remaining inconsistencies for serving size information related to incorrect text case and 

alignment, these being minor formatting inconsistencies.  One percent of NIP inconsistencies 

were due to the absence of a NIP, a significant omission. 

 

Over half of the labels collected (55%) were assessed as requiring or voluntarily providing 

percent characterising ingredient information.  Of these, 97% were assessed as consistent 

with the labelling provisions.  All inconsistencies were due to the absence of percent 
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characterising ingredient information for ingredients emphasised in the name of the food or in 

the product description. 

 

There were no altered labels (new label placed over incorrect one) identified amongst the 

labels collected in 2006. Eighteen labels out of the 1311 collected were assessed as requiring 

Product specific labelling. Of these, three labels were assessed as having Product specific 

labelling that was not consistent with the labelling provisions. One of these labels did not 

meet the labelling requirements of Standard 2.9.3 – Formulated Meal Replacements and 

Formulated Supplementary Foods. Two labels were assessed as inconsistent with the 

requirements of Standard 2.6.2 – Non alcoholic Beverages and Brewed Soft Drinks.  

 

Country of Origin statements were assessed on all 727 labels collected in Australia only, as 

the Country of Origin Labelling provisions of the Code do not apply in New Zealand.  Thirty-

three percent of labels were assessed as having ‘Product of’ type claims and 50% featured 

‘Made in’ type claims.  Of all labels assessed for Country of Origin statements, 5% of labels 

were assessed as not in agreement with the labelling provisions as they did not carry Country 

of Origin information, or had inconsistent Country of Origin statements. 

 

More than 99% of all labels collected in Australia and New Zealand were assessed as 

consistent with the provisions of the trade practices legislation covering false, misleading or 

deceptive representations. 

 

As this survey was limited to packaged foods, unpackaged food items were not collected or 

assessed. 

Overview of the consistency status of labels collected in 2006, by food category  

Notwithstanding large differences in the total number of foods assessed in each food category 

(as a result of the agreed product sampling plan), the food categories with the highest 

proportion of consistency were Fruit and vegetables (33%), Non alcoholic beverages (29%) 

and Foods intended for particular dietary use (26%). Ninety-eight percent of labels in the 

food categories Dairy and Cereals and cereal products were inconsistent with at least one 

label element. Note that these results, as presented in Figure 3, include labels that had NIP 

inconsistencies at any of the three levels of severity. 
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 Figure 3: Overview of the consistency status of each food category with the labelling provisions assessed 
 

 

Overview of the comparison of label assessments on labels collected in 2005 and 2006  

The same methodology was used for the current survey as was used for the survey carried out 

in 2005. Therefore some general observations about changes to information provided on food 

labels over time can be made.  

 

A number of label elements had a relatively low proportion of inconsistencies in both 2005 

and 2006 (as a percentage of the total number of labels assessed for that particular element); 

these were Label legibility (1% and less than 1%, respectively), Product identification (2% 

and 3%, respectively),  Mandatory warning/advisory statements (less than 1% and 0%, 

respectively), Allergen labelling (3% and 1%, respectively) and Country of Origin (9% and 

5%, respectively).  

 

Ingredient declaration was the label element with the proportion of inconsistencies that was 

notably higher in 2006 compared with 2005 (20% and 8%, respectively). The most common 

reason for an Ingredient declaration to be assessed as inconsistent in 2006 was the use of an 

incorrect additive class name. Product specific labelling also had a high proportion of 

inconsistencies, with 17% of labels assessed for this particular element assessed as 

inconsistent. However, the actual number of inconsistent labels was very small and did not 

differ markedly in 2006 compared with 2005 (three labels and one label, respectively).   
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The proportion of inconsistencies for Date marking was notably lower in 2006 compared 

with 2005 (1% and 10%, respectively), and for Directions for use and storage (1% and 14%, 

respectively) and for Percent characterising ingredients (3% and 11%, respectively).  

 

Nutrition information requirements had the highest proportion of inconsistencies in both 

2005 and 2006. Sixteen and 18% of labels assessed for this element respectively, were 

inconsistent with respect to NIP requirements (when excluding minor and moderate 

inconsistencies).   

 

Assessments on labels collected in 2003 were carried out using the same methodology as 

assessments on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 for Legibility, Date marking and Percent 

characterising ingredients. This allows results for these three label elements to be compared 

amongst the 2003, 2005 and 2006 surveys. Each of these label elements had a higher 

proportion of inconsistent labels in 2003 than in 2005 and 2006; Legibility (9%, 1% and less 

than 1% respectively), Date marking (20%, 10% and 1% respectively) and Percent 

characterising ingredients (30%, 11% and 3%). These data suggest that the consistency with 

the requirements in the Code for these three label elements has improved over the three 

surveys. 
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2. PURPOSE OF THE FSANZ FOOD LABEL MONITORING SURVEY 

 

The Australia New Zealand food standards system is a cooperative arrangement between the 

Australian Government, the Australian States/Territories and the New Zealand Government 

to develop and implement uniform food standards.  Food Standards Australia New Zealand 

(FSANZ) is an independent, binational statutory body, responsible for developing, varying 

and reviewing standards and for developing codes of practice within industry for food 

available in Australia and New Zealand.  These standards and codes of practice cover 

labelling, composition and contamination issues.  After a two-year transition period, the joint 

Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code Volume 2 (‘the Code’) has been in full effect in 

Australia since 20 December 2002 and in New Zealand since February 2003. 

 

In order to evaluate how well food regulatory measures were working, FSANZ first 

developed an Evaluation Strategy in 2001.  In particular, the aim of the strategy was to assess 

the effectiveness and appropriateness of key food regulatory measures5 by assessing the long-

term impact for stakeholders and to provide evidence to inform future decisions on food 

regulation. 

 

As part of the FSANZ Evaluation Strategy 2001-2003 (FSANZ, 2001a), baseline research on 

the consistency of labels on packaged foods with labelling provisions was undertaken in a 

pilot FSANZ Label Monitoring Survey (Phase 1).  Data from this pilot have already been 

presented (FSANZ, 2004a).  The pilot project was undertaken in two stages during 2002-

2003.   

 

As part of the FSANZ Evaluation Strategy for 2004-2008 (FSANZ, 2004b), a second Phase 

(Phase 2) of label monitoring surveys were undertaken. The first of these surveys was 

conducted in 2005; this was followed by the current survey in 2006. Both of the Phase 2 

surveys were intended to provide an extension of information from the baseline surveys 

                                                 
5 Key food regulatory measures related to labelling included mandatory nutrition labelling, percentage labelling, 

allergen labelling and date marking. FSANZ established a Data and Evaluation Steering Committee to provide 
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conducted on labels collected in Phase 1, and can be used to make some general observations 

about changes to information provided on food labels over time. However, due to differences 

in the methodology used for Phase 1 and 2 surveys, there were limitations with respect to 

comparing the data from the two Phases. Both the 2005 and the current survey used the same 

methodology, therefore comparisons between 2005 and 2006 data can be made. 

 

According to the requirements of the Code, the label on a package of food for retail sale 

generally must include the following core information:   

 

1. 

 

2. 

3. 

4. 

 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

 

9. 

10. 

11. 

 

Prescribed name or, where no name is prescribed, a name or a description of the food 

sufficient to indicate the true nature of the food 

Lot identification 

Name and business address in Australia or New Zealand of the supplier 

Mandatory warning and advisory statements and declarations specified in Standard 

1.2.3 and any other warning and advisory statements specified elsewhere in the Code 

Allergen information 

Ingredient declaration 

Date marking 

Directions for use or storage where, for reasons of public health and safety, consumers 

need appropriate directions for use or storage of the food 

Nutrition information panel (NIP) 

Percentage labelling (characterising ingredient/s and component/s) 

Country of origin on products made and sold in Australia, (not including food products 

sold in New Zealand). 

 

This core information formed the basis for identifying specific label elements for assessment 

in both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 surveys. Sampling and assessment of food labels in the 

current survey was designed using the same approach as the previous surveys; a nationally 

representative sample of product lines or stock keeping units (SKUs) within each food 

category of interest was collected in both Australia and New Zealand, and label elements 

were assessed using a system similar to that used for the Phase 1.  

                                                                                                                                                        
expert guidance and peer review in the development and implementation of the Evaluation Strategy. The 

Evaluation Strategy is available on the FSANZ website 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

 

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 surveys both used a similar sampling protocol, however due to a 

number of variations in the method of assessment and the database used for label analysis, 

there were limitations with respect to comparing the data from Phase 1 with Phase 2. 

However, for Phase 2, the 2005 and the current survey closely followed the same 

methodology, enabling comparisons of results between these two years. 

3.1 Sampling 

Nominated samplers for AgriQuality (now known as AsureQuality) Australia Pty Ltd 

collected the food labels from Australian and New Zealand retail outlets between May – 

December 2006.  The full method for collecting labels assessed in 2006 is provided in 

Appendix 1 of this report. 

 

For the purpose of the survey, foods were grouped into 14 major food categories using a 

classification system similar to that used in Standard 1.3.1 - Food Additives of the Code, as 

outlined below: 

1. Dairy products 

2. Edible oils & oil emulsions 

3. Ice cream & edible ices 

4. Fruit & vegetables 

5. Confectionery 

6. Cereals & cereal products 

7. Breads & bakery products 

8. Meat & meat products 

9. Fish & fish products 

10. Eggs & egg products 

11. Sugar, honey & related products 

12. Foods intended for particular dietary uses 

13. Non alcoholic beverages 

14. Mixed foods. 
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The product sampling plan was devised based on a SKU list obtained from a principal 

Australian retailer, with reference to the product sampling plan used for the collection of 

labels for the 2005 survey (FSANZ, 2008) and Phase 1 of the FSANZ Label Monitoring 

Survey (FSANZ, 2004a).   

 

From the SKU list, the total number in terms of the variety of products available in each food 

category was estimated.  Two percent of the total SKUs for any given food category was 

chosen as a sampling quota.  The total number of samples to be taken was 1311: 727 labels 

collected from Australia and 584 labels collected from New Zealand.  The number of 

products (by food category) collected in 2006 is provided in Appendix 2 of this report. 

 

To ensure the sampling of a variety of brand types, label collection was undertaken in both 

the North and South Islands of New Zealand and split between the principal supermarket 

chains in Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch.  In Australia, sampling was undertaken 

primarily from the major retail outlets in Victoria, from principal supermarket chains, as well 

as smaller grocery outlets and specialist stores. A small amount of sampling was also 

undertaken in other States/Territories.  

3.2 Data collection 

For the assessment of 2006 labels, AgriQuality used a database that had been developed for 

the 2005 survey (based on that used for Phase 1), which allowed comprehensive and 

systematic classification of each label element.   

 

Food labelling analysts from AgriQuality assessed the individual labels according to whether 

each label element was consistent with the labelling provisions.  Each label element could 

also be classified as inconsistent, indeterminable, exempt or not applicable with respect to the 

relevant labelling provisions.  A total of 12 label elements were assessed, and these are listed 

below6: 

1. Legibility of print 

                                                 
6 Although Legibility of print and Altered label are discussed throughout this report as ‘label elements’, neither 

are strictly label elements. In assessing labels against legibility requirements, each label element was assessed 

separately.   
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2. Product identification 

3. Mandatory warning and advisory statements 

4. Allergen labelling 

5. Ingredient declaration 

6. Date marking 

7. Directions for use and storage 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Nutrition information requirements 

Percent characterising ingredients 

Altered label (new label placed over incorrect one) 

Product specific labelling7 

Country of Origin  

 

Labels were also assessed for false, misleading or deceptive claims.  A definition of 

‘deceptive’ and ‘label element’ is provided in the Glossary to this report. Irradiated food 

labelling and Genetically modified food labelling were not assessed in the Phase 2 surveys 

due to the low number of products carrying such labelling. 

 

The analysts worked through the assessment system together to ensure consistency of 

classification and interpretation, and as far as possible, in the wording used to describe 

inconsistencies with legislation or codes of practice.  The FSANZ Labelling and Information 

Standards Section were consulted to ensure the Project Team’s interpretations were 

consistent with those of FSANZ. 

 

3.3 Data security and confidentiality 

Data were stored in the customised database on a secure network, with password access 

provided only to employees of AgriQuality and FSANZ.   

 

Labels were stored in numerical order in large plastic storage boxes, in a secure facility at 

AgriQuality’s premises.  These labels were only accessed by employees of AgriQuality. 

                                                 
7 The Code requires that specific information be provided on the label of certain classes of food. As an example, 

where reference is made regarding the fat content of minced meat, the maximum proportion of fat in the minced 

meat, expressed in g/100g, must be declared on the label on the package of the food. 
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3.4 Label assessments 

The provisions of the Code are subject to continual amendment.  For the purpose of 

consistency, labels were assessed according to the version of the Code current at 25 May 

2006 (incorporating amendments up to and including Amendment 86).   

 

Overall levels of consistency of labels were assessed and reported for each food category and 

label element. Overall levels of consistency based on import status, as determined by 

information on country of manufacture, were also assessed. 

 

The labels were assessed on face value against the Code.  Whether or not the information 

presented on the label (e.g. on the ingredient list or NIP) was in fact a true representation of 

the food was not determined, as this could only be established by a laboratory analysis of the 

food, and this did not form part of the scope of the current survey.      

 

The following sections describe the provisions of the Code, plus the trade practice legislation 

used in assessing each specific label element. 

3.4.1 Legibility of print 

Standard 1.2.9 – Legibility Requirements requires that all food labels must present 

information so that it is: 

 legible, and 

 prominent (such as to afford a distinct contrast to the background), and 

 in English. 
 
In the current survey, each label element was assessed for legibility against the guidelines 

used in the 2005 survey, which are based on the guidelines provided in the FSANZ User 

Guide to Legibility Requirements (ANZFA, 2001e). These guidelines are summarised in 

Table 1. Use of the same guidelines in both 2005 and 2006 enables comparability between 

the results of the 2005 and 2006 surveys.  
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Table 1.  Legibility assessment classifications 
 
Classification Definition 

Prominent Distinct contrast to background 

Indelible Printing has not faded, run or rubbed off 

Distinct Decorations and embellishments do not interfere with legibility of words on the label 

 Text not printed on complex/pictorial or multicoloured background 

Easy to read Text is easy to read e.g. font size not too small to read 

 Text case is suitable for ease of reading e.g. font style easy to read 

Stand out Words, statements, expressions and designs are easily seen 

Placing Information Related information placed in same field of vision 

Information Noticeable Important information highlighted by using contrasting colour, border, larger print 

size, other distinctive print, use of line spacing, type justification or segmenting of 

text 

English All information required by Code is in English 

Visibility Visible without opening pack, removing stickers or breaking seams 

 

3.4.2 Product identification 

Standard 1.2.2 - Food Identification Requirements sets out the mandatory requirements for 

identification of food. These comprise the name of the food, lot identification plus the name 

and address of the supplier. 

