
5. Overview of Results 
 
Of the 1399 labels collected in Australia and New Zealand during 2005, 42% carried 
nutrition, health or related claims.  A greater proportion of all labels collected featured only 
nutrition claims (31%) rather than only health claims (2%).  Nine percent of all labels 
collected featured both nutrition claims and health claims. 
 
The proportion of labels that carried claims was slightly higher in Australia (44%) than in New 
Zealand (38%). Labels collected in Australia that carried nutrition claims were also assessed 
against the provisions of CoPoNC. Labels collected in New Zealand that carried nutrition 
claims were not assessed against the provisions of CoPoNC, as this was not applicable to 
labels collected in New Zealand. However, these labels were assessed against New Zealand 
fair trading legislation. Health claims featured on a similar proportion (~10%) of labels from 
New Zealand as labels from Australia. 
 
Labels were collected across 14 different food categories.  Labels from the three largest 
categories (mixed foods, fruit and vegetables, and bread and bakery products) made up 
approximately half (53%) of all labels collected.  Labels from the three smallest categories 
(egg and egg products, sugar, honey and related goods, and edible oils and emulsions) 
made up only three percent of all labels collected. 
 
Within each category, the labels with claims were compared as a proportion of the total 
number of labels in each category.  The categories with the highest proportion of labels 
featuring nutrition claims were food intended for particular dietary use, cereals and cereal 
products, and dairy products.  The categories with the lowest proportion of nutrition claims 
were meat and meat products, confectionery, sugar, honey and related products and fish and 
fish products. 
 
The categories with the highest proportion of labels featuring health claims were edible oils 
and emulsions, cereal and cereal products and dairy products. The categories with the 
lowest proportion of health claims were confectionery and meat and meat products. 
 
The claims were assessed against the labelling provisions provided in the Food Code 
(including the Transitional Standard 1.1A.2), and fair trading legislation.  Claims on labels 
collected in Australia were also assessed against the provisions of CoPoNC, and claims on 
dietary supplement labels collected in New Zealand were assessed against the provisions of 
the NZDSR.  
 
The vast majority (95%) of labels that featured claims in both New Zealand and Australia had 
absolute nutrition claims, which were generally vitamins or minerals featured within the NIP.  
These featured on 39% of all labels collected.  Comparative nutrition claims featured on less 
than 3.6% of labels that featured claims (1% of all labels collected). 
 
A total of 192 health claims were assessed on 148 labels collected in Australia and New 
Zealand.  The main types of health claims featured were function claims, with 85 claims 
(44% of all health claims) featuring this type of claim.  Seventy labels featured the Heart 
Foundation Tick symbol, which were classified as a general level implied health claim.  Five 
high level health claims were assessed, all of which related to risk reduction of a serious 
disease or condition. 
 
There were minor differences between Australia and New Zealand in the number of labels 
featuring certain nutrition claims made according to the provisions of Standard 1.2.8 (Division 
3).  In Australia, the highest proportion (51%) of claims assessed against Standard 1.2.8 
were made in relation to salt.  A further 19% of these claims were made according to the 



provisions relating to omega fatty acid content.  In New Zealand, the highest proportion 
(50%) of claims assessed against Standard 1.2.8 were also made in relation to salt content, 
and 30% were made in relation to omega fatty acid content.   
 
Nutrition claims on labels collected in Australia were assessed against the labelling 
provisions of CoPoNC. Some labels collected featured multiple claims; a total of 244 labels 
collected in Australia were identified as carrying 369 claims for assessment against CoPoNC.  
Claims in relation to fibre content made up 39% of all CoPoNC claims and those relating to 
fat content made up 33% of all CoPoNC claims.  Claims relating to cholesterol content made 
up 14%, with claims relating to sugar content making up 9% of CoPoNC claims.  Claims in 
relation to salt content made up 4% of all CoPoNC claims, ‘lite’ or ‘light’ claims made up 2% 
and ‘low energy’ and ‘reduced energy’ claims featured on less than one percent of labels 
collected in Australia.  No ‘X% free (other than fat)’ claims were identified for assessment 
against the CoPoNC provisions in the current survey. 
 
The food category with the highest number of claims assessed against CoPoNC provisions 
(as a proportion of the total number of labels collected in Australia in that category) was 
cereals and cereal products. In that category, 57 claims from 54 labels were assessed 
against CoPoNC provisions. In the category foods for particular dietary use, 10 claims from 
12 labels were assessed against CoPoNC provisions.  Nine claims from 11 labels in the 
category of edible oils and emulsions and 83 claims from 102 labels in the category of bread 
and bakery products featured claims that were assessed against CoPoNC provisions. The 
category egg and egg products had no labels featuring claims assessed against CoPoNC 
provisions, while there were only 4 claims from 36 labels in the category of fish and fish 
products that were assessed against CoPoNC provisions. 
 
