Annex C

Examples of integrated FOP labels
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The graphics above combine text (high/medium/low), TL colour coding and %GDA in
FOP labels which the independent research found to be most effective in the
strongest overall in helping consumers make healthier choices.
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Annex D

Proposed quidance on leqgibility and visibility of FOP labels

The Agency’s current technical guidance®” provides general guidance on aspects of
FOP label design to improve their visibility and legibility. This is based on the visuals
the Agency used during its 2005 consumer research and is intended as a guide.

Agenda Bold is the typeface used in the signpost visuals in this guidance and was
chosen for its clarity and legibility. Nutrients are in bold, upper and lower case.
High, medium and low descriptors are bold and uppercase.

Text included in the signpost should ideally be in black. Text within the colour
coded areas of the signpost may be in black or white.

On metallic and shiny surfaces, a matt-finish eases legibility.

The FOP labelshould be easily visible and scaled in proportion with the size of the

product, as a guide the following are suggested:

— Use 10 point font on product packs with dimensions of approx. 200mm x
300mm (e.g. breakfast cereal).

— Use 8 point font on product packs with dimensions of approx. 200mm x
200mm (e.g. >350g ready meal packs, boxes of burgers etc)

— Use 6 point font on product packs with dimensions of approx. 180mm x
150mm (e.g. twin sandwich pack).

— The minimum font size that should be used is 4 point.

FOP label position

Position the signpost in a consistent place on the front of pack where it is clearly
seen. In the Agency’s research it was positioned on front of pack, bottom left.

Position the signpost in the same field of vision as the product fancy, brand or
trade name, and if possible in a place consistent with use in other labels. Take
care to ensure that the text is not distorted.

In the case of multi-pack products or selection packs, place the signpost on the
outer packaging. It can also be repeated on individual products.

Do not place images behind the signpost (watermarking).

*" http://www.food.gov.uk/foodlabelling/signposting/technicalguide/
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Annex E

Standard Consultation Information

1.

If you have any queries relating to this consultation please contact the
person named on page 1, who will be able to respond to your questions.

Publication of personal data and confidentiality of responses

2.

4.

In accordance with the FSA principle of openness our Information Centre
at Aviation House will hold a copy of the completed consultation.
Responses will be open to public access upon request. The FSA will also
publish a summary of responses, which may include personal data, such
as your full name and contact address details. If you do not want this
information to be released, please complete and return the Publication of
Personal Data form, which is on the website at
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/dataprotection.pdf Return of
this form does not mean that we will treat your response to the
consultation as confidential, just your personal data.

In accordance with the provisions of Freedom of Information Act
2000/Environmental Information Regulations 2004, all information
contained in your response may be subject to publication or disclosure. If
you consider that some of the information provided in your response
should not be disclosed, you should indicate the information concerned,
request that it is not disclosed and explain what harm you consider would
result from disclosure. The final decision on whether the information
should be withheld rests with the FSA. However, we will take into account
your views when making this decision.

Any automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will
not be considered as such a request unless you specifically include a
request, with an explanation, in the main text of your response.

Further information

5.

A list of interested parties to whom this letter is being sent appears in
Annex G. Please feel free to pass this document to any other interested
parties, or send us their full contact details and we will arrange for a copy
to be sent to them direct.

. This consultation has been prepared in accordance with HM Government

Code of Practice on Consultation, available at:
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/filed7158.pdf The Consultation Criteria are

available at http://www.berr.gov.uk/whatwedo/bre/consultation-
guidance/page44458.html

For details about the consultation process (not about the content of this
consultation) please contact: Food Standards Agency Consultation Co-
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ordinator, Room 2C, Aviation House, 125 Kingsway, London, WC2B 6NH.
Tel: 0207 276 8630.

