Phytosterols in low-fat yoghurt mini-drinks 
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	Introduction
The National Heart Foundation of Australia understands that this submission is in response to the Food and Drug Administration announcing a public hearing concerning the use of symbols to communicate nutrition information on food labels. 
The Heart Foundation is a  not-for-profit, non-government health organisation which, among other activities, implements a world-renowned Food Information Program  (the ‘Tick’ Food information Program, referred to as the ‘Tick Program’) to help improve the nutritional health of Australians. 
The Tick Program aims to improve the food supply by encouraging the food industry to produce, promote and ‘signpost’ foods that are healthier choices among foods of their type.

The Heart Foundation welcomes the opportunity to provide comments to this consultation, the results of which we hope will have an impact on healthy eating recommendations by Government and non-Government authorities and implications for food labelling.

The data and information presented in this submission is based on almost twenty years of experience implementing the Tick Program. 
The Tick Program aims to influence the food supply for the nutritional benefit of the general population by encouraging the food industry to produce, promote and ‘signpost’ foods that are healthier choices.  The Program also highlights unprocessed foods which can be considered ‘inherently’ healthy.  
To change the food supply, the Program sets nutritional benchmarks for around 
50 food categories – these benchmarks, or criteria, represent high but achievable standards on which food manufacturers and marketers can base their product formulations.    

To enable informed choices, it is important for food marketers to know and appropriately convey the nutritional content of their products to consumers.  



	
	
	


	
	
	Key Points
· Longest running nutrition program in Australia

· Sustainable as self funded

· Effecting real food supply change that is measurable

· Ensuring healthier choices are available and easily identifiable

· Providing real solutions for consumers, where they need them, when they need them
Issue 1: 

There are many food label nutrition symbol programs currently in the domestic and international market place. Each system uses different nutrition criteria and requirements regarding eligibility for use. The agency would like information on the food products that bear nutrition symbols and the nutrient requirements for those symbols.
Question 1. In what product categories are nutrition symbols used (e.g., packaged foods, fresh produce, meat/poultry, and seafood)?

The Tick Program was established in 1989, is represented by a CTM, and currently has extremely high brand recognition with consumers. 
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The Tick Program is a self-funding public health program which aims to improve the food supply and ultimately better nutritional health outcomes for Australians.  It has stringent rules governing the use of its trade mark, including strict eligibility criteria.  The trade mark is a Certification trade mark and as such, the rules governing the Tick Program are reviewed and approved by the ACCC, IP Australia and IPONZ.

The objectives are to improve the nutritional profile of the food supply in a direction that is consistent with nutrition policies and recommendations for the general population from the Heart Foundation and the Government.

This will be achieved by:

· Influencing food companies and outlets to manufacture and market foods that meet strict nutrition standards;

· Encouraging consumers to purchase these healthier foods; and

· Influencing food policy and legislation
The Tick Program encompasses approximately 50 categories of food – it is not restricted to food categories that are relevant only to heart health.
The Tick Program has a presence in 18 out of 20 the top selling food categories sold in supermarkets1. This accounts for two thirds (n= 672) of products in the Program. 

The remaining one third of products are in other categories such as vegetable oils, primary produce (fresh and processed), and smaller volume categories like dressings, soup/stocks, dips, etc 

The presence of Tick products from the top selling food categories in descending order are bread, milk, ready meals (frozen, packet and canned), frozen savories,  frozen and canned vegetables, margarine spreads, nuts and seeds bar, breakfast cereals and yoghurt and dairy desserts.

