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5. CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

In terms of the transition to the new Code labelling requirements, of the 1266 labels sampled 

between July and December 2002, 27% appeared to have been produced to comply with the 

new Code. Sixty five percent appeared to have been produced to the old Code requirements, 

with 8% indeterminable as to which Code was used.  These figures were different in Stage 2, 

as the new Code had been fully implemented prior to the Stage 2 sampling period (July to 

December 2003).  Of the 1262 Stage 2 labels, 85% were assessed as having been produced to 

the requirements of the new Code and seven percent were indeterminable as to which Code 

was used but were assumed to have also been manufactured to the new Code requirements.  

Nine percent of labels in Stage 2 were assessed as being produced to the old Code 

requirements.  

 

The pie charts below show the Code used based on imported status, determined by country of 

origin information. In Stage 1, 35% of labels were assessed as being produced to the new 

Code requirements, or indeterminable, whereby 30% (388 labels) were of domestic origin 

and 5% (58 labels) were of imported origin. In Stage 2, 91% of labels were assessed as being 

produced to the new Code requirements, or indeterminable, whereby 82% (1025 labels) were 

of domestic origin and 9% (114 labels) were of imported origin. 
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The percentage of Old Code labels was considerably higher for imported products (25%, 39 

labels) in Stage 2 when compared to local products (6%, 68 labels). This was somewhat 

different to Stage 1, where the percentage of Old Code labels was the same for both local and 

imported products (65%).  

 

The following table provides a summary of the percentage consistency (in descending order) 

with new Code requirements for each of the 12 label elements that were assessed in the 

surveys.  

 
Label element Stage 1 Stage 2 

 n = 448 n = 1153 

 % Consistency with new Code requirements 

Overall label legibility 92 91

Overall label consistency 15 5

   

Allergen information* (legibility) 100 100

Mandatory advisory statements* (legibility) 100 100

Ingredient declaration* (legibility) 99 99

Usage instructions* (legibility) 100 99

Product name (legibility) 100 99

Storage instructions* 89 93

Date marking* 72 80

Compound ingredients* 71 70

Characterising ingredients* 38 57

Genetically modified foods 1 label assessed - consistent nil labels assessed

Irradiated foods nil labels assessed nil labels assessed

Nutrition information panel* 0 0

Standard NIP 0 0

Minor reasons** 1 0

Intermediate reasons** 51 55

Major reasons** 36 49

Expanded NIP section 1 8

Special NIP 6 4

 

 

 

* Percentages are calculated on the subset of labels that were required/voluntarily provided this information 

** NIPs could be inconsistent for more than one severity category  
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The 448 ‘assessable’ labels (new Code and indeterminable labels) in Stage 1 and the 1153 

‘assessable’ labels in Stage 2 showed that consistency with all required labelling elements 

assessed in the surveys were low. Only 15% of labels were fully consistent with those 

requirements of the new Code in Stage 1 and, this figure was lower in Stage 2 with only 5% 

of labels consistent. 

 

Clearly, the main area of inconsistency in both Stages was with respect to the prescriptive 

labelling requirements for NIPs (94% of inconsistent labels in Stage 1 and 98% of 

inconsistent labels in Stage 2 – these percentages include those labels that were exempt from 

providing NIPs). Only those labels that were not required to provide a NIP (because of 

exemption) were found to be fully consistent with all labelling provisions assessed. Other 

common inconsistencies in both Stages related to characterising ingredients (for Stage 1, 

35% of labels wereinconsistent, 38% were consistent and 27% were exempt. For Stage 2, 

30% of labels were inconsistent, 57% were consistent and 13% were exempt)) and date 

markings (28% in Stage 1 and 20% in Stage 2), and to a lesser extent for storage instructions 

(11% in Stage 1 and 7% in Stage 2) and compound ingredient declaration. 

 

Consistency levels were high with respect to legibility, product name, usage instructions, 

allergen declarations and ingredient declarations, with greater than 90% consistency for all 

these label elements. 

 

In the new Code, mandatory text font sizes were removed and it was considered important to 

assess the legibility of food labels. Overall, label legibility was good, with 92% of the 448 

Stage 1 ‘assessable’ labels consistent and 91% of the 1153 Stage 2 ‘assessable’ labels 

consistent.  The 8% of labels which were not legible in Stage 1, were primarily inconsistent 

because of date marking (66% of 38 illegible labels).  This was also the case in Stage 2 

where, of the 102 labels inconsistent for legibility, date marking accounted for 78%.  The 

main reasons for this related to date marking indelibility, accounting for 36% and 46% of 

illegible date markings in Stage 1 and Stage 2 respectively. Additionally, in Stage 1, date 

marking not contrasting with the background also accounted for 36% of illegible labels.  A 

considerable proportion of date markings in Stage 1 and Stage 2 were printed on the body or 

lid of the food container rather than the label.  It appeared that, in such cases, the lack of 

contrast of print characters against container materials or product colouring (where a 
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container was transparent) and, the tendencies of the print characters to not adhere properly 

to these surfaces, accounted for the illegibility. 