Comments on the consultation process itself

8. We are interested in what you thought of this consultation and would
therefore welcome your general feedback on both the consultation
package and overall consultation process. If you would like to help us
improve the quality of future consultations, please feel free to share your
thoughts with us by using the Consultation Feedback Questionnaire at
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/consultfeedback.doc

9. If you would like to be included on future Food Standards Agency
consultations on other topics, please advise us of those subject areas that
you might be specifically interested in by using the Consultation Feedback
Questionnaire at
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/consultfeedback.doc
The questionnaire can also be used to update us about your existing
contact details.
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Summary: Intervention & Options

Department /Agency: Title:
FOOD STANDARDS Front of pack (FOP) nutrition labelling for pre-packed

AGENCY foods sold through retail outlets in the UK

Stage: Consultation Version: 1 Date: 30 July 2009

Related Publications: Comprehension and use of UK nutrition signpost labelling schemes
(http://www.food.gov.uk/news/newsarchive/2009/may/pmp)

Available to view or download at:
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/consultation/FOPlabellingia.pdf

Contact for enquiries: Claire Boville Telephone: 020 7276 8168

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

In March 2006, following publication of extensive consumer research and consultation with stakeholders, the
Agency recommended UK businesses use a voluntary front of pack (FOP) ‘traffic light' labelling approach on
selected categories of pre-packed foods to make it easier for consumers to choose a healthier diet. At the same
time the Agency also made a commitment to review the effectiveness and impact of FOP nutrition labelling used
in the UK market. This independent research found that a single FOP approach would be most helpful for
shoppers and that the most effective FOP label combined text (high/medium/low), traffic light colour coding

and %GDA information in an ‘integrated label’. The Agency is seeking views on practical issues which need to be
resolved for an integrated FOP nutrition labelling approach to work in real life settings.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
(1) To help consumers make healthier choices through effective FOP nutrition labelling.
(2) To resolve practical issues relating to use of an integrated FOP nutrition labelling approach in real life
settings
Effective FOP labelling will contribute to improving health literacy amongst consumers by enabling them to
improve their knowledge and understanding of nutritional content of foods and help them choose a healthier diet.
Over time this will help lead to reductions in salt, saturated fat, fat and sugar intake for the UK population and in
doing so achieve better health outcomes.

In addition, it may provide further incentive to build on current work being carried out by industry to reformulate
existing products and develop healthier products and in so doing contribute to the Agency’s overall strategy to
help improve the UK diet.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

Option 1: Do nothing (maintain status quo).

Option 2: Develop technical guidance to deliver an integrated FOP label.

Option 3: Develop technical guidance (that includes a specific FOP label design) to deliver an integrated FOP
label.

Option 2 is the preferred option.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement
of the desired effects?

Once a baseline has been established, we will review within 3 years.

Ministerial/CEO Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

| have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that (a) it represents a fair and
reasonable view of the expected costs, benefits and impact of the policy, and (b) the
benefits justify the costs.

Signed by the Food Standards Agency Chair*:

-‘_"______--r
| }
= Date: 30 July 2009

* for non-legislative Impact Assessments undertaken by non-ministerial departments/agencies




Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: This Description: Develop technical guidance to deliver an integrated FOP label /
summary covers both Develop technical guidance (that includes a specific FOP label design) to deliver an
options 2 and 3 integrated label.

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’

No monetised costs are included in this IA. Stakeholder input on the

One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ range of costs discussed and assumptions used are being sought in this
consultation.
4l Average Annual Cost
8 (excluding one-off)
SN £ Total Cost (PV) | £
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
Government will look provide matched funding for stakeholders in awareness raising campaigns. These
and other costs are being sought as part of this consultation.
ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ See non monetised benefits
One-off Yrs
=
)
E Average Annual Benefit
T (excluding one-off)
zZ
R £ Total Benefit (Pv) | £

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ These relate to consistency by
following agreed technical guidance and reputational gains for businesses from complying with Government
approved technical guidance. There are also consumer benefits derived from reduced confusion over
different FOP labels and access to nutritional information in a more effective FOP label.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks

Price Base Time Period Net Benefit Range (Npv) NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
Year Years £ £

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? UK

On what date will the policy be implemented? N/A

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? N/A

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ N/A

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? N/A

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation Micro Small Medium Large
(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt? N/A N/A N/A N/A
Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)
Increase of £ Decrease of £ Net Impact £

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value



Evidence Base (for summary sheets)

Reason for Intervention

1. FOP labelling is an important part of a package of government initiatives that seek to enable
consumers to make healthier food choices and contribute towards efforts to tackle obesity
and diet related illnesses as detailed further in Annex A.

