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The views expressed in this document are the consultation attendees and not necessarily those of the Food Labelling Review Committee. The Committee will not be legally responsible for any statement made in this document.

Committee member attendees: Dr Neal Blewett and Dr Chris Reynolds
Attendees at the public consultation included individual consumers and representatives from industry, government and non-government organisations. The list of attendees is attached. 

PART 1: CONTEXT

Consultation Paper / Format / Focus of Review

Matters for Review / Terms of Reference General and Specific / Tensions in the Terms of Review 

PART 2: FOOD LABELLING OVERVIEW

Comments from attendees included:


· People think more of food safety, while preventative health gets lost. Maybe a change in terms is needed to separate Public Health from Safety.

· You can’t determine future health effects of new technology (Genetically Modified (GM) foods), if the products are not labelled now.  Labels are needed now, so that there is an evidence base to test any future ill-effects. (If food isn’t labelled GM, people don’t know they’re eating it, so future ill health can not be attributed to GM or not.)
· We need labelling to examine public health aspects of food consumption.
· Will recommendations on how to move forward be provided for health claims and front of pack labelling?
· How do you determine the regulatory burden? That is making enough regulation without burdening society.
· As GM foods are an emerging technology, how will it be tracked?
· It is pointed out in the food Act that Public Health and Safety is not balanced with effects on society, when it comes to regulatory burden.

· Priority should be given to Public Health and Safety.
PART 3: KEY ROLES OF FOOD LABELLING

Concerns Driving Labelling / Health Safety / Health Promotion/ Consumer Information 

Comments from attendees included:

· Worry that consumer information is viewed as an ‘ethical’ issue and that it will drop off in favour of health info.  Mentions GM foods as an example.
· Regulatory measures are catching up with new technologies, e.g. GM foods, nanotechnology.
· There is a scientific debate about the safety of GM foods, and long term effects are still unclear - why is there not a decision on the safety of these before they can be consumed by the public.

· Shouldn’t GM foods be a health issue rather than an ethical issue?

· Consumer information is falling off the radar.

· Labels should include info about animal welfare to ensure consumers can make an informed choice.  Labels that imply improvements have been made to animal conditions must be valid.
Alcohol
Comments from attendees included:

· Calorie content and nutrition panels should be mandated.

· There is some concern that some alcohol labels only meet the bare minimum of requirements.


- Number of standard drinks is less well understood.  
 
- The icon of number of drinks per bottle should be mandatory.
· Voluntary codes don’t work, all standards should be mandated.
PART 4: FOOD LABELLING PRESENTATION

Readability / Comprehension / Information Format

Comments from attendees included:

· What evidence is there to support consumer information being more effective at point of sale rather than 1800 numbers and other forms of communication?

· Is this information on the label? Or would a pamphlet that is available at the point of sale be just as effective?
· Will recommendations be made on how Government can support any changes made through education to the public to take the onus off industry?
· It is important that the consumer is not deceived or misled. Serving sizes vary to suit the manufacturer and the image they wish to present.


· Currently %DI is not effective/appropriate and in some instances be misleading. Some can be made up (eg. There is not %DI for sugar, but it appears on thumbnails), they are an inappropriate percentage for the average male and salt has a daily maximum.

· Consumers do not understand what these things mean.

· Is research in other countries being considered in relation to Front of Package labelling?
· How will what is being done now help us down the track in regard to new technologies?  Review committee should be forward looking, to new technologies and new issues.
· Precautionary principles are rarely acted upon and not well understood by those who enforce/regulate it.

· The legislation needs to be backed up by firmer legislation in these areas.

PART 5: ADMINISTERING AND ENFORCING FOOD LABELLING STANDARDS

Comments from attendees included:

· National food laws can’t be interpreted by the public.

· There are issues with current enforcement, no food labels with GM marked.

· It seems that the onus is on GM free producers to prove that GM free rather than ACCC are doing tests.

· There is not an agree understanding/definition as to what GM is, there needs to be an agreed standard.
· Statements that GM foods are GM free can be misleading and deceptive. If the statement is ‘contains GM ingredients’, then they can’t be caught out as they are not claiming to be GM free.

· There is no actual watchdog for many inadequate and inaccurate labelling. There needs to be an active watchdog to check labelling.

· The watchdog role should not be up to consumer groups/competitors.

· Voluntary codes do not work, they are not followed by big businesses if they don’t want to follow them, and there is no enforcement if they choose not to enforce.

· Raises the enforcement issue. Why is ISC not working?

· There is a grey area between food and Therapeutic Goods (TG), and this boundary has grey areas that need clarifying.  TGA / FSANZ do have the legal power to delineate these.
· If there is a food standard for a product, then it is a ‘food’ and outside of the TGA’s remit.  However, not all products on the market fit nicely into the different categories.
- There should be a food standard and TG standard independent from each other.
· Is there scope to do some review to define some of these grey areas between standards, or are they going to be defined from the outset?

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

Participants made the following additional general comments:

· Things to change or remove:

· Percentage of DI should be removed.

· Serving sizes on nutritional panels should be changed to only showing 100g sizes or another serving size constant.

· First round submissions were not made publically available as they were not asked whether they were in confidence. Could it be possible to ask the submitters if they would like to have their submission publically available?
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