 

The label on a package of food must include a name or a description of the food.  If there is a 

prescribed name for the food, this must be included on the label.  If there is no prescribed 

name for a food, the label must include a name or description of the food sufficient to 

indicate the true nature of the food.  The name or description chosen should be specific 

enough to differentiate it from other foods.  There is no specific requirement for where this 

information should appear on the label.  

 

There are a few prescribed names in the Code.  A prescribed name is a name by which a food 

is defined or described in a standard and is declared to be a prescribed name in that standard. 

Examples include ‘honey’, ‘formulated supplementary food’ and ‘formulated supplementary 

food for young children’. 
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Lot identification is required on packaged food to assist in the event of a food recall.  A lot 

mark clearly identifies the ‘lot’ a food comes from as well as the premises where the food 

was packed or prepared.  A date mark and the supplier’s address details can help satisfy the 

requirements of a lot mark. 

 

A supplier’s name and Australian or New Zealand business address details are required on 

the label of a package of food to assist in the event of a food recall.  A business address 

means the location of the premises from which a business is being operated, and includes the 

street number, the street name, the town or suburb and, in Australia, the state or territory.  A 

post office box address is not sufficient (FSANZ, 2001b). 

 

The current survey assessed all aspects of this label element i.e. the name of the food, lot 

identification and name and address of supplier, in particular, presence, legibility and 

appropriateness, as did the 2005 survey. 

3.4.3 Mandatory warning and advisory statements  

The Code requires that certain information be provided to consumers on labels of packages of 

certain foods or foods containing certain substances.  This information may be in the form of 

a prescribed warning statement, an advisory statement or a specific declaration, depending on 

the degree of risk to the health and safety of consumers (ANZFA, 2001a). 

 

Some of these statements and declarations are set out in general standards and some are set 

out in commodity standards.  A prescribed statement is a specific labelling statement that 

must be expressed on a label on a package of food in the exact words and in the format 

specified in the Code, for example, a warning statement. 

 

A mandatory prescribed warning statement is required on royal jelly when it is presented as a 

food or when a food contains royal jelly as an ingredient.  Standard 1.2.3 - Mandatory 

Warning and Advisory Statements and Declarations provides the exact wording required. 

 

Manufacturers are able to use their own words for any advisory statements, as long as the 

words are to the effect of the statement given in the Code.  Various mandatory advisory 

statements set out in Standard 1.2.3 include those relating to the following foods: 
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 Milk and beverages made from soy or cereals, where these foods contain no more than 

2.5% m/m fat8 

 Cereal-based beverages and evaporated and dried products made from cereals, where 

these foods contain no more than 2.5% m/m fat and less than 3% m/m protein, or less 

than 3% m/m protein only 

 Evaporated milks, dried milks and equivalent products made from soy or cereals, where 

these foods contain no more than 2.5% m/m fat 

 Foods containing aspartame or aspartame-acesulphame salt, quinine, guarana or extracts 

of guarana, and added phytosterol esters 

 Foods containing added tall oil phytosterols  

 Kola beverages containing added caffeine 

 Bee pollen or propolis presented as a food, or a food containing bee pollen or propolis as 

an ingredient 

 Unpasteurised egg products, and unpasteurised milk and liquid milk products. 

 

Advisory statements to the effect that excess consumption of the food may have a laxative 

effect are also required on foods containing polyols or polydextrose.     

 

In addition to the mandatory warnings and advisory statements set out in Standard 1.2.3, 

warning statements are required on the following products: Kava (Standard 2.6.3); Infant 

Formula Products (Standard 2.9.1); Foods for Infants (Standard 2.9.2); and Formulated 

Supplementary Sports Foods (Standard 2.9.4). 

 

For those labels requiring mandatory warnings and advisory statements, the current survey, 

like the 2005 survey, assessed consistency with the labelling provisions, in particular, 

provision, legibility and correct intent.  

3.4.4 Allergen labelling  

Standard 1.2.3 - Mandatory Warning and Advisory Statements and Declarations also sets out 

the conditions whereby a mandatory declaration is required in relation to certain substances 

                                                 
8 Where m/m is mass per mass. 
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that can cause allergic reactions in sensitised individuals i.e. the allergen labelling 

requirements.   

 

The following substances must be declared on the label of packaged foods when they are 

present in the food as an ingredient, an ingredient of a compound ingredient, a food additive 

or component of a food additive or a processing aid or component of a processing aid: 

 Cereals containing gluten and their products 

 Crustacea and their products 

 Egg and egg products 

 Fish and fish products 

 Milk and milk products 

 Peanuts and soybeans, and their products 

 Added sulphites in concentrations of 10 mg/kg or more 

 Tree nuts and sesame seeds and their products. 

 

Whilst the requirement to declare these substances is mandatory, the supplier can either 

include the name of the allergen in the name of the food, the ingredient list, or in a separate 

statement that declares the presence of the substance in the food i.e. in a ‘food contains 

allergen’ statement.  The exact words used in this latter style of declaration are not 

prescribed, nor is the position of the statement on the label, however the substance itself must 

be labelled using its common name and the declaration must be legible.  Individual portion 

packs, which are sold within fully labelled outer packages, are still required to declare the 

presence of substances listed above when present in the food.  These declarations must be 

written on the label of the individual portion pack as well as on the outer package. 

 

Additional requirements relating to the labelling of these substances are included in Standard 

1.2.4 – Labelling of Ingredients.  Where the food contains a cereal that is wheat, rye, barley, 

oats or spelt or their hybridised strains then the specific name of the cereal must be declared. 

This requirement also applies if starch is an ingredient, and the source of the starch is wheat, 

rye, barley, oats or spelt, or their hybridised strains.  If crustacea is present in the ingredient 

list, the specific name of the crustacea must be declared.  Similarly, where nuts (i.e. tree nuts 

or peanuts) are listed, the specific name of the nut must be used. 
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In the current survey, as in the 2005 survey, labels were assessed for consistency against 

current labelling provisions and combined results are provided for allergen declarations 

presented anywhere on the label. Those having consistent allergen labelling were further 

assessed to determine whether an allergen was declared in the ingredient list or elsewhere on 

the label and whether it was presented more prominently than the other ingredient 

information provided on the label i.e. in bold type.  The type of allergen declared as well as 

the exact wording of any other allergen declaration was also recorded. This additional 

assessment included voluntary precautionary statements such as ‘may contain allergen’. 

3.4.5 Ingredient declaration 

Standard 1.2.4 - Labelling of Ingredients states that unless specifically exempted, the label of 

a package of food must list all the ingredients and compound ingredients used in the 

manufacture of the food.  Ingredients and compound ingredients must be declared in a 

statement of ingredients in descending order of ingoing weight subject to limited exceptions.  

The names of ingredients should be sufficiently detailed to describe the ingredient, and 

accurate to ensure they are not false, misleading or deceptive, or likely to mislead or deceive.  

Provisions are given for listing alternative ingredients where these are used (ANZFA, 2001b). 

 

Compound ingredients, including food additives, must be declared in the ingredient list if the 

compound ingredient makes up more than 5% of the final food.  Where a compound 

ingredient is present at less than 5% in a food, only those food additives that are still 

performing a technological function in the final food need be declared. 

 

Added water must be declared in the ingredient list unless the water is added to reconstitute 

dehydrated or concentrated ingredients; the water forms part of broth, brine or syrup that is 

declared in the ingredient list or is part of the name of the food; or the water constitutes less 

than 5% of the final food.  Added water must be declared in the statement of ingredients 

immediately following the ingredient with the closest higher ingoing weight. 

 

Standard 1.2.4 lists the class names of food additives that are commonly added to foods and 

prescribes the way in which these must be listed on the label of a package of food.  When an 

additive is listed in an ingredient list, it must be identified by its class name, followed by the 

additive’s specific name or code number in brackets, for example ‘Emulsifier (soy lecithin)’ 

or ‘Emulsifier (322)’. 
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In 2006 (as well as in 2005), assessments for this label element included provisions of 

Standard 1.2.4 relating to the declaration of ingredients, compound ingredients, alternative 

ingredients and food additives.   

3.4.6 Date marking 

A prescribed date marking system for packaged food and the form in which those foods must 

be date marked is set out in Standard 1.2.5 - Date Marking of Packaged Food.   

 

Date marking was assessed with respect to whether it was provided where required and, 

where it was provided, whether the date marking statement used matched the requirements of 

the Code.  Foods with a best before date of two years or more are not required to, but may 

voluntarily bear a date mark statement.  However, the label on a package of food must not 

include a date marking system other than that prescribed by the Code (ANZFA, 2001c). 

 

Consistency assessments for this label element in 2006 (as well as in 2005) were therefore 

conducted on the basis of provision, legibility and appropriateness of the date marking 

system used.     

3.4.7 Directions for use and storage 

According to Standard 1.2.6 – Directions for Use and Storage, the label on a package of food 

must include directions for the use or storage of the food, where the food is of a nature as to 

warrant such directions for reasons of health or safety. In addition, Standard 1.2.5 states the 

label on a package of food must include a statement of any specific storage conditions 

required to ensure the food will keep for the specified period indicated in the date mark. 

 

Standard 2.9.2 - Foods for Infants requires the label on a package of food for infants to 

contain storage instructions covering the period after it is opened. 

 

The current survey, as in 2005, considered the type of food and the normal storage conditions 

of the product in assessing the consistency of the label element.  For example, bread with a 

shelf life less than 7 days was assessed as not necessarily requiring storage instructions after 

opening; where freezing instructions were voluntarily provided, these were assessed for 

legibility and consistency with the provisions.  
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3.4.8 Nutrition information requirements 

The format of the NIP required on most packaged food products is prescribed in Standard 

1.2.8 – Nutrition Information Requirements, and is shown in Table 2 below: 

 
Table 2.  Prescribed format of a NIP, from Standard 1.2.8 – Nutrition Information Requirements 
 

NUTRITION INFORMATION 

Servings per package: (insert number of servings) 
Serving size: g (or mL or other units as appropriate) 
 Quantity per Serving Quantity per 100g (or 

100mL) 
 

Energy kJ (Cal) kJ (Cal) 
 

Protein g g 
 

Fat, total 
 – saturated 

g 
g 

g 
g 

Carbohydrate 
 Sugars 

g 
g 

g 
g 

Sodium mg (mmol) mg (mmol) 
 

(insert any other nutrient or 
biologically active substance 
to be declared) 

g, mg, μg (or other units as 
appropriate) 

g, mg, μg (or other units 
as appropriate) 

 

The label must also clearly indicate that the quantities set out in the panel are average 

quantities.  Average quantities may be indicated, for example, by inserting the word 

‘Average’ or an abbreviation for average at the beginning of ‘Quantity per Serving’ and the 

‘Quantity per 100 g (or 100 mL)’ columns, or including a note at the end of the panel stating 

that all specified values are averages. 

 

Because of the detailed nature of the NIPs, the consistency of each different section of the 

NIP was assessed.  Assessment of the NIP was split into the following sub-elements: 

 Presence 

 Legibility 

 General reasons 

 Borders 

 Panel heading 

 Serving information 

 Columns 

 Nutrients 
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 Values 

 Units 

 Other (anything not coverable under these label element sections and that deems the NIP 

format inconsistent with that prescribed in the Code). 

 

Standard NIPs (which contain data on energy and six nutrients that must be included in all 

NIPs), expanded NIPs (those NIPs where additional nutrients or biologically active 

substances are included) and special NIPs (such as those required on packages of infant 

formula) were assessed according to the respective provisions for these elements.  

Assessment results were all recorded and reported under the general heading of ‘Nutrition 

Information Requirements’. 

 

The level of severity of inconsistencies was also assessed according to their potential impact 

on consumer understanding.  Severity was categorised as one of the following three levels:  

 Minor formatting inconsistencies;  

 Moderate inconsistencies; or  

 Significant omissions and inconsistencies.   

 

The assessment criteria used in this survey are detailed in Appendix 3. The severity rating 

was the same as that used in the 2005 survey. In both the current survey and the 2005 survey, 

where a label had more than one level of inconsistency, the label was rated against the most 

severe level.   

3.4.9 Percent characterising ingredients 

Standard 1.2.10 - Characterising Ingredients and Components of Food sets out provisions by 

which, subject to specific exemptions, foods that have characterising ingredients or 

components are required to be labelled with a percentage declaration of the characterising 

ingredients and components. 

 

The location of the percentage declaration on the label is not prescribed.  However, where it 

is included in the ingredient list, it must appear immediately after the name of the ingredient 

in the list (ANZFA, 2001d).  Consistency assessment was therefore based on the accurate 

provision of information on the percent characterising ingredients present in the food, where 

required. 
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Determining what a characterising ingredient on a food label is may be subjective.  

Assessments undertaken in the 2005 and the current survey were guided by those in Phase 1, 

whereby three sources of information were considered to determine the presence of a 

characterising ingredient in a food product: 

 Product name 

 Product description 

 Ingredients in pictures or graphics. 

 

If the word ‘flavoured’ was used in conjunction with the product name or description e.g. 

Orange Flavoured Jelly, the product was assessed as exempt from the requirements of percent 

characterising ingredient labelling.  Similarly, products made up entirely of a single 

ingredient e.g. Pure Orange Juice, were also exempt.  Some labels voluntarily provided 

information under this labelling element, and these were assessed according to the provisions 

of Standard 1.2.10.  

3.4.10 Altered label 

Clause 11 of Standard 1.1.1 - Preliminary Provisions allows for the alteration of a label 

where a new label is placed over an incorrect one.  Any other alteration of a label is allowed 

only with the specific permission of a relevant authority. 

 

In the current survey, labels were assessed as to whether they were erased, obliterated, 

obscured or over-labelled.  This label element was also assessed in the 2005 survey but not in 

the Phase 1 surveys. 

3.4.11 Product specific labelling 

In some cases, the commodity standards in the Code require that specific information be 

provided on the label of certain classes or types of foods.  Some of these requirements relate 

to mandatory warning and advisory statements and have been covered in Section 3.4.3 above.   

 

Additional product specific provisions set out in the following standards were also taken into 

consideration during the assessment of labels in the current survey: 

Standard 2.2.1 – Meat and Meat Products 

Standard 2.2.3 – Fish and Fish Products 
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Standard 2.4.1 – Edible Oils 

Standard 2.6.1 – Fruit Juice and Vegetable Juice 

Standard 2.6.2 – Non Alcoholic Beverages and Brewed Soft Drinks 

Standard 2.8.2 – Honey 

Standard 2.9.1 – Infant Formula Products 

Standard 2.9.2 – Foods for Infants 

Standard 2.9.3 – Formulated Meal Replacements and Formulated Supplementary Foods 

Standard 2.9.4 – Formulated Supplementary Sports Foods 

Standard 2.10.2 – Salt and Salt Products 

 

As an example, where reference is made regarding the fat content of minced meat, the 

maximum proportion of fat in the minced meat, expressed in g/100g, must be declared on the 

label on the package of the food. Where the food is not required to bear a label, this 

information must be displayed on or in connection with the display of the food or provided to 

the purchaser upon request. Consistency assessments for this label element in both 2005 and 

2006 were conducted on the basis of provision of the required information. 