2. In 2006 the Agency recommended a voluntary principles-based approach to FOP nutritional
labelling that focused on seven categories of processed foods that were identified by
consumers as being those which they found difficult to assess nutritionally*. Since then
industry has used different forms of FOP nutrition labelling on many foods sold through retail
outlets. In line with a commitment made in 2006 and the challenge posed by the presence of
a multiplicity of FOP schemes, the Agency commissioned independent research? in 2007 to
evaluate the effectiveness® of the different schemes in the UK marketplace, and the
elements within them.

3. The research has confirmed that whilst there is a good level of comprehension of FOP labels,
the existence of several FOP labelling approaches has created a degree of consumer
confusion especially when consumers try to interpret different FOP labels applied on
different products. For example some FOP labels use traffic light colours (to indicate the
level of nutrient in a food) whilst others either use pastel colours or are monochrome (where
the colours do not indicate the nutrient levels) thus confusing consumers as to the
significance of the colours used.

4. The research concluded that 70% of the consumers interviewed were best able to
understand and interpret the nutritional content of the food on FOP labels that included text
(to state whether the level of a nutrient is high, medium or low), traffic light colours and
percentage GDA’s. A FOP label containing all these elements is referred to as an
‘integrated’ label in this IA. The research concluded that standardising to the use of a single
FOP label in the retail environment would enhance consumer use and comprehension of
FOP labels.

5. In England Healthy Weight Healthy Lives makes a commitment to:

‘A single, simple and effective approach to food labelling used by the whole food
industry, based on the principles that will be recommended by the FSA in light of
the research currently being undertaken.’

6. The need for an effective approach to FOP labelling is supported by all the devolved
administrations and is a part of the Welsh Assembly Government's Quality of Food for All

! Sandwiches, wraps, filled baguettes and similar products, prepared or ready meals, whether hot or cold - (for
example pasta salad bowls, prepared salad meals such as chicken caesar salad and prepared dishes sold with
and without accompaniments such as rice, noodles, vegetables, potato or similar) burgers, sausages, pies, pasties
and quiches, breaded or coated or formed meat, meat alternative, poultry, fish and similar products including those
in sauces (for example chicken nuggets, fish fingers, chicken kiev, fish in parsley sauce, meat balls, lamb grills)
E)izzas and breakfast cereals.

http://www.food.gov.uk/foodlabelling/signposting/signpostevaluation/pmpanel/
® The independent research used three objective measures of comprehension that were identified as being likely to
discriminate best between the different types of FOP signposting schemes, and to reflect the most common uses of
FOP labels. These were (1) Evaluation of products on individual nutrients (restricted to 2 nutrients per product); (2)
Evaluation of product in terms of overall healthiness; and (3) Comparison of two or more products in terms of
overall healthiness. Tests were designed around these objective measures of understanding and all tests had a
predefined correct answer against which to judge respondents for correctness. A second measure used was time
taken to respond. Correctness was the most important way of judging comprehension, but if two label types
facilitated similar levels of comprehension, then the label that facilitated the quickest answer was judged more
effective.







Question 3:

Do you anticipate any specific familiarisation costs that may relate to additional
criteria for foods recommended to be eaten in small portions? If so please provide
information about these costs.

Question 4:

We do not expect changes in the salt thresholds to add significant costs for
businesses and would welcome your views on this — particularly if there are any
specific costs that need to be considered.

42.The Agency recognises that there may be some foods, such as fruit and vegetables, for
which FOP labelling provides little benefit. If an integrated approach were to apply to all
foods with limited exceptions this would result in some additional labelling costs. However
these costs could be mitigated by amending the technical guidance to include guidance as
to the priority foods for FOP labelling (based on the responses to this consultation). This
may result in some familiarisation costs but these are not expected to be significant (costs
related to revising or adding FOP labels to products are mainly associated with re-labelling
and these are discussed in Annex C).

Question 5:
We welcome your views on the costs associated with extending the scope of foods for
FOP labelling in addition to potential re-labelling costs.

Reformulation Costs

43.The decision to reformulate with respect to nutrient content is usually taken where this offers
some benefit to business — this could be by way of reputational gains: creating healthier
product ranges and attracting new consumers or increasing sales of products which are
healthier choices. In some instances FOP labelling has been a factor that is considered by
business when reformulating products, however, it is not possible to isolate the reformulation
costs attributable to FOP alone.