 

All product names and descriptions were legible in Stage 1 and therefore 100% of product 

names and descriptions were assessed as consistent. Ninety five percent of product names 

and descriptions were considered to reflect the true nature of the labels. In Stage 2, three 

labels were inconsistent for product names and descriptions due to legibility.  Reasons for 

illegible product names and descriptions were indelibility, not being distinct from label 

decoration and not being in English. Ninety four percent of product names and descriptions 

in Stage 2 were considered to reflect the true nature of the food.   

 

Date marking had a 72% consistency overall in Stage 1 and 80% in Stage 2.  The three main 

reasons that labels were inconsistent related to provision (9% in Stage 1 and 2% in Stage 2), 

then for those with date marked labels, illegibility (7% of all Stage 1 date marked labels and 

8% of Stage 2 date marked labels), and incorrect usage of the statement (15% in Stage 1 and 

11% in Stage 2).  This included the provision of a ‘best before’ instead of a ‘use by’ 

statement, provision of a data only or the date not being placed near the statement. 

 

With respect to storage instructions, 89% of labels were consistent in Stage 1 and 93% of 

labels were consistent in Stage 2.  In both Stages, inconsistency was largely the result of lack 

of provision of storage requirements after opening where products were shelf stable before 

opening but perishable after opening. 

 

All product usage instructions provided in Stage 1 were legible and hence consistent overall 

for this label element.  One label in Stage 2 was inconsistent as usage instructions were not 

noticeable.   

 

The ‘food contains allergen’ statements provided in both Stages were all legible and hence 

the allergen information label element was consistent overall.  For both Stage 1 and Stage 2, 

most manufacturers chose to declare allergens on the label in the ingredient list, rather than in 

a separate ‘food contains allergen’ statement. Allergens declared in ingredient lists were 

generally not emphasised (by using bold face text) and used non-technical terminology. 
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Prominence and positioning of ‘food contains’ and ‘may contain’ type allergen statements 

meant that they should be easy to locate for the consumer. 

 

Few labels were assessed where mandatory advisory statements were required (four labels in 

Stage 1 and seven labels in Stage 2).  In Stage 1, two labels were consistent for the caffeine 

advisory statement and two labels were inconsistent for this label element section, one a 

guarana caffeine product where the required statement was not provided and the other a 

required phytosterol ester statement (on the one label for a food containing this ingredient) 

which was considered not to be fully consistent with the new Code.  In Stage 2, five labels 

were consistent for the caffeine advisory statement and one label was inconsistent for this 

label element section, a guarana caffeine product where the statement was considered not to 

be fully consistent with the new Code. 

 

Overall, no NIP provided in either Stage was consistent with the prescriptive new Code 

labelling provisions, even though a few labels were consistent for expanded NIP sections or 

special type NIPs.  When the consistency result for each NIP section were combined none 

were consistent. The level of severity of inconsistencies was also assessed in terms of their 

impact on consumer understanding. Sixty four percent of standard NIPs that were 

inconsistent in Stage 1 were assessed as having major inconsistencies, 49% intermediate and 

99% minor inconsistencies.  Similarly, in Stage 2, of the 1063 labels with standard NIP 

inconsistencies, 51% had major inconsistencies, 45% had intermediate and 100% had minor. 

 

For both Stages, expanded NIP sections were primarily inconsistent as a result of the 

nutrients label element section.  The nutrients were predominantly inconsistent for case, 

punctuation or wording, however some did not provide all nutrients required in this section of 

the NIP.  

 

In terms of special NIPs, the problems varied considerably between each type of product 

requiring special NIPs.  The sampling size of the survey only allowed very limited numbers 

of special NIP type products to be sampled.  Only one of the 16 products requiring a special 

NIP in Stage 1 was consistent and only one of the 26 labels in Stage 2 was consistent. 
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Of the labels providing NIPs 17% of Stage 1 labels and 12% of Stage 2 labels provided 

percentage daily intake information.  ‘Percentage daily intake’ information column in the NIP 

were used in some instances however, the majority of labels choose to give this information 

adjacent to the appropriate nutrients. 

 

The consistency of ingredient declarations was high, with only one label being inconsistent in 

Stage 1 due to legibility.  Comparably, 99% of ingredient declarations were consistent in 

Stage 2.  Inconsistencies in Stage 2 were as a result of failing to provide ingredient 

declarations where required (three of 13 labels) and ingredient declarations being illegible 

(10 of 13 labels). 

 

In Stage 1, eighty-four percent of labels fully assessed contained characterising ingredients.  

Five labels not deemed to have characterising ingredients, voluntarily declared the percentage 

of an ingredient.  Thirty eight percent of labels were consistent for characterising ingredients, 

with 35% inconsistent and 27% exempt. A total of 938 labels were assessed for this label 

element in Stage 2, 34 of which voluntarily gave characterising ingredients.  Of those label 

requiring or voluntarily providing characterising ingredient percentages in Stage 2, 57% were 

consistent, 30% inconsistent and 13% exempt. 
 

Twenty percent of labels were considered to contain compound ingredients in Stage 1 and 

24% in Stage 2.  Results for the Stages were similar, with 71% of Stage 1 labels assessed as 

consistent for this label element and 70% of Stage 2 labels assessed as consistent.  