The majority of claims assessed were consistent with the requirements of the labelling 
provisions used for this survey.  A total of 132 claims on 90 labels were assessed as 
inconsistent with the labelling provisions.  Of these claims, the majority (65%) were identified 
on labels collected in Australia.  Notwithstanding the number of inconsistent claims on each 
label, 8% of all labels collected in Australia featured a claim assessed as inconsistent, 
compared to 4% of all labels collected in New Zealand.  
 
The category with the highest proportion of inconsistent claims was food intended for 
particular dietary use, followed by non-alcoholic beverages, and dairy products.   The 
categories of edible oils and emulsions, egg and egg products, sugar, honey and related 
products and fish and fish products were assessed as not having any inconsistent claims. 
 
While the labelling provisions of CoPoNC were applied to 369 claims on labels collected in 
Australia, these were found to be consistent with labelling requirements in the majority (86%) 
of cases.  Thirty-nine claims were found to be inconsistent with CoPoNC requirements for 
‘source of fibre/contains fibre' claims.  A further two claims found to be inconsistent with the 
CoPoNC provisions related to ‘high fibre/good source of fibre' claims.  Five ‘cholesterol free’ 
claims did not meet the requirements of CoPoNC provisions claims while a further claim was 
assessed as inconsistent with the CoPoNC provisions for ‘low cholesterol’ claims.  Three 
labels bearing ‘X% fat free’ claims stated the product contained more than the amount of fat 
allowed by CoPoNC provisions, and were therefore assessed as inconsistent.  One claim did 
not meet the requirements of the CoPoNC provisions for making low energy claims. 
 
Eleven claims were assessed as inconsistent with the Australian and New Zealand fair 
trading legislation, the majority of which were general claims about nutrition content or 
unsubstantiated claims about health benefits.  Seven labels were found to make health 
claims in relation to a disease or physiological condition and therefore were assessed as 
inconsistent with the provisions of Transitional Standard 1.1A.2.   
 



Labels collected in Australia were assessed against a greater number of provisions than 
those from New Zealand, with the extra requirements of CoPoNC appearing to be the cause 
of the higher number of inconsistent label claims for labels collected in Australia.  
 
Comparison of labels collected in 2003 and 2005 
Approximately 42% of labels collected in 2003 and 2005 featured health and nutrition claims.  
A slightly greater proportion of the labels collected in 2003 that featured claims featured 
nutrition claims (99%) compared to labels collected in 2005 that featured claims (96%).  In 
both surveys, 25% of the labels with claims featured health claims.  The proportion of labels 
that featured both health and nutrition claims was slightly greater in the 2003 survey (24% of 
labels with claims) compared to the 2005 survey (21% of labels with claims).     
 
In both surveys, the category of food intended for particular dietary use featured the highest 
proportion of labels with nutrition claims.  In most categories, the proportion of labels with 
nutrition claims was similar in 2005 to the proportion of labels with nutrition claims in 2003.   
 
In both surveys, the three categories with the highest proportions of labels featuring health 
claims were food intended for particular dietary use, edible oils and emulsions and cereals 
and cereal products.  However, in most categories, the proportion of labels with health claims 
was different in 2005 to the proportion of labels with health claims in 2003.   
 
The largest proportion of CoPoNC claims that were assessed in 2003 against the CoPoNC 
provisions related to fat content.  In contrast, in 2005 the largest proportion of claims 
assessed against the CoPoNC provisions related to fibre content.  Of particular note, ‘source 
of fibre’ claims on food labels increased dramatically in 2005 compared to 2003, specifically 
in the bread, cereals, fruit and vegetable and mixed foods categories.  Other marked 
differences include an increased number of claims relating to cholesterol and a decreased 
number of claims relating to salt in the 2005 survey compared to the 2003 survey.  The 
number of labels featuring other claim types was similar between the two surveys.   
 
A marked increase in the number of claims assessed as inconsistent with the provisions of 
CoPoNC accounted for the greatest difference between the two surveys. Other differences 
included a small decrease in the number of claims assessed as inconsistent with the 
provisions of Standard 1.2.8 (Division 3) and an increase in the number of claims assessed 
as inconsistent with the provisions of Transitional Standard 1.1A.2. 
 
The information regarding nutrition, health or related claims assessed on labels collected in 
2005 can be compared against the information regarding nutrition, health or related claims 
that were assessed in 2003 to provide an indication as to the changes to information featured 
on labels and advertising materials. It also provides a valuable comparison for future 
assessment findings as the Label Monitoring Survey continues under the FSANZ Evaluation 
Strategy for 2004-2008. 
 