Other Costs: Awareness Raising / Consumer Information and Education:

44. As noted by the independent research, whilst there was a high level of self-reported
awareness of FOP labels (over 80%), self reported use was lower at 58% (with only 35% of
consumers saying they used FOP labels often). Several studies have found that while
consumers like and are aware of FOP labels, the number of UK consumers that actually
properly understand and use them is sub-optimal at the present time for certain sections of
the UK population. This reflects findings from other research®®.

45.To maximise the potential benefits of an integrated FOP label there is a clear need to
engage all consumers — especially those who are not currently using FOP labels — and
invest further in activities to improve consumer awareness, comprehension and use of FOP
labels so that they are better motivated and empowered to make healthier choices easily.
The independent research found that some consumers consider FOP labels to be a
marketing tool used by business to promote ‘favourable’ goods. Promoting an integrated

> e.g. Millward Brown, which noted that whilst overall there was 84% (self-reported) awareness of FOP labels this
was only 80% for consumers in lower social grades.
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label should improve the use and effectiveness of FOP labelling particularly in terms of
credibility and trust as it will relate to being a government-backed approach.

46.Since 2006 it is estimated that £8m has been spent by government and stakeholders on
these activities'®. We have sought precise costs from stakeholders on provision of consumer
information but have been advised that FOP labelling is integral to their wider marketing and
educational activities and as such it is difficult to quantify awareness raising costs for FOP
labelling alone. If businesses chose to adopt an integrated FOP label then the overall
expenditure could be less than the amount that has been spent on promoting multiple
schemes since 2006. Businesses would still combine awareness raising of FOP labels with
efforts to promote their brand/products rather than focus on FOP labelling alone. The
Government could consider matched funding to help ensure that an integrated approach is
promoted by all stakeholders.

Question 6:
We welcome feedback on the cost estimates of awareness raising for industry, NGOs
and other consumer and public health organisations.

Benefits
Industry Benefits

47.Increased consumer interest in health and wellbeing issues is leading to changing customer
requirements and purchasing behaviour. This is creating a demand from consumers for
more and clearer nutritional information. FOP labelling provides industry with a way to
respond to this need.

48.The Agency’s voluntary approach is consistent with a number of key principles of good
regulation: provide certainty for firms by setting out the outcomes the Agency would like to
see in the future, provide flexibility for firms in how they achieve those labelling principles
and provide a means for co-ordinating reformulation activity across industry*’.

49.Having different FOP labelling approaches in the market following different technical criteria
has been identified by SME’s as a potential barrier when considering adopting FOP labelling,
and they would prefer greater direction on this matter. The wider adoption of an integrated

' The Agency has carried out extensive work to promote awareness of its recommended scheme. This has
included a promotional advertising campaign as well as the production of consumer literature on nutritional content
of foods including web-based marketing and leaflets at a total cost approximately £2 million. The Department for
Children, Schools and Families and the Department for Health also carried out work to raise awareness of healthy
eating in the school curriculum and Change4lLife programme respectively, that includes understanding the
nutritional content of foods with FOP being one of a range of tools used.

In Scotland a campaign ‘Take Life On’ was launched in June 2008 targeting adult audiences and promoting simple
practical steps to improve health and increase confidence. Take Life On is promoted through television, radio,
billboards and through a website. There is also some underway in Wales to raise awareness of healthy eating in
schools, and through FSA Wales’ Food Business Engagement Strategy.

Since 2006 the industry has also invested significantly in efforts to raise awareness of FOP labelling. It undertook
an advertising and educational campaign to inform consumers about GDA labels and encourage greater use of
FOP labels (estimated at £6million). This involved the production of information leaflets and targeted over 3,000
doctors surgeries as part of campaign to raise awareness of its ‘What’s inside’ guide on how to understand and use
GDA labels. In addition retailers funded media activities of TV and press to promote awareness in promoting
awareness of FOP labels in store and introduced shelf edge ticketing, articles in consumer magazines, recipes with
FOP information and provided information in leaflets and company websites. Consumer groups and NGOs have
also featured FOP labelling in their campaigns to promote healthy eating. This has included production of literature
and features in websites explaining FOP labelling and publication of a ‘shoppers card’ to help consumers use FOP
labels more effectively.

" As outlined in BERR Economics Paper No.4, Regulation and innovation: evidence and policy implications,
December 2008. http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file49519.pdf
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approach and related technical guidance will help overcome this issue for SME’s and other
businesses. It will also help create a level playing field and stability for business.