3.4.12 Country of Origin  

Country of Origin Labelling (CoOL) is concerned with providing consumers with 

information on the country or countries where their food is grown, produced, manufactured 

or packaged. Standard 1.2.11 sets out the requirements for CoOL of packaged and certain 

unpackaged fish, fruit and vegetables, and pork. This survey is only concerned with packaged 

food, therefore, only the changes to CoOL of packaged food are pertinent to this report.  

 

The provisions of Standard 1.2.11 – Country of Origin Requirements follow the principles of 

the Australian Trade Practices Act 1974 (TPA) which contains requirements relating to food 

labelling and marketing, and specifically, the place of origin of foods. In particular, false or 

misleading representations concerning the place of origin of goods are prohibited. As well as 

complying with food standards requirements for CoOL, any business must also continue to 

comply with other legislation. In Australia, this legislation includes the Trade Practices Act 

1974, the Imported Food Control Act 1992, and State and Territory Fair Trading Acts and 

Food Acts. 
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Previously, the Code already required the country of origin to be stated on packaged food. It 

was sufficient just to list the country in the manufacturer’s address on the label. However, 

under the new Standard packaged food must now carry a separate statement identifying the 

country where the food was produced, made or packaged. The new Standard became law 

(was gazetted) on 8 December 2005 to be phased in over a two-year period from the time it 

was gazetted. Labels for the 2005 survey were collected before gazettal but were still 

assessed against the new provisions as a matter of interest. Although labels for the current 

survey were collected after gazettal, the two-year transition time means that not all labels 

were expected to be in agreement with the new Standard.  

  

Under the Agreement between the Government of Australia and the Government of New 

Zealand Concerning a Joint Food Standards System, New Zealand has varied from this 

standard. Accordingly, this standard applies in Australia only. Although information 

regarding the country of origin was noted for labels collected in New Zealand only labels 

collected in Australia were assessed for the presence of Country of Origin statements, and 

these were assessed according to their type.  

 

Standard 1.2.11 requires businesses to label packaged food with a statement on the package 

that: 

 clearly identifies where the food was made or produced; or  

 identifies the country where the food was made, manufactured or packaged for retail sale 

and to the effect that the food is constituted from imported ingredients or from local and 

imported ingredients. 

 

In this context ‘ingredients’ should be understood to include any food component or 

substance used in the preparation, manufacture or handling of a food. 
 
In Australia, the provisions of the TPA provide the basis for ‘Product of’ and ‘Made in’ 

statements, for example: 

 ‘Product of Australia’ may be used if all the significant ingredients are Australian and all 

or virtually all of the processing occurred in Australia 

 ‘Made in Australia’ applies where the product has been substantially transformed in 

Australia and where 50% or more of production costs have been incurred in Australia 
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 ‘Made in Australia from local and imported ingredients’ (predominantly local 

ingredients), or ‘Made in Australia from imported and local ingredients’ (predominantly 

imported ingredients) may be used to qualify a ‘Made in’ statement, where manufacturers 

are unable to use the defence of a ‘Made in’ statement. 

 

The TPA prescribes that only certain wording of a country of origin statement assures that a 

product can claim the defences of ‘Made in [country of origin]’ or ‘Product of [country of 

origin]’. For example, for a ‘Made in Australia’ statement the acceptable alternatives include 

‘Australian made’ and ‘Manufactured in Australia’. For ‘Product of [country of origin]’ the 

acceptable alternatives are any variations of the words ‘Product of’. For example, acceptable 

alternative versions for ‘Product of Australia’ are ‘Produce of Australia’ or ‘Produced in 

Australia’. 

 

The statements ‘Grown in Australia’ or ‘Australian grown’ are unlikely to claim the ‘Product 

of [country of origin]’ defence set out in the TPA. A statement such as ‘Australian beans’ is 

subject to more than one interpretation, as it could refer to the content, the company, the 

plant, the ingredients or other characteristics of the food. 

 

The Code and TPA require that suppliers should exercise caution in their Country of Origin 

declarations to ensure the representations made are not compromised by conflicting 

information. For example, having in large type on a label a map of Australia and the words 

‘Proudly Australian owned’, and in smaller type elsewhere on the label ‘Product of’ naming a 

different country, while technically compliant with the Code, may still be misleading or 

deceptive. A graphic or logo that does not contain a written declaration of the country of 

origin is not sufficient as a Country of Origin statement. Accordingly, a variety of implied 

Country of Origin statements were assessed on the labels collected in Australia. Examples 

include country of origin implied by brand name, national flags, symbols and emblems. 

 

3.4.13 Trade practices legislation  

As mentioned in the previous section, certain sections of the TPA and New Zealand Fair 

Trading Act 1986 (FTA) relate to food labelling and marketing.  Specifically, claims about 

food content, quality, quantity, characteristics or benefits must not be misleading or 
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deceptive.  In relation to food, this includes labelling of food products, any advertising, 

promotional material, or verbal representation about those products. 

 

Trade practices legislation was applied to certain label elements in the current survey, 

particularly product identification, nutrition information requirements, ingredient declaration, 

percent characterising ingredients and, as mentioned above, Country of Origin Labelling. 

3.5 Limitations of this survey 

3.5.1 Potential bias 

As described in the reports on the 2005 and Phase 1 surveys, two main sources of bias may 

potentially affect this survey: 

 retail packaged food product sampling; and 

 assessment of label elements. 

 

i) Sampling bias 

The non-random selection of retail packaged food products in this survey was intended to 

increase the likelihood of sampling as many brand types and different products as possible 

within a given food category or sub-category, as well as including as large a number of 

manufacturers as practical.   

 

However, this sampling method also introduced the chance of sample bias, as products were 

not sampled proportionally to the number of SKUs of a manufacturer.  The selection of items 

may have also been affected by factors such as seasonal availability, location of the retail 

outlet and their position on the shelf. Therefore, data obtained from this survey may not be a 

true representation of foods available in the mainstream marketplace nor were they intended 

to reflect the purchasing behaviour of consumers.  

 

In addition, retail packaged food products collected in this survey were primarily collected 

from the leading supermarket chains in each country, with few products purchased from 

boutique food stores or small independent retail outlets.  While this sampling was intended to 

mirror consumer food purchasing patterns, small retail outlets may have a greater tendency to 

stock products with labels that are inconsistent with the labelling provisions due to more 

lenient supplier standards and fewer resources to ensure labelling consistency. 
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ii) Interpretation bias 

It is a challenging task to ensure all labelling provisions relevant to each label element are 

taken into account when assessing each label.  In addition, different interpretations of 

labelling provisions can be a limitation. 

 

The Project Team addressed these limitations through thorough consultation, and a group 

approach to the assessment of the label elements.  Together, the analysts tested the database 

to ensure the label assessment system was procedurally correct, had a logical progression that 

allowed for the correct classification and was able to store the appropriate label detail.  

Through this testing, the team developed a consistent interpretation style and identified 

appropriate wording to describe inconsistencies in the free-text fields of the database. 

 

The FSANZ Labelling and Information Standards Section was consulted to ensure the Project 

Team’s interpretations were consistent with those of FSANZ, and the recording of exact 

wording of a number of statements provided the ability to confirm these interpretations at a 

later date if required. 

3.5.2 Comparison with survey data from previous surveys 

The two surveys conducted as part of Phase 2 (i.e. the current survey and that conducted in 

2005) use the same methodology and therefore data from these surveys are comparable. 

There are however a number of variations in the manner in which the Phase 2 surveys were 

carried out compared with Phase 1, so there are limitations with respect to comparing the data 

from 2005 and 2006 with the earlier surveys. These variations include, but are not limited to: 

 

 differences in the total number of labels collected in Phase 1 and Phase 2, and the number 

of labels collected and assessed in each food category; 

 the addition of several new label elements that were assessed for the first time in 2005 

including Altered labels, Product specific labelling and Country of Origin Labelling; and 

 the omission of several label elements assessed in 2003 but not in 2005 and 2006 

including Usage instructions (assessments of Directions for use and storage were 

combined in 2005 and 2006), Compound ingredients (assessments were combined with 

those for Ingredient declarations in 2005 and 2006), Genetically modified foods and 

ingredient claims and Irradiated foods and ingredient claims.  
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These limitations are outlined in more detail in the Report on the Assessment of 2005 Labels 

(FSANZ, 2008). Assessments on labels collected in 2003 were carried out using the same 

methodology as assessments on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 for Legibility, Date 

marking and Percent characterising ingredients. This allows results for these three label 

elements to be compared between the 2003, 2005 and 2006 surveys.  
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4. RESULTS & DISCUSSION 

 

The results of the assessments of labels collected in Australia and New Zealand in 2006 are 

presented in this section of the report, in order of label element.  The report also presents a 

comparison of results from this survey with the data from the assessment of labels collected 

in 2005 (i.e. the first label monitoring survey in Phase 2). 

 

4.1 Assessment of labels collected in 2006 

4.1.1 Overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand by food category 

The survey comprised the assessment of 1311 labels: 727 labels collected from Australia and 

584 labels collected from New Zealand. A total of 827 labels (63%) were consistent for all 

label elements (excluding labels that had only minor formatting or moderate inconsistencies 

in the nutrition information panel (NIP) as their only area of inconsistency). If minor 

formatting and moderate inconsistencies were included, 184 (14%) were consistent for all 

label elements (Table 3). It should be noted that if any one of the 12 label elements was 

deemed inconsistent, the label was assessed as inconsistent overall.  

 

There were large differences (of up to 312 labels) in the total number of food labels assessed 

in each food category, as a result of the agreed product sampling plan of two percent of the 

total SKUs for any given food category. For food categories containing smaller numbers of 

labels (e.g. Eggs and egg products), results expressed as percentages may not always be 

particularly meaningful. Notwithstanding this, the food categories with the highest proportion 

of consistency were Fruit and vegetables (33%, 61 labels), Non-alcoholic beverages (29%, 31 

labels), Foods intended for particular dietary use (26%, 5 labels) and Eggs and egg products 

(22%, 2 labels).  

 

Ninety-eight percent of the 88 labels assessed in the Dairy food category were inconsistent 

for at least one label element. This is also true for 98% of the 66 labels assessed in the Cereal 

and cereal products food category. In the Ice cream and edible ices food category, 95% of the 

22 labels assessed were inconsistent with at least one label element. 
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Table 3.  Overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand in 2006, by food 
category  

Consistency Status 
Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 88 2 (2) 86 (98) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 17 1 (6) 16 (94) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 22 1 (5) 21 (95) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 185 61 (33) 124 (67) 
5. Confectionery 78 10 (13) 68 (87) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 66 1 (2) 65 (98) 
7. Bread and bakery products 201 15 (7) 186 (93) 
8. Meat and meat products 110 18 (16) 92 (84) 
9. Fish and fish products 72 7 (10) 65 (90) 

10. Eggs and egg products 9 2 (22) 7 (78) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 15 3 (20) 12 (80) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 19 5 (26) 14 (74) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 108 31 (29) 77 (71) 
14. Mixed foods 321 27 (8) 294 (92) 
Overall results 1311 184 (14)* 1127 (86) 
* Includes labels that had minor formatting, moderate and significant inconsistencies in the NIP. 

4.1.2 Comparison of overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand 

by food category between 2005 and 2006 

The assessment of labels collected in 2005 resulted in 63% of labels assessed as consistent 

for all label elements (excluding labels that had only minor formatting or moderate 

inconsistencies in the NIP as their only area of inconsistency). This figure remains unchanged 

in 2006. If minor formatting and moderate inconsistencies in the NIP were included, a similar 

proportion of labels collected in 2006 were assessed as consistent with labelling provisions 

compared with 2005 (14% and 16% consistent, respectively) (Table 4).   

 

For one food category in 2005 (Sugars, honey and related products), 100% of the labels were 

assessed as inconsistent for one or more label element. No single food category from the 

2006 labels was found to be 100% inconsistent for one or more labelling elements. 

 

The relatively small numbers of labels collected in certain food categories makes it difficult 

to draw any conclusions regarding changes in the level of consistency between 2005 and 

2006. For food categories with larger numbers of labels, those with notably lower levels of 

consistency between 2005 and 2006 included Cereals and cereal products (17% and 2% 

consistent, respectively) and Bread and bakery products (15% and 7% consistent, 
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respectively).  Food categories with higher levels of consistency with labelling provisions 

between 2005 and 2006 were: 

 

 Fruit and vegetables (24% and 33% consistent, respectively) 

 Confectionery (12% and 13% consistent, respectively) 

 Non alcoholic beverages (24% and 29% consistent, respectively). 

 
Table 4.  Comparison of overall consistency of labels collected in 2005 and 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 
2005 2006 

Food category 

Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent 

Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent 

1. Dairy 92 9 88 2 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 20 5 17 6 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 24 25 22 5 
4. Fruit and vegetables 231 24 185 33 
5. Confectionery 83 12 78 13 
6. Cereals and cereal products 95 17 66 2 
7. Bread and bakery products 195 15 201 7 
8. Meat and meat products 106 20 110 16 
9. Fish and fish products 68 13 72 10 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 13 9 22 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 14 0 15 20 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 23 30 19 26 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 121 24 108 29 
14. Mixed foods 319 11 321 8 
Overall results 1399 16* 1311 14* 
* Includes labels that had no minor formatting, moderate or significant inconsistencies in the NIP. 

 

4.1.3 Overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand by label element 

Table 5 shows the number of labels assessed as inconsistent, by label element, as a 

percentage of the 1127 labels that were assessed as inconsistent with the labelling provisions.  

 

The label element primarily responsible for inconsistency was the NIP (96% of all 

inconsistent labels, 1087 labels assessed for this element were inconsistent).  The degree of 

severity of these inconsistencies was assessed, with each label rated at its most severe level of 

inconsistency. Two-hundred and nineteen labels assessed as inconsistent were assessed as 

having significant omissions and inconsistencies. One-hundred and three labels were 

assessed as having moderate inconsistencies. The vast majority of labels (765 labels) 



 34

assessed as inconsistent were assessed as having only minor formatting inconsistencies. The 

results of these additional assessments are presented in Section 4.2.15.   

 

Ingredient declaration labelling had a relatively high proportion of inconsistencies with 22% 

of inconsistent labels (249 labels) being inconsistent for this label element. 

 

All of the 39 labels assessed for Mandatory warning and advisory statements were consistent 

with labelling requirements. 
 

Table 5.  Overall label inconsistencies of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand in 2006, by 
label element 
Label element assessed Number of 

labels 
assessed 

Number of 
labels assessed 
as inconsistent 

Percentage of 
inconsistent 
labels out of 

total assessed as 
inconsistent* 

1. Legibility 1311 2 Less than 1 
2. Product identification 1311 40 4 
3. Mandatory warning /advisory statements 39 0 0 
4. Allergen labelling 924 12 1 
5. Ingredient declaration 1221 249 22 
6. Date marking 1198 15 1 
7. Directions for use and storage 1094 16 1 

Nutrition information panels: 1194 1087 96 
    Minor formatting inconsistencies**  765  
    Moderate inconsistencies**  103  

8. 

    Significant omissions & inconsistencies**  219  
9. Percent characterising ingredients 727 24 2 

10. Altered label*** 1311 - - 
11. Product specific labelling 18 3 Less than 1 
12. Country of Origin**** 727 34 3 
13. False, misleading and deceptive 

representations 
1311 3 Less than 1 

*Total number of labels assessed as inconsistent=1127. This includes labels that had minor formatting, moderate and significant 
inconsistencies in the NIP. Labels may be inconsistent for more than one label element. 
** As their most severe level of inconsistency. 
*** There were no altered labels identified amongst the 1311 labels collected in 2006. 
**** Only labels collected in Australia were assessed for this label element. 

 

4.1.4 Comparison of overall consistency of labels collected by label element between 

2005 and 2006 

The NIP contributed to the greatest proportion of inconsistencies on labels assessed as 

inconsistent in both 2005 and 2006 (94% and 96% inconsistent, respectively) (Table 6). In 

both 2005 and 2006 the most common reason for a label to be assessed as inconsistent was 

minor formatting or moderate inconsistencies in the NIP.  
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Considering the total number of inconsistent labels, the proportion of Ingredient declaration 

labelling assessed as inconsistent was notably higher in 2006 compared with 2005 (22% and 

9% inconsistent, respectively).  

 

Inconsistencies for both Date marking and Directions for use and storage, as a proportion of 

labels assessed as inconsistent, were notably lower in 2006 than in 2005 (1% and 12% 

inconsistent, respectively and 1% and 16% inconsistent, respectively).  

 

For all other label elements, the proportion of inconsistent labels assessed in 2006 was 

comparable to 2005. 
 
Table 6.  Comparison of overall inconsistencies of labels collected in 2005 and 2006, by label element 

Percentage of inconsistent labels out of total assessed as 
inconsistent*  

Label element assessed 

2005 2006 

1. Legibility 2 Less than 1 
2. Product name/identification 3 4 
3. Mandatory warning/advisory statements Less than 1 0 
4. Allergen labelling 2 1 
5. Ingredient declaration 9 22 
6. Date marking 12 1 
7. Directions for use and storage 16 1 
8. Nutrition information panel 94 96 
9. Percent characterising ingredients 8 2 

10. Altered label Less than 1 - 
11. Product specific labelling Less than 1 Less than 1 
12. Country of Origin Less than 1 3 
13. False, misleading and deceptive 

representations 
1 Less than 1 

* Total number of labels assessed as inconsistent in 2005=1171, in 2006=1127. 
 

4.1.5 Overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand by import status 

Table 7 shows the overall level of label consistency based on import status, as determined by 

information on country of manufacture. 

 

A greater proportion of imported products were consistent (18%, 69 labels) with labelling 

provisions than local products (12%, 115 labels). 
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Table 7.  Overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand in 2006, by import 
status 

Consistency Status 
Consistent Inconsistent 

Imported 
status 

Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
import status Number (%) Number (%) 

Imported 389 69 (18) 320 (82) 
Local 922 115 (12) 807 (88) 
Total 1311 184 (14) 1127 (86)* 
* Includes labels that had minor formatting, moderate and significant inconsistencies in the NIP. 

4.1.6 Comparison of overall consistency of labels collected from Australia and New Zealand 

by import status between 2005 and 2006 

The consistency status of labels collected in 2005 and 2006 according to the import status is 

provided in Table 8. In the 2005 survey, more non-imported labels than imported labels were 

consistent with all label elements (20% and 13%, respectively). In contrast, in 2006, the 

reverse was indicated with more imported labels than non-imported labels consistent with all 

label elements (18% and 12%, respectively). 

 
Table 8.  Comparison of overall consistency of labels collected in 2005 and 2006, by import status 

Consistency Status 
2005 2006 

Imported 
status 

Total number of 
labels assessed 

%  
Consistent 

Total number of 
labels assessed 

%  
Consistent 

Imported 719 13 389 18 
Local 680 20 922 12 
Total 1399 16* 1311 14* 
* Includes labels that had no minor formatting, moderate or significant inconsistencies in the NIP. 

 

 

 

4.2 Assessment of key label elements on labels collected in 2006 

4.2.1 Assessment of Legibility of labels collected in 2006 

In assessing food labels for legibility, each label element was assessed separately.  If any one 

label element was deemed not legible, the overall label was inconsistent for legibility.  Of the 

1311 labels assessed for legibility, only two labels were illegible.  One label was in the food 

category Meat and meat products, the other in Fish and fish products. Both labels were 

determined to be illegible for the label elements Ingredient declaration and NIP.  In both 

cases the reason for illegibility was that a sticker with importer details had been placed over a 

portion of the label obscuring both the Ingredient declaration and the NIP.  
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4.2.2 Comparison of Legibility of labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

The assessment of labels collected in 2005 for legibility resulted in 99% of all labels assessed 

as consistent with the labelling provisions. The same assessment made on labels collected in 

2006 found close to 100% of labels to be consistent with the legibility provisions in the Code.  

 

In 2005, a total of 20 labels were assessed as illegible, compared with a total of two labels in 

2006. Label elements assessed in 2005 were all found to be legible for: 

 Mandatory warning and advisory statements 

 Allergen labelling 

 Percent characterising ingredients 

 Product specific labelling. 

 

For all other label elements assessed in 2005 there was at least one label that was considered 

illegible for that particular element. Date marking and the NIP were the two elements that 

were most likely to be assessed as illegible in 2005 (nine and eight labels respectively). The 

primary reasons for Date marking being assessed as illegible in 2005 were partial removal or 

smudging of the date mark from the label. In 2005 the NIP was assessed as illegible due to 

the following reasons: 

 Insufficient contrast from background  

 Not in English 

 Over-labelling with price information 

 Label seam obscuring information. 

 

The 2005 results differ from those of 2006 where Ingredient declaration and NIP were the 

only label elements to be assessed as not legible. For the two illegible labels, each of these 

label elements were considered illegible because a sticker containing importer information 

had been placed over a portion of the label obscuring the label element. 

 

Assessments on labels collected in 2003 were carried out using the same methodology as 

assessments on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 for Legibility, allowing for a comparison of 

results between the 2003, 2005 and 2006 surveys. The survey conducted in 2003 found 91% 

of labels to be consistent with legibility labelling provisions. Label elements found to be 

illegible included the product name, ingredient declaration, date mark, directions for use and 

storage and the NIP.  
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4.2.3 Assessment of Product identification requirements on labels collected in 2006 

Product identification requirements comprise the product name/description, lot identification 

and name and address of the supplier.  Each label was assessed as to whether the product 

identification was consistent with the labelling provisions for this element (Table 9).  Ninety-

seven percent of product identifications (1271 labels) were assessed as consistent.  All 

product identifications on labels in the food categories Dairy, Edible oils and oil emulsions, 

Ice cream and edible ices, and Fish and fish products were consistent with the labelling 

provisions for this element. 

 

The number of labels that were inconsistent for each of the three components of this label 

element was as follows: 

 Name/description of food (1 out of 40 labels that were inconsistent) 

 Lot identification (20 out of 40) 

 Name and address of supplier (23 out of 40). 

 

Reasons for inconsistencies in product identification requirements on labels collected in 2006 

were as follows: 

 Appropriate description absent (1 out of 40 labels that were inconsistent) 

 Supplier address absent or incomplete (13 out of 40 labels) 

 PO Box address only provided (3 out of 40 labels) 

 Importer address absent (7 out of 40 labels) 

 Lot marking absent  (20 out of 40 labels) 

 Prescribed name (e.g. formulated supplementary food) incorrect (1 out of 40 labels). 
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Some labels were inconsistent for more than one component of the Product identification 

requirements. 
 
Table 9.  Consistency status of Product identification for labels collected in 2006, by food category 

Consistency status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
Product 

identification Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 88 88 (100) 0 (0) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 17 17 (100) 0 (0) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 22 22 (100) 0 (0) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 185 174 (94) 11 (6) 
5. Confectionery 78 73 (94) 5 (6) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 66 64 (97) 2 (3) 
7. Bread and bakery products 201 199 (99) 2 (1) 
8. Meat and meat products 110 106 (96) 4 (4) 
9. Fish and fish products 72 72 (100) 0 (0) 

10. Eggs and egg products 9 7 (78) 2 (22) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 15 13 (87) 2 (13) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 19 18 (95) 1 (5) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 108 102 (94) 6 (6) 
14. Mixed foods 321 316 (98) 5 (2) 

Overall results 1311 1271 (97) 40 (3) 

4.2.4 Comparison of Product identification labelling on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

The overall results for consistency with labelling provisions for Product identification 

requirements were very similar between 2005 and 2006 (98% and 97% consistent, 

respectively). However, within each food category there were slight variations in consistency 

in the results from the two years (Table 10). 

 

Of the labels collected in 2005 that were assessed as inconsistent with Product identification 

provisions, a higher proportion were deemed inconsistent because of an inadequate 

name/description of the food compared with 2006 (48%, 16 labels and 3%, 1 label 

respectively). Absence of lot identification information amongst inconsistent labels was 

found to be proportionately lower in 2005 than in 2006 (9%, 3 labels and 50%, 20 labels 

respectively). Incomplete or absent information on the name and address of the supplier was 

found to be proportionately similar amongst labels assessed as inconsistent for Product 

identification in 2005 and 2006 (63%, 21 labels, and 58%, 23 labels respectively). 
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Table 10.  Comparison of consistency status of Product Identification for labels collected in 2005 and 
2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 
2005 2006 

Food category 

Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent 

Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent 

1. Dairy 92 99 88 100 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 20 95 17 100 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 24 100 22 100 
4. Fruit and vegetables 231 96 185 94 
5. Confectionery 83 99 78 94 
6. Cereals and cereal products 95 99 66 97 
7. Bread and bakery products 195 98 201 99 
8. Meat and meat products 106 97 110 96 
9. Fish and fish products 68 99 72 100 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 100 9 78 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 14 93 15 87 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 23 96 19 95 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 121 98 108 94 
14. Mixed foods 319 97 321 98 

Overall results 1399 98 1311 97 

4.2.5 Assessment of Mandatory warnings and advisory statements on labels collected in 2006 

Three percent of all labels (39 labels) had Mandatory warning and advisory statements and 

were assessed for this label element. All of these labels were consistent with the labelling 

provisions. 

4.2.6 Comparison of Mandatory warnings and advisory statements on labels collected in 2005 

and 2006 

Three percent of all labels in both 2005 (42 labels) and 2006 (39 labels) were assessed as 

requiring a Mandatory warning and advisory statement. Unlike 2006, where all labels were 

found to be consistent, one label was assessed as inconsistent in 2005. The label assessed as 

inconsistent in 2005 was an artificial sweetener in the food category Sugars, honey and 

related products, which contained a polyol. It was inconsistent with the requirements that an 

advisory statement be provided relating to polyols and polydextrose to the effect that excess 

consumption of the product may have a laxative effect. 

4.2.7 Assessment of Allergen labelling on labels collected in 2006 

Allergen labelling was assessed for consistency on a total of 924 labels. Ninety-nine percent 

(912 labels) were assessed as consistent with the provisions for this label element (Table 11).  
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The food category with the highest proportion of inconsistent allergen labelling was Bread 

and bakery products (4%, 7 labels), followed by Cereal and cereal products (2%, 1 label) and 

Mixed foods (1%, 4 labels).  In every case, allergen labelling inconsistencies were due to a 

lack of qualification of ingredients, for example ‘flour’ was not qualified with the cereal type. 

Allergen labelling was consistent on all labels in the remaining 11 food categories. 

 

Ingredients, without qualification, where the ingredient was possibly derived from a non-

allergenic source, for example ‘vegetable oil’ or ‘cereal binder’ in sausage meat, were 

assessed as consistent with the allergen labelling provisions. 

 
Table 11.  Consistency status of Allergen labelling for labels collected in 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
Allergen 
labelling 

Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 88 88 (100) 0 (0) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 9 9 (100) 0 (0) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 21 21 (100) 0 (0) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 42 42 (100) 0 (0) 
5. Confectionery 65 65 (100) 0 (0) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 58 57 (98) 1 (2) 
7. Bread and bakery products 197 190 (96) 7 (4) 
8. Meat and meat products 60 60 (100) 0 (0) 
9. Fish and fish products 72 72 (100) 0 (0) 

10. Eggs and egg products 9 9 (100) 0 (0) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 1 1 (100) 0 (0) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 16 16 (100) 0 (0) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 5 5 (100) 0 (0) 
14. Mixed foods 281 277 (99) 4 (1) 

Overall results 924 912 (99) 12 (1) 

 

To gain further information about the use of allergen labelling, only those 912 labels assessed 

as having consistent allergen labelling were further assessed for placement and prominence 

of the declaration (Table 12). There are no labelling provisions in the Code in relation to 

placement or prominence of allergen information.  In a number of cases, a declaration was 

provided in more than one place on the label. The majority of labels with consistent allergen 

labelling (96%, 873 labels) declared the presence of an allergen in the ingredient list.  Thirty-

one percent of consistent labels (282 labels) featured a declaration of the presence or possible 
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presence of an allergen elsewhere on the packet.  This included using the name of the 

allergen in the name of the food, such as ‘Homogenised milk’, as well as summary statements 

and precautionary statements elsewhere on the label, such as ‘Contains gluten-containing 

cereals, almonds, soy and sulphites’ as indicated in bold type and ‘Packed on equipment that 

also packs products containing other nuts’.  

 

Fifty-two percent of consistent labels (470 labels) with allergen labelling used bold font in 

the allergen declaration.   

 
Table 12.  Placement and prominence of Allergen labelling on labels collected in 2006, by food category 

Placement and prominence of 
Allergen Labelling* 

Food category Total number of 
labels with 

allergen 
labelling 

assessed as 
consistent 

List of 
ingredients

Else- 
where 

Bold 

1. Dairy 88 85 18 22 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 9 8 2 2 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 21 21 5 16 
4. Fruit and vegetables 42 39 10 20 
5. Confectionery 65 63 20 40 
6. Cereals and cereal products 57 57 17 26 
7. Bread and bakery products 190 188 79 136 
8. Meat and meat products 60 56 8 20 
9. Fish and fish products 72 71 24 34 

10. Eggs and egg products 9 1 8 8 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 1 1 0 0 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 16 16 2 8 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 5 5 2 2 
14. Mixed foods 277 262 87 136 

Overall results 912 873 282 470 
* Some labels may have allergen labelling in more than one place.  