50.The main industry benefits of an integrated FOP label are those related to brand
enhancement and reputational gains which may translate into additional sales. It is not
possible to monetise the benefits due to FOP labelling alone. If a business decides to adopt
FOP labelling it will do so for commercial reasons and where the associated benefits and
rewards are considered by the business to outweigh the costs.

Question 7:
Are there any other benefits for industry arising from Option 2? If so, what are they
and please quantify them.

Consumer Benefits

51.The extent of benefits depends on a number of factors, including: the level of
comprehension and usage of FOP labels by consumers and the impact upon subsequent
overall purchasing decisions; the level of take up by business; and communication/promotion
activity to raise awareness of an integrated approach.

52.The main consumer benefit of developing an integrated FOP label is that it would give
consumers access to key nutritional information presented in a consistent manner which
could enable healthier choices and provide reassurance that it is underpinned by
government approved criteria.

53.The extent of these benefits may be potentially greater for those specific population sub-
groups identified by the independent research as being least likely to use FOP labelling.

54.Consumers may also be expected to gain indirect health benefits where FOP labelling
provides firms with an incentive to reformulate and develop new products that are healthier —
although it is not possible to ensure the extent to which such reformulation is due to FOP
labelling as opposed to other drivers.

55.1t is not possible to monetise these benefits at this stage.

Option 3: As Option 2, including specifying a FOP label design.

Costs

56.There are likely to be additional incremental costs if guidance on the specified format
triggers packaging redesign.

57.1t may also result in additional costs for a larger number of firms than option 2 due to the
more prescriptive nature associated with additional design criteria.

58.However, where businesses choose to adopt an integrated FOP labelling approach for the
first time then this is unlikely to add significant costs to option 2 as business will need to
consider design elements as part of the wider re-labelling costs.

59.1t is not possible to quantify the extent of these costs without knowing the nature of the FOP
design.
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Benefits

60.Having greater consistency in the design and format of an integrated approach could offer
potential benefits in terms of more consistency and improved consumer familiarity and
awareness of FOP labels.

61.1t could further reduce consumer confusion more than options 1 or 2 as the label would
follow the same format, further reducing the potential for conflict resulting from label design.
This would allow consumers to make cross-product comparisons and readily compare FOP
nutritional information as it would be presented in a consistent manner.

62. There could be benefits to smaller firms who could more easily introduce an integrated FOP
label on their products without having to conduct consumer research and would be able to
use the same integrated FOP label if they supplied to different retailers.

63.Recommending a specific design would create a distinct brand identity for an integrated
FOP label that would facilitate awareness raising and aid communication. It may also allow
greater convergence of education and marketing campaigns to help consumers understand
and use an integrated FOP label. A common approach and consistent ‘brand’ would also
help build trust in an integrated label being seen and understood as a government-endorsed
scheme. This would have the added advantage of generating greater transparency behind
the technical criteria underpinning the FOP label.

Question 8:
We would welcome views on potential costs and benefits associated with option 3.

64.Despite the additional benefits noted above Option 3 is not the Agency’s preferred option
as it would result in additional costs being incurred by business which may not justify the
additional benefits to consumers and industry as compared with those identified in option 2.
This could hinder or impede uptake by business.

Administrative Burden Costs

65. As this is a voluntary initiative, there are no additional administrative burdens on business.

Consultation

66.In advance of this formal consultation the Agency engaged with stakeholders to seek their
input on the costs and benefits related to FOP labelling. At an evidence-gathering workshop
held in October 2008, over 30 attendees from industry, trade bodies and consumer groups
considered potential outcomes from the independent research. They also noted what other
evidence should be considered in the development of the IA and the policy proposals*®. This
was followed up by a series of small meetings with industry and consumer groups to discuss
the issues further and gather relevant data. These discussions generated a good response
with over 40 stakeholders providing information that was used to develop a pre-consultation
framework document™®, which set out our proposed approach to the formal consultation as
well as outlining the areas of costs and benefits (to consumers, industry, NGOs and
government) that have shaped the development of this IA. The framework document was
shared with stakeholders, who had participated in the pre-consultation discussions, to seek
their views and ensure that no key issues had been overlooked. A total of 15 responses

'® The discussion document and note of the meeting can be found at:
http://www.food.gov.uk/foodlabelling/signposting/policyreview/
' http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/FOPframeworkconsult.pdf
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67.