 

Table 13 shows the types of substances declared as being present or possibly present on those 

labels assessed as having consistent allergen labelling anywhere on the label.  The allergens 

predominantly declared were soybean (21% of labels, 189 labels out of a total of 912 labels 

with allergen labelling assessed as consistent), gluten-containing cereal (20%, 186 labels) and 

milk (18%, 160 labels).  A further 130 labels (14%) declared the presence or possible 

presence of peanuts.  No labels declared the presence of royal jelly. 
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Table 13.  Type of allergen declared anywhere on labels collected in 2006* 

Type of allergen declared Total number of labels 
declaring presence or 
possible presence of 

allergen**  

Percentage of labels 
declaring presence or 
possible presence of 

allergen*** 
Soybean 189 21 
Gluten containing cereal 186 20 
Milk 160 18 
Peanut 130 14 
Egg 126 14 
Tree nuts (including the generic term ‘nuts’) 109 12 
Sesame 90 10 
Fish 46 5 
Sulphite (greater than 10mg/kg) 30 3 
Crustacea 17 2 
Bee Pollen 1 Less than 1 
Propolis 1 Less than 1 
Royal Jelly 0 0 
Total 1085  

* Total number of labels=912 labels assessed as having consistent allergen labelling anywhere on the label. 
** Some labels may declare the presence or possible presence of more than one allergen. 
*** Percentage calculated from the total number of labels with allergen labelling assessed as consistent i.e. 912 labels. 
 

4.2.8 Comparison of Allergen labelling on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

There was a similar proportion of labels consistent with the allergen labelling provisions in 

2005 and 2006 (97% and 99% respectively) (Table 14). Notwithstanding the relatively small 

number of food labels collected in this category, the food category with the lowest proportion 

of consistent allergen labelling in 2005 was Edible oils and oil emulsions (83%, 10 labels). 

This food category was 100% consistent with the allergen labelling provisions for the labels 

collected in 2006. 

 

The food category Bread and bakery products had a lower proportion of consistent labels in 

both 2005 and 2006, compared with the other food categories (94%, 184 labels and 96%, 190 

labels respectively). In both years the reason for inconsistency in this food group was failure 

to specify the type of flour used when flour was declared as an ingredient. 
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Table 14.  Comparison of consistency status of Allergen labelling for labels collected in 2005 and 2006, by 
food category 

Consistency Status 

2005 2006 

Food category 

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed 

%  
Consistent 

1. Dairy 92 99 88 100 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 12 83 9 100 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 23 100 21 100 
4. Fruit and vegetables 59 98 42 100 
5. Confectionery 79 100 65 100 
6. Cereals and cereal products 86 99 58 98 
7. Bread and bakery products 195 94 197 96 
8. Meat and meat products 59 98 60 100 
9. Fish and fish products 65 98 72 100 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 100 9 100 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 3 100 1 100 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 16 100 16 100 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 10 100 5 100 
14. Mixed foods 283 97 281 99 

Overall results 990 97 924 99 

 

The total number of labels recorded as declaring the presence or possible presence of 

particular allergens in 2006 anywhere on the label was less than in 2005 (1085 labels and 

1950 labels respectively, where some labels may declare the presence or possible presence of 

more than one allergen) (Table 15). Likewise, the proportion of labels that declare the 

presence or possible presence of each particular allergen anywhere on the label is, in most 

cases, lower in 2006 than in 2005. 
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Table 15.  Comparison of type of allergens declared anywhere on labels collected in 2005 and 2006* 

Type of allergen declared Percentage of labels 
declaring presence or 
possible presence of 
allergen in 2005** 

Percentage of labels 
declaring presence or 
possible presence of 
allergen in 2006** 

Soybean 33 21 
Gluten containing cereal 45 20 
Milk 37 18 
Peanut 15 14 
Egg 14 14 
Tree nuts (including the generic term ‘nuts’) 21 12 
Sesame 15 10 
Fish 17 5 
Sulphite (greater than 10mg/kg) 3 3 
Crustacea 3 2 
Bee Pollen 0 Less than 1 
Propolis 0 Less than 1 
Royal Jelly Less than 1 0 

* Total number of labels assessed as having consistent allergen labelling anywhere on the label in 2005=963 and 2006=912. The total 
number of labels declaring the presence or possible presence of one or more allergens in 2005=1950 and 2006=1085.  
** Percentage calculated from the total number of labels with allergen labelling assessed as consistent. Some labels may declare the presence 
or possible presence of more than one allergen. 
 

4.2.9 Assessment of Ingredient declarations on labels collected in 2006 

A number of exemptions apply to the ingredient labelling provisions so that 93% of the total 

label collection (1221 labels) was assessed for consistency against these provisions (Table 

16).  

 

Of those labels assessed for this label element, 80% (972 labels) were consistent. Only one 

label was assessed in the food category Eggs and egg products; this was found to be 

consistent with provisions for Ingredient declarations. Excluding Eggs and egg products, the 

food categories with the highest proportion of labels consistent for this label element were 

Edible oils and oil emulsions (93%, 14 labels), Cereals and cereal products (89%, 58 labels) 

and Foods intended for particular dietary use (89%, 17 labels).  

 

The food categories with the highest proportion of inconsistent labels for this element were 

Meat and meat products (45%, 42 labels), Ice cream and edible ices (41%, 9 labels) and Non 

alcoholic beverages (27%, 25 labels). 

 

The reasons for inconsistent ingredient labelling can be grouped as follows: 
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 Additive class name absent or incorrect (96%, 240 out of 249 labels that were 

inconsistent) 

 List of ingredients required but not provided (2%, 5 out of 249 labels)  

 Compound ingredients not declared (less than 1%, 1 out of 249 labels) 

 Inadequate ingredient description (less than 1%, 1 out of 249 labels) 

 List of ingredients obscured by importer sticker (less than 1%, 2 out of 249 labels). 

 
Table 16.  Consistency status of Ingredient labelling for labels collected in 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number
of labels 

assessed for 
Ingredient 
labelling 

Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 86 70 (81) 16 (19) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 15 14 (93) 1 (7) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 22 13 (59) 9 (41) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 145 126 (87) 19 (13) 
5. Confectionery 77 66 (86) 11 (14) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 65 58 (89) 7 (11) 
7. Bread and bakery products 201 170 (85) 31 (15) 
8. Meat and meat products 94 52 (55) 42 (45) 
9. Fish and fish products 70 61 (87) 9 (13) 

10. Eggs and egg products 1 1 (100) 0 (0) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 12 10 (83) 2 (17) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 19 17 (89) 2 (11) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 93 68 (73) 25 (27) 
14. Mixed foods 321 246 (77) 75 (23) 

Overall results 1221 972 (80) 249 (20) 
 

4.2.10 Comparison of Ingredient declarations on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

Of those labels assessed for consistency with labelling provisions for Ingredient declarations, 

a higher proportion was found to be consistent in 2005 (92%, 1168 labels) than in 2006 

(80%, 972 labels). Inconsistencies were reported in all food categories in both 2005 and 2006 

(excluding Eggs and egg products, as no labels in this food category were assessed in 2005, 

and only one label was assessed in 2006, and this was assessed as consistent) (Table 17).  

 

The food category Meat and meat products reported the lowest proportion of consistent labels 

in both 2005 and 2006 (80% and 55% respectively). The food category Ice cream and edible 

ices reported the second lowest proportion of consistent labels for this label element in 2006 
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(59%, 13 labels). However, this food category reported a comparatively higher proportion of 

consistent labels in 2005 (96%, 23 labels). Likewise, both the food categories Non alcoholic 

beverages and Mixed foods reported low proportions of consistent labels in 2006 (73%, 68 

labels and 77%, 246 labels respectively) but comparatively higher proportions of consistent 

labels in 2005 (94%, 98 labels and 94%, 297 labels respectively).  

 

Excluding the food category Eggs and egg products, the highest proportion of consistent 

labels in 2005 was reported in the Cereals and cereal products food category (98%, 88 

labels). In 2006, although the highest proportion of consistent labels was reported in the 

Edible oils and oil emulsions food category (93%, 14 labels), the Cereals and cereal products 

food category also had a relatively high proportion of consistent labels (89%, 58 labels).  

 

In both 2005 and 2006 the primary reason for a label being assessed as inconsistent with the 

labelling provisions for ingredient declarations was the absence or incorrect use of an 

additive class name in the ingredient list. 

 
Table 17.  Comparison of consistency status of Ingredient declarations for labels collected in 2005 and 
2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 

2005 2006 

Food category 

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

%  
Consistent 

1. Dairy 84 95 86 81 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 17 88 15 93 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 24 96 22 59 
4. Fruit and vegetables 169 91 145 87 
5. Confectionery 81 93 77 86 
6. Cereals and cereal products 90 98 65 89 
7. Bread and bakery products 193 90 201 85 
8. Meat and meat products 93 80 94 55 
9. Fish and fish products 68 91 70 87 

10. Eggs and egg products 0 - 1 100 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 11 91 12 83 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 23 87 19 89 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 104 94 93 73 
14. Mixed foods 316 94 321 77 

Overall results 1273 92 1221 80 
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4.2.11 Assessment of Date marking on labels collected in 2006 

As some labels are exempt from date marking (where the best-before date is two years or 

more, or small packages where the food does not need to be consumed before a certain date 

because of health and safety reasons) date marking was assessed on a total of 1198 labels 

(Table 18).  Of these, 99% (1183 labels) provided date marking that was consistent with the 

requirements of the labelling provisions for this label element.   

 

Seven food categories were 100% consistent with date marking provisions in the Code, these 

were: 

 Dairy (88 labels) 

 Edible oils and oil emulsions (16 labels) 

 Fruit and vegetables (131 labels) 

 Bread and bakery products (197 labels) 

 Eggs and egg products (9 labels) 

 Sugars, honey and related products (9 labels) 

 Foods intended for particular dietary use (19 labels). 

 

All remaining food categories reported relatively high proportions of consistency with date 

marking labelling provisions ranging from 95% consistent (Ice cream and edible ices, 20 

labels) to 99% consistent (Confectionery, 70 labels and Mixed foods, 300 labels).  

 

An absence of date marking was the reason that all of the 15 inconsistent labels (1% of total 

labels assessed for date marking) were assessed as such. 
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Table 18.  Consistency status of Date marking for labels collected in 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
Date marking Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy  88 88 (100) 0 (0) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 16 16 (100) 0 (0) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 21 20 (95) 1 (5) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 131 131 (100) 0 (0) 
5. Confectionery 71 70 (99) 1 (1) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 62 60 (97) 2 (3) 
7. Bread and bakery products 197 197 (100) 0 (0) 
8. Meat and meat products 107 103 (96) 4 (4) 
9. Fish and fish products 59 58 (98) 1 (2) 

10. Eggs and egg products 9 9 (100) 0 (0) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 9 9 (100) 0 (0) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 19 19 (100) 0 (0) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 105 103 (98) 2 (2) 
14. Mixed foods 304 300 (99) 4 (1) 

Overall results 1198 1183 (99) 15 (1) 
 

4.2.12 Comparison of Date marking on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

The assessment of labels in 2005 resulted in 90% of all labels assessed for date marking 

being consistent with labelling provisions for this element. Assessment of labels collected in 

2006 resulted in 99% of labels assessed for this label element being consistent.  

 

In 2005, the food categories with the highest proportion of labels assessed as consistent with 

date marking provisions were Dairy (98%, 88 labels) followed by Confectionery (96%, 80 

labels) and Edible oils and oil emulsions (95%, 18 labels). In 2006, seven food categories had 

100% consistency for this labelling element: Dairy; Edible oils and oil emulsions; Fruit and 

vegetables; Bread and bakery products; Eggs and egg products; Sugars, honey and related 

products; and Foods intended for particular dietary use (Table 19). 

 

In 2005, reasons for inconsistency varied between the absence of date marking; incorrect 

format or inappropriate use of the date marking statement; and the date marking being 

illegible. In 2006 the sole reason for inconsistency was the absence of date marking. 
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Assessments on labels collected in 2003 were carried out using the same methodology as 

assessments on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 for date marking, allowing for a 

comparison of results among the 2003, 2005 and 2006 surveys. In 2003, 80% of labels 

assessed against labelling provisions for date marking were assessed as consistent. Reasons 

for inconsistency were as for 2005. 
 
Table 19.  Comparison of consistency status of Date marking for labels collected in 2005 and 2006, by 
food category 

Consistency Status 

2005 2006 

Food category 

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

%  
Consistent 

1. Dairy 90 98 88 100 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 19 95 16 100 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 24 79 21 95 
4. Fruit and vegetables 210 83 131 100 
5. Confectionery 83 96 71 99 
6. Cereals and cereal products 95 86 62 97 
7. Bread and bakery products 195 92 197 100 
8. Meat and meat products 104 91 107 96 
9. Fish and fish products 64 83 59 98 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 88 9 100 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 12 83 9 100 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 22 91 19 100 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 119 90 105 98 
14. Mixed foods 312 92 304 99 

Overall results 1357 90 1198 99 
 

4.2.13 Assessment of Directions for use and storage on labels collected in 2006 

A total of 1094 labels were assessed for this label element, and the results are shown in Table 

20.  Of these, 99% (1078 labels) were consistent.  Directions for use or storage labelling were 

consistent on all labels in the following food categories: 

 Edible oils and oil emulsions (16 labels) 

 Ice cream and edible ices (22 labels) 

 Confectionery (59 labels) 

 Cereals and cereal products (51 labels) 

 Fish and fish products (56 labels) 

 Sugars, honey and related products (12 labels) 

 Foods intended for particular dietary use (15 labels) 
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 Non alcoholic beverages (92 labels). 

 

The remaining food categories had levels of consistency ranging from 95% to 99%. This is 

with the exception of the food category Eggs and egg products. Notwithstanding the very 

small number of labels collected in this food category, Eggs and egg products had the highest 

proportion of inconsistent labels was (25%, 2 labels).  

 

All labels that were assessed as inconsistent for this label element were inconsistent due to 

the absence of directions for storage when such directions were required. 
 
Table 20.  Consistency status of Directions for use and storage for labels collected in 2006, by food 
category 

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
Directions for

use and 
storage 

Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 85 83 (98) 2 (2) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 16 16 (100) 0 (0) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 22 22 (100) 0 (0) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 128 124 (97) 4 (3) 
5. Confectionery 59 59 (100) 0 (0) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 51 51 (100) 0 (0) 
7. Bread and bakery products 169 168 (99) 1 (1) 
8. Meat and meat products 106 101 (95) 5 (5) 
9. Fish and fish products 56 56 (100) 0 (0) 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 6 (75) 2 (25) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 12 12 (100) 0 (0) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 15 15 (100) 0 (0) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 92 92 (100) 0 (0) 
14. Mixed foods 275 273 (99) 2 (1) 

Overall results 1094 1078 (99) 16 (1) 

 

4.2.14 Comparison of Directions for use and storage on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

In 2005, 86% of labels (1168 labels) assessed for this label element were assessed as 

consistent. In 2006, 99% of labels (1078 labels) assessed for this label element were 

consistent.  
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Overall, consistency for this label element was greater in 2006 than in 2005 (Table 21). The 

reason for inconsistency in 2006 was exclusively the absence of directions for storage when 

such directions were required. In 2005, inconsistencies were also due to the absence of 

directions for use, when such directions were required, and either use and/or storage 

directions not being in English. 