68.

69.

were received from a range of stakeholders®. Responses on the technical issues being
considered in the consultation have been referred to in paragraph 33 above.

One of industry’s main concerns was the need for ongoing discussions in Europe on the EU
FIR to be taken into account when considering options for FOP labelling approaches for the
UK. This is to avoid potential conflict between recommended approaches in the UK and in
Europe, which could result in industry bearing the cost of re-labelling twice in a short time
period and the need to produce different FOP labels for products sold in the UK and other
EU Member States. The Agency recognises that this may be a potential issue for some
multinational and large manufacturers and has discussed this further in Annex C. The
current FOP arrangements are voluntary and allow business to choose to adopt FOP
labelling if they wish as part of their normal re-labelling cycle, so minimising additional costs.
The extent of the EU based legislative changes cannot be predicted as discussions are still
at an early stage but are outlined in paragraph 21.

Stakeholders commented on the need for consumer education and awareness raising to
encourage further take up and usage of FOP labels — especially if the UK recommended
approach is different from the one currently being used by businesses. The Agency fully
supports the need for increased education on nutrition labelling issues to improve the level
of consumer engagement. Stakeholders and government have already carried out
considerable activity to raise awareness of FOP via consumer campaigns, marketing etc but
the total costs of such activities, in particular for the food businesses are difficult to relate to
FOP alone as they are normally included in broader marketing/education costs. This,
together with details of costs incurred on this since 2006, is detailed further in the ‘consumer
information ‘section of the IA (paragraph 44) and further information from stakeholders in
this important area would be very welcome as well as information/evidence about activities
and initiatives that have been undertaken to reach specific population groups.

The feedback from discussions with SME’s is featured in the Small Firms Impact Test in this
IA.

Enforcement

70.FOP labelling is voluntary and therefore incurs no direct enforcement costs. However, where

a business has chosen to adopt FOP labelling Local Authority Enforcement Officers is
responsible for checking that the declarations are not false or misleading. This is the case
with any information provided on food product packaging. The accuracy of FOP labels is
normally checked at the same time as mandatory product labelling information is being
examined by enforcement officers®'. With nutrition labelling currently provided on a voluntary
basis (anywhere on the product) for nearly 80%72* of all food products in the UK it is not
expected that any significant incremental enforcement costs will arise from specifically
checking FOP labels.

71. When the FSA announced its recommended approach to FOP labelling in 2006 the

72.

estimated total for enforcement costs was based on the number of inspections and/or
advisory/sampling visits to manufacturers and/or retailers multiplied by the estimated cost of
analysis for total fat, sodium/salt and total sugars. In 2006/07 the total number of inspections
to all food manufacturers in the UK and/or advisory sampling visits was 11,489. The cost of
analysis for total fat, sodium /salt and sugar in a processed food sample is in the order of
£60 per sample and this gives a total estimated enforcement cost of £0.7m.

However, with FOP being voluntary such checks are normally carried out as a part of the
routine analysis applied to samples, so the cost would already be incurred with respect to
the enforcement of nutritional labelling in the market place (both FOP and BoP). In view of
this no significant incremental costs are anticipated.

“http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/consultation/FOPframeworkresponse. pdf
! Based on discussions with LACORS at official level
22 According to FLABEL 85% of products display some kind of nutritional information.
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73. LACORS consider that enforcement costs could indeed be reduced if an integrated FOP
labelling approach were to be used by industry as enforcement officers would only need to
be familiar with a single set of criteria.

Question 9:
We would welcome views on assumptions made in assessing enforcement costs.

Simplification

74.Having an integrated FOP labelling approach may bring some benefits to those businesses
which decide to adopt it, however there are no specific simplification measures from this
initiative.

Implementation and Review

75.Take up of the scheme and its success with consumers will be reviewed in 2011/12.

Post-Implementation Review

76.0nce a baseline has been established, we will review within 3 years.
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your

policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within

the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in Results
Evidence Base? | annexed?

Competition Assessment No Yes
Small Firms Impact Test Yes Yes
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No Yes
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment No No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality No No
Disability Equality No No
Gender Equality No No
Human Rights No No
Rural Proofing No No
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Annexes

Use the space below to indicate your consideration of at least the following specific impact tests.

Competition Assessment

1.