 
Table 21.  Comparison of consistency status of Directions for use and storage for labels collected in 2005 
and 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 

2005 2006 

Food category 

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

1. Dairy 90 97 85 98 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 19 84 16 100 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 24 88 22 100 
4. Fruit and vegetables 210 81 128 97 
5. Confectionery 83 81 59 100 
6. Cereals and cereal products 95 89 51 100 
7. Bread and bakery products 195 82 169 99 
8. Meat and meat products 104 88 106 95 
9. Fish and fish products 64 80 56 100 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 100 8 75 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 12 92 12 100 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 22 86 15 100 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 119 87 92 100 
14. Mixed foods 312 89 275 99 

Overall results 1357 86 1094 99 

4.2.15 Assessment of Nutrition information requirements on labels collected in 2006 

Labels requiring a NIP were assessed for the consistency of this label element against the 

labelling provisions assuming the prescribed format for the NIP. The level of severity of the 

NIP inconsistency was assessed; inconsistencies could be categorised as minor formatting 

inconsistencies, moderate inconsistencies or significant omissions and inconsistencies, 

according to their potential impact on consumer understanding of the NIP information. The 

criteria for assessment of severity are provided in Appendix 3. Where a NIP had more than 

one inconsistency, it was rated against the most severe level. Of the 1194 labels assessed, and 

excluding labels that had only minor formatting or moderate inconsistencies, 82% of labels 

(975 labels) assessed under this element were consistent with the labelling provisions.  
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If minor formatting and moderate inconsistencies were included, 9% of labels (107 labels) 

assessed under this element were consistent with the labelling provisions (Table 22).  

  
Table 22.  Consistency status of Nutrition information requirements for labels collected in 2006, by food 
category  

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total 
number of 

labels 
assessed 
against 

NIP 
provisions 

Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 88 4 (5) 84 (95) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 16 1 (6) 15 (94) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 22 1 (5) 21 (95) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 127 9 (7) 118 (93) 
5. Confectionery 75 8 (11) 67 (89) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 66 3 (5) 63 (95) 
7. Bread and bakery products 199 17 (9) 182 (91) 
8. Meat and meat products 89 5 (6) 84 (94) 
9. Fish and fish products 71 8 (11) 63 (89) 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 1 (13) 7 (88) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 13 2 (15) 11 (85) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 19 5 (26) 14 (74) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 81 7 (9) 74 (91) 
14. Mixed foods 320 36 (11) 284 (89) 

Overall results 1194 107 (9) 1087 (91)* 
* Includes labels that had minor formatting, moderate and significant inconsistencies in the NIP. 

 

Consistency status of Nutrition information requirements by food category  

The food category with the highest proportion of consistent labels was Foods intended for 

particular dietary use (26%, 5 labels). Notwithstanding the small number of labels assessed in 

the food categories Sugars, honey and related products (13 labels) and Eggs and egg products 

(8 labels), these two food categories had the second and third highest proportion of consistent 

labels (15%, 2 labels and 13%, 1 label respectively). 

 

Ninety-five percent of the labels assessed in each of the food categories Dairy (84 labels), Ice 

cream and edible ices (21 labels), and Cereals and cereal products (63 labels) were 

inconsistent with labelling provisions for the NIP. These three food categories each equally 

had the highest proportion of inconsistent labels.  
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Consistency status of Nutrition information requirements by level of severity  

As shown in Table 23, 20% of labels (219 labels) assessed as inconsistent were assessed as 

having significant omissions and inconsistencies as their most severe level of inconsistency.  

Nine percent of labels (103 labels) were assessed as having moderate inconsistencies as their 

most severe level of inconsistency and 70% of labels (765 labels) assessed as inconsistent 

had only minor formatting inconsistencies as their most severe level of inconsistency.   

 
Table 23.  Severity of inconsistency of NIP for labels collected in 2006 
Severity of inconsistency Number of labels with a NIP 

assessed as inconsistent 
Percentage of total number 

of labels assessed as 
inconsistent with NIP 

provisions 
Minor formatting inconsistencies 765 70 
Moderate inconsistencies 103 9 
Significant omissions & inconsistencies 219 20 
Overall results 1087 100 

 

Consistency status of Nutrition information requirements by label sub-element  

The sources of the inconsistencies assessed on the NIPs, broken down by label sub-elements 

are outlined in Table 24.  

 
Table 24.  Areas of NIP inconsistency on labels collected in 2006, by label sub-element 

Label sub-element  Number and percentage of inconsistencies per label sub-element* 

    Minor 
  

(%) 
  

Moderate 
  

(%) 
  

Significan
t 
  

(%) 
  

Overall 
results 

Overall 
results 

% 

1.  Presence     30 (1) 30 (1) 
2.  Legibility     2 (<1) 2 (<1) 
3.  General reasons**     113 (5) 113 (5) 
4.  Borders 1009 (41)     1009 (41) 
5.  Panel heading 4 (<1) 13 (1) 19 (1) 36 (1) 
6.  Serving information 473 (19) 25 (1) 38 (2) 536 (22) 
7.  Columns   7 (<1) 5 (<1) 12 (<1) 
8.  Nutrients  595 (24) 6 (<1) 10 (<1) 611 (25) 
9.  Values    75 (3)   75 (3) 

10.  Units   3 (<1)   3 (<1) 
11.  Other 1 (<1)   35 (1) 36 (1) 

Overall results 2082 ( 84) 129 (5) 252 (10) 2463 (100) 
* Percentage of inconsistencies out of total number of NIP inconsistencies=2463.  Labels may have more than inconsistency within and 
between NIP sub-elements.  
** General reasons included incorrect measures, data presented for wrong form of food etc. 
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From Appendix 3 and Table 24, within each sub-element, there may be various types of NIP 

inconsistencies assessed at different levels of severity. For example, within the serving 

information sub-element, incorrect text case and alignment was assessed as a minor 

formatting inconsistency, while the absence of serving information was assessed as a 

significant omission. 

 

Each label could be assessed as inconsistent for more than one reason, with labels having up 

to five inconsistencies within and between the different sub-elements of the NIP. Therefore, 

the following discussion provides results in terms of the number of inconsistencies recorded 

against each sub-element, rather than the number of labels that were assessed as inconsistent 

for each sub-element. 

 

A total of 2463 NIP inconsistencies were recorded against the 1087 labels assessed as 

inconsistent with NIP provisions. Of these, 84% (2082 inconsistencies) were assessed as 

minor formatting inconsistencies, 5% (129 inconsistencies) as moderate inconsistencies and 

10% (252 inconsistencies) as significant omissions and inconsistencies. 

 

Presence of the NIP  

The absence of a NIP where it was considered mandatory was assessed as a significant 

omission.  Only one percent of all inconsistencies (30 inconsistencies) were due to the 

absence of a NIP.   

 

Legibility  

Inconsistencies relating to legibility of the NIP (significant inconsistency) made up less than 

one percent of all inconsistencies (2 inconsistencies). These are discussed in Section 4.2.1 of 

this report. 

 

General elements 

One-hundred and thirteen inconsistencies were due to general reasons. These represented five 

percent of all NIP inconsistencies and were assessed as significant. The most common reason 

was failure to indicate that values were averages (107 out of 113 inconsistencies). 
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Borders  

The majority of inconsistencies were due to incorrect internal or external borders, with 41% 

of all NIP inconsistencies (1009 inconsistencies) relating to this sub-element. This type of 

inconsistency was assessed as a minor formatting inconsistency as it is less likely to impact 

on consumer understanding of the information presented on the label. 

 

Panel heading  

The absence of a heading on the NIP was assessed as a significant omission.  One percent of 

NIP inconsistencies (36 inconsistencies) were inconsistent with the panel heading 

requirements, with 19 of these 36 inconsistencies due to the panel heading being absent. 

 

Serving information  

Serving size information was assessed as inconsistent with the labelling provisions if it was 

absent (significant omission), in an incorrect position (moderate inconsistency) or not aligned 

correctly, in the wrong text case, with incorrect punctuation or incorrect wording such as 

‘contains 5 servings of 200g’ (minor formatting inconsistencies).  Twenty-two percent of NIP 

inconsistencies (536 inconsistencies) related to this sub-element, 473 of these 563 

inconsistencies were due to minor formatting inconsistencies. 

 

The most common reasons for inconsistent serving size information were: 

 

 Incorrect text case (minor formatting inconsistency) (472 out of 536 inconsistencies) 

 Absence of serving information (significant omission) (38 out of 536 inconsistencies). 

 

Columns  

Columns were assessed as inconsistent with the labelling provisions if they were absent 

(significant omission), in an incorrect position (moderate inconsistency) or used incorrect 

wording (minor formatting inconsistency).  Less than one percent of NIP inconsistencies (12 

inconsistencies) related to this sub-element.   

   

 

 

 

Nutrients  
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Nutrient information was assessed as inconsistent with the labelling provisions if one or more 

nutrients were absent (significant omission), in an incorrect position or with incorrect 

wording (moderate inconsistencies) or in the wrong text case or with incorrect punctuation 

(minor formatting inconsistencies).  Twenty-five percent of NIP inconsistencies (611 

inconsistencies) related to this sub-element.  The most common reason was the use of 

incorrect text case, a minor formatting inconsistency (595 out of 611 inconsistencies). Less 

than one percent of inconsistencies (10 out of 611 inconsistencies) were due to one or more 

nutrients being absent. Some labels omitted more than one nutrient from the NIP but were 

counted as inconsistent for this label sub-element only once. The nutrients most commonly 

omitted were saturated fat (7 inconsistencies), sugars (5 inconsistencies) and sodium (1 

inconsistency).  

 

Values  

For the values sub-element, 73 of the 75 inconsistencies were due to the incorrect use of 

symbols such as ‘<’ to describe mathematical terms (namely ‘less than’). Two labels 

incorrectly expressed a zero value, one of these left the space blank and the other stated ‘not 

measured’. Inconsistencies in the values sub-element represented only three percent of all 

NIP inconsistencies and were assessed as a moderate inconsistency. 

 

Units  

Units were assessed as inconsistent with the labelling provisions if the unit used was 

incorrect e.g. sodium quantities expressed in grams rather than milligrams (significant 

inconsistency), or in an incorrect position or case (moderate inconsistencies). Less than one 

percent of NIP inconsistencies (3 inconsistencies) related to this sub-element.   

 

Other  

One percent of inconsistencies (36 inconsistencies) were due to ‘other’ reasons, with the most 

common being an incorrect panel format (19 out of 36 inconsistencies). A further 13 

inconsistencies were due to the NIP being provided in a USFDA format. Further details 

regarding the assessment of NIP inconsistencies are provided in Appendix 4. 

 

4.2.16 Comparison of Nutrition Information requirements on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

As shown in Table 25, the spread of consistencies for Nutrition information requirements varied 

somewhat across food categories between 2005 and 2006. Overall, most categories had a 
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lower proportion of consistent labels in 2006 than in 2005. The food category Foods intended 

for particular dietary use, had the highest proportion of consistent labels in both 2005 (35%, 8 

labels) and 2006 (26%, 5 labels).  

  
Table 25.  Comparison of consistency status of Nutrition information requirements for labels collected in 
2005 and 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status* 

2005 2006 

Food category 

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

%  
Consistent 

1. Dairy 92 9 88 5 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 20 5 16 6 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 23 26 22 5 
4. Fruit and vegetables 171 13 127 7 
5. Confectionery 79 11 75 11 
6. Cereals and cereal products 95 20 66 5 
7. Bread and bakery products 195 23 199 9 
8. Meat and meat products 92 11 89 6 
9. Fish and fish products 66 15 71 11 

10. Eggs and egg products 8 0 8 13 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 14 0 13 15 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 23 35 19 26 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 92 11 81 9 
14. Mixed foods 319 14 320 11 

Overall results 1289 15 1194 9 
* Includes labels that had minor formatting, moderate and significant inconsistencies in the NIP. 

 

Overall, the total number of inconsistencies (minor, moderate and significant) was very 

similar in 2005 and 2006 (1097 labels and 1087 labels respectively) (Table 26). In both 2005 

and 2006 the majority of labels that were assessed as inconsistent for Nutrition information 

requirements had only minor formatting errors as their most severe level of inconsistency 

(76%, 831 labels and 70%, 765 labels respectively). The proportion of labels with significant 

omissions or inconsistencies amongst labels collected was very similar in both 2006 (20%, 

219 labels) and 2005 (19%, 205 labels). Moderate inconsistencies were also proportionately 

similar in 2006 (9%, 103 labels) and 2005 (5%, 61 labels).  

 

There were similar inconsistencies reported in 2006 and 2005, due to the NIP being absent 

(1% of NIP inconsistencies, 30 inconsistencies and 2% of NIP inconsistencies, 47 

inconsistencies respectively) or illegible (<1% of NIP inconsistencies, 2 inconsistencies and 
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<1% of inconsistencies, 8 inconsistencies respectively). Incorrect or absent NIP borders were 

a major reason for the NIP on a label being assessed as inconsistent in both 2005 and 2006 

(51% of NIP inconsistencies, 1056 inconsistencies and 41% of NIP inconsistencies, 1009 

inconsistencies respectively). There were more inconsistencies relating to general reasons, 

serving information, nutrients and nutrient values in 2006 compared with 2005. There were 

fewer inconsistencies relating to panel heading and columns in 2006 compared with 2005 

(2005 data not shown). 

 
Table 26. Comparison of severity of inconsistency of NIP for labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

Number of labels with a NIP 
assessed as inconsistent 

Percentage of total number 
of labels assessed as 

inconsistent with NIP 
provisions 

Severity of inconsistency 

2005 2006 2005 2006 
Minor formatting inconsistencies 831 765 76 70 
Moderate inconsistencies 61 103 5 9 
Significant omissions & inconsistencies 205 219 19 20 
Overall results 1097 1087 100 100 
 

4.2.17 Assessment of Percent characterising ingredient labelling requirements on labels 

collected in 2006 

Of the total label collection, 55% (727 labels) were assessed as requiring or voluntarily 

providing Percent characterising ingredient labelling (Table 27).  Of these 727 labels, 97% 

(703 labels) were consistent with the characterising ingredient labelling provisions, in that 

information on characterising ingredients present in the food was provided correctly where 

required.  All labels assessed for this label element were assessed as consistent in the 

following five food categories:  

 Edible oils and oil emulsions 

 Ice cream and edible ices 

 Confectionery 

 Cereals and cereal products 

 Foods intended for particular dietary use. 

 

No labels in the food categories Eggs and egg products, and Sugars, honey and related 

products were assessed for this label element. All remaining food categories had a relatively 

high proportion of consistent labels, ranging from 92% (Fruit and vegetables) to 98% (Bread 

and bakery products, and Fish and fish products). 
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The food categories with comparatively high levels of inconsistencies, as a proportion of the 

total labels in that category assessed for percent characterising ingredient labelling, were 

Fruit and vegetables (8%, 6 labels) and Dairy (7%, 2 labels). 

 

All inconsistencies were due to the absence of percent characterising ingredient information 

for ingredients emphasised in the name of the food or in the product description.  

 
Table 27.  Consistency status of Percent characterising ingredients for labels collected in 2006, by food 
category 

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
Percent 

characterising 
ingredients 

Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 29 27 (93) 2 (7) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 8 8 (100) 0 (0) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 19 19 (100) 0 (0) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 74 68 (92) 6 (8) 
5. Confectionery 46 46 (100) 0 (0) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 27 27 (100) 0 (0) 
7. Bread and bakery products 117 115 (98) 2 (2) 
8. Meat and meat products 75 71 (95) 4 (5) 
9. Fish and fish products 50 49 (98) 1 (2) 

10. Eggs and egg products* 0 - - - - 
11. Sugars, honey and related products* 0 - - - - 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 8 8 (100) 0 (0) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 40 38 (95) 2 (5) 
14. Mixed foods 234 227 (97) 7 (3) 

Overall results 727 703 (97) 24 (3) 
* No labels were assessed for percent characterising ingredient labelling in the food categories Eggs and egg products, and Sugars, honey 
and related products. 

4.2.18 Comparison of Percent charactering ingredients on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

Of the 807 labels that were assessed as requiring or voluntarily providing Percent 

characterising ingredient labelling in 2005, 89% were consistent with the labelling provisions 

for this label element (Table 28). In 2006, 97% of the 727 labels assessed for Percent 

characterising ingredient labelling were consistent with the Code. In 2005, two food 

categories, Edible oils and oil emulsions and Foods intended for particular dietary use, were 

100% consistent with labelling provisions, however only eight and eleven labels were 

assessed for these categories, respectively. These food categories were also 100% consistent 
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in 2006, in addition to a further three categories: Ice cream and edible ices; Confectionery; 

and Cereals and cereal products.  

 

All food categories assessed for this label element in 2006 were greater than 90% consistent 

with labelling provisions (ranging from 92% to 100% consistent). In 2005, five food 

categories were less than 90% consistent, these were: 

 Fruit and vegetables (79% consistent, 84 labels) 

 Bread and bakery products (85%, 92 labels) 

 Meat and meat products (83%, 63 labels) 

 Fish and fish products (89%, 49 labels) 

 Sugars, honey and related products (67%, 2 labels) (noting that only three labels were 

assessed). 

 

In both years, all inconsistencies were due to the absence of percent characterising ingredient 

information for ingredients emphasised in the name of the food or in the product description. 

 

Assessments on labels collected in 2003 were carried out using the same methodology as 

assessments on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 for percent characterising ingredients 

allowing for a comparison of results among the 2003, 2005 and 2006 surveys. In 2003, 70% 

of labels assessed for percent characterising ingredients labelling provisions were consistent 

with the Code. In 2003, reasons for inconsistency were due to characterising ingredients 

given in the product name or description not being declared, and characterising ingredients 

given in pictures or graphics on the label not being declared. 
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Table 28.  Comparison of consistency status of Percent characterising ingredients for labels collected in 
2005 and 2006, by food category* 

Consistency Status 

2005 2006 

Food category 

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent

Total number 
of labels 
assessed 

% 
Consistent 

1. Dairy 24 96 29 93 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 8 100 8 100 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 23 96 19 100 
4. Fruit and vegetables 106 79 74 92 
5. Confectionery 55 96 46 100 
6. Cereals and cereal products 54 96 27 100 
7. Bread and bakery products 108 85 117 98 
8. Meat and meat products 76 83 75 95 
9. Fish and fish products 55 89 50 98 

10. Eggs and egg products* 0 - 0 - 
11. Sugars, honey and related products* 3 67 0 - 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 11 100 8 100 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 50 90 40 95 
14. Mixed foods 234 90 234 97 

Overall results 807 89 727 97 
* No labels were assessed for percent characterising ingredient labelling in the food category Eggs and egg products in 2005 and 2006 and 
in the food category Sugars, honey and related products in 2006. 
 

4.2.19 Assessment of Altered labels collected in 2006 

None of the 1311 labels collected in 2006 were identified as having an altered label, where a 

new label is placed entirely over an incorrect one. 

4.2.20 Comparison of Altered labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

One label out of 1399 collected in 2005 was assessed as having an altered label that was not 

consistent with the labelling provisions. On this label a second label with only the description 

‘Thai Nibbles’ obscured the label information for a product labelled as ‘fresh chicken pieces’. 

As previously discussed, no altered labels were identified amongst the 1311 labels collected 

in 2006. 

4.2.21 Assessment of Product specific labelling on labels collected in 2006 

Eighteen labels out of the 1311 collected in 2006 were identified as requiring product specific 

labelling. Of these 18 labels, three labels were assessed as having product specific labelling 

that was not consistent with the labelling provisions. These included one label in the food 

category Foods intended for particular dietary use. This label was assessed as not meeting the 
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labelling provisions of Standard 2.9.3 – Formulated Meal Replacements and Formulated 

Supplementary Foods, whereby a label on a package of formulated supplementary food must 

include a description of the role of the food as a supplement to a normal diet.  

 

Two labels assessed in the food category Non alcoholic beverages were assessed as 

inconsistent with the labelling provisions of Standard 2.6.2 – Non Alcoholic Beverages and 

Brewed Soft Drinks. Both of these labels were for electrolyte drinks and were assessed as 

inconsistent as they failed to include a declaration of total carbohydrate, including each type 

of monosaccharide and disaccharide.   

4.2.22 Comparison of Product specific labelling on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

One label out of 1399 collected in 2005 was assessed as inconsistent with the requirements 

for Product specific labelling (compared with three labels out of 1311 collected in 2006).  

The inconsistent label in 2005 was for an electrolyte drink in the food category Foods 

intended for particular dietary use. As with two of the three inconsistent labels in 2006, the 

inconsistent label in 2005 was assessed as not meeting the labelling provisions of Standard 

2.6.2 – Non-Alcoholic Beverages and Brewed Soft Drinks because it did not include a 

declaration of total carbohydrate present, including each type of monosaccharide and 

disaccharide. 

4.2.23 Assessment of labels collected in 2006 against the new Country of Origin Labelling 

provisions 

In Australia, Standard 1.2.11 of the Code requires that a label on a package of food must 

include a statement that identifies the country in which the food was made, produced, 

manufactured or packaged for retail sale, with provisions for food constituted from 

ingredients imported into a country or made from local and imported ingredients. The new 

Standard became law on 8 December 2005 and was phased in over a two-year period. 

Although labels were collected during the transition period, they were assessed against the 

provisions of the new Standard. These new labelling provisions do not apply to foods sold in 

New Zealand and therefore, although information regarding the country of origin was 

recorded for labels collected in New Zealand, labels collected in New Zealand were not 

assessed for consistency for this element. 

 

Table 29 provides a breakdown of claimed Country of Origin of products, based on the 

Country of Origin statements provided on labels collected in both Australia and New 
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Zealand.  Forty-two percent of the labels collected (549 labels) in either country originated 

from Australia, and 22% (288 labels) originated from New Zealand.  Small numbers of labels 

originated from 29 different countries; these have not been listed where there were less than 

10 labels per country.  Some labels either did not specify the country of origin or were 

inadvertently not assessed for Country of Origin (10%, 137 labels). For 6% of labels (77 

labels) the country of origin could not be determined due to the use of languages other than 

English or uncommon abbreviations.  The majority of labels (66%, 51 labels) in this latter 

group were collected in New Zealand where CoOL provisions do not apply and, as such, 

these did not undergo a consistency assessment. 
 
Table 29.  Claimed Country of Origin of products collected in Australia and New Zealand in 2006 
Country of Origin Number of labels Percentage of labels 

Australia 549 42 
New Zealand 288 22 
Italy 33 3 
China 27 2 
Germany 28 2 
Thailand 28 2 
UK 16 1 
Japan 15 1 
Other (23 countries with < 10 labels 
each) 113 9 
Unspecified/ Not assessed 137 10 
Indeterminable* 77 6 
Total 1311 100 
* The country of origin could not be determined due to the use of languages other than English or uncommon abbreviations. 
 
All 727 labels collected in Australia were assessed for Country of Origin statements. Country 

of Origin Labelling was consistent with the new labelling provisions on all labels in the food 

categories Edible oils and oil emulsions (9 labels), Ice cream and edible ices (12 labels) and 

Foods intended for particular dietary use (9 labels). As shown in Table 30, consistency with 

the new provisions in the remaining food categories ranged from 83% (Eggs and egg 

products) to 97% (both Cereals and cereal products and Mixed foods). 



 65

 
Table 30.  Consistency status of Country of Origin labelling for labels collected in 2006, by food category 

Consistency Status 

Consistent Inconsistent 

Food category Total number 
of labels 

assessed for 
Country of 

origin 
labelling* 

Number (%) Number (%) 

1. Dairy 49 46 (94) 3 (6) 
2. Edible oils and oil emulsions 9 9 (100) 0 (0) 
3. Ice cream and edible ices 12 12 (100) 0 (0) 
4. Fruit and vegetables 107 103 (96) 4 (4) 
5. Confectionery 44 41 (93) 3 (7) 
6. Cereals and cereal products 37 36 (97) 1 (3) 
7. Bread and bakery products 109 103 (94) 6 (6) 
8. Meat and meat products 53 51 (96) 2 (4) 
9. Fish and fish products 41 39 (95) 2 (5) 

10. Eggs and egg products 6 5 (83) 1 (17) 
11. Sugars, honey and related products 9 8 (89) 1 (11) 
12. Foods intended for particular dietary use 9 9 (100) 0 (0) 
13. Non alcoholic beverages 58 53 (91) 5 (9) 
14. Mixed foods 184 178 (97) 6 (3) 

Overall results 727 693 (95) 34 (5) 

 

An assessment of the type of Country of Origin statements on the 727 labels collected in 

Australia is presented in Table 31.  

 

Thirty-three percent of all labels (237 labels) collected in Australia were assessed as having 

consistent ‘Product of’ type of statements. 

 

Fifty percent of labels (361 labels) were assessed as having ‘Made in’ type of statements,  

58% of these (210 labels) were assessed as having qualified ‘Made in’ types of statements 

(e.g. ‘Made in Australia from local and imported ingredients’) and  42% of these (151 labels) 

were assessed as having unqualified ‘Made in’ types of statements (e.g. ‘Made in Australia’). 

 

Other types of Country of Origin representations were also assessed on the labels collected in 

Australia. These representations were found on 11% of the labels (78 labels) collected in 

Australia. Examples include Country of Origin implied by brand name, national flags, 

symbols and emblems. Some of these representations also used qualifiers. 
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Table 31.  Type of Country of Origin representations on labels collected in Australia in 2006 
Type of Country of Origin representation  Number of labels assessed for Country of Origin 

Labelling 
Product of 237 
Made in, qualified statements 210 
Made in, unqualified statements 151 
Other* 78 
Absent or inconsistent 34 
Unspecified/ Not assessed 17 
Total 727 
* Includes Country of Origin statements implied by brand name, national flags, symbols or emblems. 

 

Five percent of labels (34 labels) did not carry Country of Origin information, or were 

assessed as having inconsistent Country of Origin statements. Table 32 shows that of the 34 

labels with absent or inconsistent statements, 32 labels did not carry Country of Origin 

information. The two labels with statements that were inconsistent with the new provisions 

were assessed as such because they used inconsistent ‘Product of’ statements, as they used a 

qualifier in conjunction with a ‘Product of’ statement. Seventeen labels were inadvertently 

not assessed for their specific type of Country of Origin representations. 

 
Table 32.  Number of labels collected in Australia with Country of Origin Statements assessed as absent 
or inconsistent 

Reason for assessment as absent or 
inconsistent Country of Origin 

Number of labels assessed as having unspecified Country of 
Origin 

Statement absent 32 
Statement inconsistent 2 
Total 34 

 

4.2.24 Comparison of Country of Origin Labelling on labels collected in 2005 and 2006 

In breaking down the claimed Country of Origin of products, based on the Country  of Origin 

statements provided on labels, in both 2005 and 2006, similar proportions of labels collected 

in Australia and New Zealand claimed Australia (43%, 596 labels and 42%, 549 labels 

respectively) or New Zealand (28%, 393 labels and 22%, 288 labels respectively) to be the 

country of origin. In both 2005 and 2006 small numbers of labels originated from other 

countries (31 other countries in 2005 and 29 other countries in 2006). In both years, the 

country of origin could not be determined due to the use of languages other than English or 

uncommon abbreviations on some labels (4%, 62 labels in 2005 and 6%, 77 labels in 2006).  

In both 2005 and 2006, the majority of labels in this latter group were collected in New 

Zealand where CoOL provisions do not apply (2005 data not shown). As previously 
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mentioned, although information regarding the country of origin was recorded for labels 

collected in New Zealand, labels collected in New Zealand did not subsequently undergo a 

consistency assessment for this element. 

 

Consistency with the new provisions according to Food category was not reported in 2005; 

therefore a comparison of this type cannot be made with the 2006 data.  

 

Of the labels collected in Australia in 2005 and 2006, a similar proportion in both years 

carried consistent ‘Product of’ type statements (32% and 33% respectively) and slightly less 

in 2005 than in 2006 carried consistent ‘Made in’ type statements (44% and 50% 

respectively) (Table 33). Labels carrying other types of Country of Origin representations 

(such as Country of Origin implied by brand name, national flags, symbols and emblems) 

were present on a slightly smaller proportion of labels in 2006 (11%) than in 2005 (16%).  

 

A greater proportion of labels did not carry Country of Origin information or were 

inconsistent with the new provisions in 2005 than in 2006 (9% and 5%, respectively).  

 
Table 33.  Comparison of type of Country of Origin representations on labels collected in Australia in 
2005 and 2006 

Percentage of labels assessed for Country of Origin 
Labelling* 

Type of Country of Origin representation  

2005 2006 

Product of 32 33 
Made in, qualified statements 20 29 
Made in, unqualified statements 24 21 
Other** 16 11 
Absent or inconsistent with new provisions 9 5 
Unspecified/ Not assessed - 2 
Total 100 100 
* Number of labels assessed 2005=746, 2006=727. 
** Includes Country of Origin claims implied by brand name, national flags, symbols or emblems. 
 

4.2.25 Assessment of labels collected in 2006 against Trade practices legislation  

All labels were assessed against trade practice requirements for truth of labelling.  A total of 

3 labels (less than 1%) were assessed as making false, misleading or deceptive 

representations, based on the information provided. 