FOP nutrition labelling is used widely in the UK on over 28,000 products and FOP labelling
arrangements are voluntary, therefore they are not a threat to product innovation.
Companies make the decision to use FOP labels individually and where they perceive the
benefits to outweigh the costs, and there is no evidence that use of one type of FOP label in
itself generates any competitive advantage.

Small Firms Impact Test

2.

Specific input was also sought from SMEs. In total 86 SMEs were contacted via the Food
and Drink Federation (FDF). Workshop discussions were also held with seven SMEs in
Nottingham and Exeter. The SMEs ranged from manufacturers of artisan products to ready
meal manufacturers. Some supplied or sought to supply to major retailers.

SMEs acknowledged the potential benefits of FOP labelling (primarily for consumers) but felt
strongly that FOP labelling should remain voluntary. They commented that a mandatory
requirement for FOP labelling would trigger significant costs (including product analysis,
labelling costs) that would be a particular challenge for some artisan food manufacturers and
newly established food businesses.

The presence of different approaches to FOP labelling was also deemed a barrier to
adopting FOP labelling as it created uncertainty over which was the best approach to take.
Where SMEs were seeking to expand their business and supply retailers there was an
additional concern that if different retailers required different FOP labels this would impose
additional costs on them. A single approach to FOP labelling was therefore favoured as it
would provide a level playing field for business and reduce uncertainty and confusion for
SMEs.

Some SMEs also commented that even without government intervention it was likely that
FOP labelling could gradually become a retailer-driven pre-requisite for supplying to major
retailers. SMEs would have to factor this in if they looked to expand their business by
supplying to such retailers.

They also noted that customers were more aware of nutrition issues possibly as a result of
seeing nutrition information provided by major retailers and government’s focus on nutrition
and healthy diets. SMEs felt that this increased interest could create a growing demand for
nutritional labelling as well as a need to seek to reduce levels of nutrients (such as salt) in
their products to retain their customers. This was a particular challenge for SMEs that
produced ‘indulgent’ products or treats. They expressed concern that any declaration of
‘high’ levels of nutrients might reduce the demand for their products.

Specific costs of packaging/labelling was a key issue, especially if colours had to be added
to the label. This was particularly the case for manufacturers of artisan products where the
basis of sales focused more on other aspects such as local ingredients and use of a
traditional recipe, which meant that minimal use of colours on the packaging was an integral
aspect of product branding.

Whilst relabelling costs can be absorbed as part of the SME business cycle they said that
products are not relabelled as often as with larger manufacturers with relabelling cycles.
ranging from 12 months to 5 years (although one SME advised us that they have not
changed their labels for 40 years). Additionally some said that there is less incentive to
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reformulate products on the grounds of nutritional content as the products are aimed at a
niche market and often strive to differentiate themselves from mass-manufactured products
on the basis of quality and taste.

9. SMEs also said that if they did not already provide nutritional information then the product
analysis costs were either unknown (and presumed high) or deemed too costly. If a simple,
user friendly means of assessing the nutrient content were available this would make it
easier for SMEs to introduce FOP labelling. The Agency is exploring this matter further.

Sustainable development

10.Impacts under all 3 pillars of sustainability (social, economic and environmental) have been
considered and significant costs/benefits have been noted in the costs and benefits section
of the IA. As FOP labelling is voluntary we would expect businesses to use up existing
packaging so saving costs to industry as well as minimising the impact on the environment.
Option 2 is the most sustainable because it minimises costs to industry whilst enabling
consumers to benefit from an integrated approach. Option 3 is the least sustainable because
it results in more companies redesigning their packaging to comply with specific a design in
revised technical guidance without corresponding evidence of increased consumer benefits.

11.We will review the impact on sustainability in light of the consultation responses to see if any
specific technical issues may result in greater sustainability costs or benefits.

Race equality issues

12.We are not aware of any specific impacts on specific ethnic groups arising from the policy
options.

Gender equality issues

13.Whilst there is some evidence of self reported use of FOP labels being higher for women
than men, the research did not deem this as significant. We do not consider that there will
be any gender specific issues related to the revised principles for FOP labelling.

Disability equality issues

14.Overall we do not consider there to be any differential impacts for disabled people other than
the potential positive impacts for people with heart disease and stroke victims who are within
the scope of disability legislation.
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