 

The details of these representations are as follows: 
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 A product name referred to an ingredient whereas the product only contained 

flavouring, in this case ‘banana muffins’ that did not contain banana.  

 A product name referred to ‘tropical fruit juice’, whereas tropical fruits did not make up 

the predominant fruit-based ingredient. This particular product was made from over 

90% apple juice.  

 A product in the food category Mixed foods made the claim ‘Dairy Free’, however was 

also labelled with the statement ‘May contain traces of nuts, soy & dairy’. 

4.2.26 Comparison of labels collected in 2005 and 2006 against Trade practices legislation 

In both 2005 and 2006, all labels collected were assessed against trade practice requirements 

for truth of labelling. Three labels in 2006 were assessed as making false, misleading or 

deceptive representations, which compares with 12 labels in 2005. In both years, a number of 

labels were assessed as inconsistent for not containing an ingredient referred to in the product 

name (3 labels in 2005 and 1 label in 2006), or referring to a specific type of fruit in the 

product name when these fruits did not make up the predominant fruit-based ingredient (2 

labels in 2005 and 1 label in 2006). Other reasons for a label being assessed as misleading in 

2005 that were not identified on labels in 2006 included: a product that referred to ‘fresh’ and 

‘all natural’ yet contained food additives and preservatives; and a product that provided two 

ingredient lists, both of which were different despite referring to the same product. 
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6. GLOSSARY OF DEFINITIONS 

 

This glossary is an alphabetical listing of all definitions relevant to this report, and is 

consistent with that presented in the FSANZ Label Monitoring Survey Phase 1 report and 

Phase 2 (2005) report. 

 

bold 

A typeface with thicker strokes than regular roman text, used for emphasis to make certain 

words or phrases stand out from the surrounding text (Bear, J. H. 2003). 

 

characterising ingredient 

An ingredient or category of ingredients that is: 

o mentioned in the name of the food; or 

o associated with the name of a food by the consumer; or 

o emphasised on the label in words, pictures or graphics (e.g. strawberry in a 

strawberry yoghurt).  

but does not include- 

o an ingredient or category of ingredients which is used in small quantities for 

the purposes of flavouring; or 

o an ingredient that is the sole ingredient of a food; or 

o a category of ingredients that comprises the whole of the food; or 

o an ingredient or category of ingredients which, while mentioned in the name 

of the food, is not such to govern the choice of the consumer, because the 

variation in the quantity is not essential to characterize the food, or does not 

distinguish the food from similar foods (FSANZ, 2002). 

 

common name 

Usage of an ingredient name which was easily recognisable to the consumer (FSANZ, 2002). 

 

compound ingredient 

An ingredient of a food, which is itself made from two or more ingredients (FSANZ, 2002). 
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consistent 

The term used when the information provided on a food label is in line with the Code 

labelling requirements for that label element, label element section or label element sub-

section. 

 

deceptive 

Likely to deceive or be misleading to the consumer. 

 

exempt 

Excluded by the Code from having to meet labelling provisions for that label element, label 

element section or sub-section. 

 

expanded NIP  

The expanded portion of the prescribed format NIP required on a food label, giving 

information on additional nutrients as a result of fat, carbohydrate or salt related claims. 

 

imported product 

Any food product not manufactured in Australia or New Zealand. 

 

inconsistent 

The term used when the information on a food label is not in line with the Code labelling 

requirements for that label element, label element section or sub-section. 

 

ingredient name 

In this report in relation to allergen labelling, ingredient name refers to the use of a technical 

or scientifically correct name for an ingredient, which may not be recognisable to the 

consumer as containing an allergen (FSANZ, 2002). 

 

label 

Any tag, brand, mark or statement in writing or any representation or design or descriptive 

matter on or attached to or used in conjunction with or accompanying any food or package. 
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label element 

Segment of the label assigned according to the labelling provision classifications in the Code 

(e.g. product name and description, date marking, NIP). 

 

label element sub-section 

A sub-component of a label element section (e.g. some sub-sections of the column label 

section in the NIP would be presence, position or wording). 

 

legibility 

Information on the food label is indelible, distinct, easy to read, prominent, in English and 

visible (FSANZ, 2002). 

 

major food category 

The main categories of foods defined in the food additive standard of the Code (e.g. dairy 

products, foods intended for particular dietary use). 

 

minor food category 

A component of a major food category grouped by similar food type or regulatory grouping 

(e.g. milk, yoghurt, cheese are minor food categories of the major category dairy products). 
 

The Code 

Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code 2002 incorporating amendments up to and 

including Amendment 86 (FSANZ, 2002). 
 

Stage 1 of Survey 

Period of sampling covering 1 July 2002 to 20 December 2002. 

 

Stage 2 of Survey 

Period of sampling covering 1 July 2003 to 31 December 2003. 

 

stock keeping unit (SKU) 

The common term used by retailers for a unique numeric identifier for a food product based 

on type of product, size and variety (Webnox Corp. 2003). 
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transition period 

The period from December 2000 to 20th December 2002, being the time frame for the food 

industry to change manufacturing and labelling processes such that food products meet all the 

requirements of the Code.  
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 Appendix 1.  Food label collection method  

 

The collection of food labels for the 2006 label monitoring survey was based on that 

described previously (Food Label Monitoring Survey Phase 1 Pilot Report- Silliker 

Microtech Pty Ltd, Canberra). 

 

i) Sample size  

To determine the appropriate sample size, stock keeping unit (SKU) lists were obtained from 

Coles Myer in Australia.  The SKU lists were analysed and the total number of products 

available in each pre-determined minor food category was estimated.   

 

The relative proportions of Australia and New Zealand products used in the 2005 survey 

were retained for the current survey.   

 

Two percent of the total SKUs for any given minor food category was chosen as a sampling 

quota.  The total number of samples to be taken was calculated as 1250: 710 from Australia 

and 540 from New Zealand.  Samples were collected concurrently in New Zealand and 

Australia.  To counteract the incidence of products with the same brand and type available in 

both countries, samplers in New Zealand collected approximately 20% more products than 

required, while samplers in Australia collected approximately 10% more products than 

required.  Once the duplicate products and multiple brands were removed, the total number of 

samples assessed was 1311 (105% of the target).  

 

ii) Sample collection 

Sampling in Australia was carried out primarily from the major retail outlets in Victoria, from 

principal supermarket chains, as well as smaller grocery outlets and specialist stores.  A small 

amount of sampling was also undertaken in all other States. 

 

Sampling in New Zealand was undertaken in both the North and South Islands (Auckland, 

Wellington and Christchurch) and split primarily between the major supermarket chains with 

a minor number of products collected from smaller grocery outlets and specialist stores.   
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In both countries, samples from as many different manufacturers as possible were chosen, 

without consideration for their market share within each category.  For example, for the 

minor food category of edible oils, it was observed that there are a number of manufacturers, 

but the market is dominated by a small number of manufacturers whose brand name is 

associated with a variety of SKUs (oil types and pack sizes) that were likely to have been 

labelled in the same manner.  Sampling products made by a range of manufactures rather than 

proportional to the number of SKUs provided a wide range of food labels to assess for 

consistency with the labelling provisions in that minor food category. 

 

iii) Sample storage 

Product labels were allocated a unique identification number and stored in large, lidded 

plastic containers in a secure storage facility at AgriQuality’s premises.  Each plastic 

container was numbered and the location or movement of these was recorded to maintain 

traceability.  
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Appendix 2.  List of product labels collected, by food category 

Code Category   No. of Samples Totals 

Dairy     

1.1 Milk  18  

1.2 Cream  4  

1.3 Dried Milk  3  

1.4 Cheese  35  

1.5 Dips  9  

1.6 Yoghurt  19  

    88 

Edible Oils & Emulsions    

2.1 Edible Oils  9  

2.2 Butter  3  

2.3 Margarine  3  

2.4 Dairy Spreads  2  

    17 

Ice Cream & Edible Ices    

3.1 Ice Cream  15  

3.2 Ice Confectionery  5  

3.3 Frozen Yoghurt  2  

    22 

Fruit & Vegetables    

4.1 Canned Fruit  10  

4.2 Fresh packaged fruit  22  

4.3 Fresh packaged vegetables  24  

4.4 Canned Vegetables  18  

4.5 Nuts & Seeds  21  

4.6 Jams & Spreads  18  

4.7 Herbs & Spices  27  

4.8 Dried/Candied Fruits  10  

4.9 Dried Vegetables  3  

4.1 Pickled Fruit  2  

4.11 Pickled Veg  21  

4.12 Frozen Fruit  2  

4.13 Frozen Vegetables  7  

    185 

Confectionery    

5.1 Chocolate & Cocoa Products  47  

5.2 Sugar Confectionery  28  
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Code Category   No. of Samples Totals 

5.3 Chewing gum  3  

    78 

Cereal & Cereal Products    

6.1 Unprocessed cereals  9  

6.2 Flours  6  

6.3 Processed Cereals  12  

6.4 Cereal bars  8  

6.5 Noodles & pasta  31  

    66 

Bread & Bakery Products    

7.1 Breads  70  

7.2 Biscuits  52  

7.3 Cakes & muffins & pastries  79  

    201 

Meat & Meat products    

8.1 Processed whole meat products  48  

8.2 Comminuted meat  60  

8.3 Canned meat  2  

    110 

Fish & Fish products    

9.1 Packaged processed fish & fillets  28  

9.2 Semi preserved fish & fillets  11  

9.3 Preserved fish  33  

    72 

Eggs & egg products    

10.1 Eggs & egg products  9  

    9 

Sugars, honey & related products    

11.1 Sugar  3  

11.2 Honey  6  

11.3 Tabletop sweeteners  2  

11.4 Royal jelly  2  

11.5 Icing & frosting  2  

    15 

Food for particular dietary use    

12.1 Infant formula  2  

12.2 Food for infants  5  

12.3 Supplementary foods for children  1  

12.4 Formulated meal replacements  2  
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Code Category   No. of Samples Totals 

12.5 Formulated supplementary foods  3  

12.6 Formulated supplementary sports foods  6  

    19 

Non-alcoholic beverages    

13.1 Waters  10  

13.2 Fruits & vegetable juices  28  

13.3 Fruit & vegetable juice drinks  9  

13.4 Soft drinks  23  

13.5 Formulated caffeinated beverages  2  

13.6 Cordials  7  

13.7 Electrolyte drinks  4  

13.8 Electrolyte drink base  0  

13.9 Coffee  13  

13.1 Tea  9  

13.11 Herbal infusions  3  

    108 

Mixed foods    

14.1 Mixed non-alcoholic drinks  5  

14.2 Desserts  23  

14.3 Mayonnaise & salad dressings  9  

14.4 Sauces  51  

14.5 Soups  18  

14.6 Meat products  48  

14.7 Pre-prepared meals  111  

14.8 Pizza  5  

14.9 Snacks  51  

    321 

Total       1311 
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Appendix 3.  Criteria for assessment of severity of NIP inconsistencies for labels collected in 2006 

Minor formatting inconsistencies* Moderate inconsistencies* Significant omissions and inconsistencies* 
Presence 
  NIP not provided 
Legibility 
  NIP not legible 
General elements 
 NIP not intact No indication given that values are averages 

No indication given what values represent 
Dehydrated food not expressed as reconstituted 
Food to be prepared with other food not expressed as dry mix 
Optional Column not used when declaring food to be prepared with 
other food as when made up 
Optional column for food when made up incorrectly positioned 
Food to be drained before consumption not expressed as when 
drained 
Values not based on appropriate measure (e.g. weight instead of 
volume) 

Borders 
External Borders Incorrect  
Internal Borders Incorrect 

  

Panel heading 
Alignment/Justification Incorrect  
Text Case Incorrect 
Wording Incorrect 

Heading Incorrectly Positioned** Heading Not Present 
 
 

Serving information "servings per package" 
Alignment/Justification Incorrect  
Punctuation Incorrect 
Text Case Incorrect 
Wording Incorrect 

Incorrect Position of servings per package 
information 
 

Servings per Package not Present 
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Minor formatting inconsistencies* Moderate inconsistencies* Significant omissions and inconsistencies* 
Serving information "serving size" 
Alignment/Justification Incorrect  
Punctuation Incorrect 
Text Case Incorrect 
Wording Incorrect 

Incorrect Position of servings size information 
 

Servings Information not Present 

Columns 
Incorrect wording Incorrect Position of Column Column information not Present 
Nutrients 
Punctuation Incorrect 
Text Case Incorrect 

Incorrect Position of one of more Nutrients** 
Incorrect Wording of Nutrients** 

Nutrients not Present 
 

Values 
 Incorrect expressions of zero values  

Mathematical terms described in symbols** 
 

Units 
 Position Incorrect** 

Case Incorrect** 
Unit used incorrect 
 

Other - details of any other errors 
*In Phase 1 of the survey, the three severity classifications were: Minor inconsistencies; Intermediate inconsistencies; and Major inconsistencies. 
** In Phase 1 of the survey, these were classified as Major inconsistencies. 



 82 

 

Appendix 4.  Assessment of severity of NIP inconsistencies for labels collected in 2006 
 

Minor formatting inconsistencies*   Moderate inconsistencies*   Significant omissions and inconsistencies*   

Presence   
        NIP not provided 30 
Legibility  
        NIP not legible 2 
General elements  

   No indication given that values are averages 107 
  Food to be drained before consumption not expressed as 

when drained 
1 

  Optional column for food when made up incorrectly 
positioned 

5 

  

  

  

    113 
Borders  
External borders incorrect  32    
Internal borders incorrect 166   
Borders incorrect (not further 
specified) 

811   

   

  

  

  

1009 
Panel heading  
Text case incorrect 2 13 19 
Wording incorrect 2   
   

Heading incorrectly positioned** 

 

Heading not present 

 
36 

Serving information  
Text case incorrect 472 25 38 
Wording incorrect 1   
  

Incorrect position of serving information 

 

Serving information not present 

536 
Columns  
  Incorrect position of column 7 Column information not present 5 
         12 
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Minor formatting inconsistencies*   Moderate inconsistencies*   Significant omissions and inconsistencies*   

 
Nutrients 

 

Text case incorrect 595 Incorrect position of one of more 
nutrients** 

4 10 

  Incorrect wording of nutrients** 2 

Nutrients not present 

 
        611 
Values  
   Incorrect expression of zero values 2    
  Mathematical terms described in symbols** 73   

         75 
Units  

 Position incorrect** 3     
       3 

Other - details of any other errors  
Text case incorrect (not further 
specified) 

1   Format incorrect/ required info absent/ other info provided 19 

    US Format 13 
    No % RDI 1 
    Values declared are incorrect 2 
     36 
Overall results   2463 
*In Phase 1 of the survey, the three severity classifications were: Minor inconsistencies; Intermediate inconsistencies; and Major inconsistencies. 
** In Phase 1 of the survey, these were classified as Major inconsistencies. 

 
 
 