The top selling Australian retail categories in descending order are;

non-alcoholic beverages, milk, bread, confectionary, snack foods, cheese, biscuits, breakfast cereals, fruit juice, yoghurt/dairy desserts, sauces, meals (frozen, packet, canned), ice-cream/frozen desserts, vegetables (frozen, canned), small goods, cakes, oil spreads, canned fish, eggs and frozen savories/pizzas.  
Question 2. Which symbols are nutrient specific, and which are summary symbols based on multiple nutrients?
The Tick Program is underpinned by criteria based on multiple nutrients.
Foods bearing the Tick CTM  meet the Tick Program’s strict nutritional criteria and therefore represent choices that are lower in certain food components (eg saturated fat, sodium) and/or higher in others (eg fibre) compared with other foods in the same food category.  
The nutritional profile of a Tick-approved food is at the ‘healthier’ end of the spectrum of nutritional profiles for foods of the same type.  The particular food components in question vary according to their food category, but may include combinations of 
· energy, 
· saturated fat,
· trans fat, partially hydrogenated fat, 
· sodium, 
· fibre, 
· added sugars, 
· calcium, and 
· vegetable content.  
Foods with the Heart Foundation’s ‘Tick’ are consistent with generally healthy dietary patterns as recommended in authoritative resources including the Australian Dietary Guidelines, the Australian Guide to Healthy Eating, the NZ Food and Nutrition Guidelines and the Heart Foundation’s nutrition policies and healthy eating messages. 

Question 3. What are the nutritional criteria, including calories, included in a symbol system and how were those particular nutritional criteria chosen for inclusion?
The Tick Program’s Guidelines for Tick – the criteria - are the nutritional benchmarks that are non-negotiable entry requirements for the Tick Program.  
The principles underlying the criteria comprise:

· Nutritional objectives for each food category, based on public health priorities.

· High nutrition standards – challenging but achievable.

· Encompass 50+ food categories to ensure the current market is reflected.

· Consider marketing realities – no point in being so strict that product is unacceptable to consumers and doesn’t sell.
They represent challenging yet achievable standards for industry and are developed using a comprehensive examination of market nutritional levels combined with an analysis of public health priorities for each food category and technical and market feasibilities.   
These nutritional benchmarks are category-specific, based on core composition plus the way foods are used.  Category-specific criteria are needed because food categories vary in their nutritional attributes and in their potential for changing nutritional profiles.  The nutrients and ingredients addressed in each category’s criteria are determined by the priorities and objectives for that category.  

Since 1989, the nutrition criteria have been modified over a number of categories, raising the standards for attainment of the ‘Tick’. Some companies are now using the Tick Program’s criteria in new product development even though they do not intend to join the Tick Program. 

The full set of criteria and their values are not provided as they are the intellectual property of the Heart Foundation. 
Please see an example below of the criteria for one category, Cakes, Muffins and other baked goods.

CEREAL AND CEREAL PRODUCTS (continued)

Category

Examples

Criteria

Timeframes

Cakes, Muffins and Other Baked Products

(If a pre-mix, then criteria ‘as prepared’ according to instructions on label.)
Cakes.
Cake-type slices.
Muffin bars.
Muffins.
Puddings.
Cake-type desserts.

Pancakes.

Energy: 1200kJ/100g or less; and 800kJ/serve or less 

Saturated fat: 1.5g/100g or less

No partially hydrogenated fat; or trans fat: 0.2g/100g or less. (Products with a total fat content of 1g/100g or less will also be considered to comply with this criterion). 
Sodium: 300mg/100g or less
Fibre: 3g/serve or more

Question 4. What nutrient thresholds and/or algorithms are used to determine if a food product may display a nutrient specific or summary symbol? 
The Tick Program is based on a threshold model of criteria.

The criteria for the Tick Program, by covering a range of nutrients, ensure against dietary distortion – that is, while they are ‘qualifying criteria’ they also act as ‘disqualifying criteria’.  
Increased intakes of ‘negative’ nutrients will not occur by using the Tick to guide dietary choices, as each category considers all the nutrients of relevance to the main public health concerns that are relevant for that category – for example, foods like biscuits and cereal bars now have energy criteria as well as saturated fat, sodium and fibre criteria.  
This is one way in which the Tick Program supports the food policy principles underlying the introduction of a standard for nutrition, health and related claims.

All products bearing the Tick trade mark must include a nutrition information panel.  In addition to the mandatory nutrients in the panels, any other nutrients that are listed in the criteria for the category must also be listed on the panel (eg calcium for soy beverages).

Question 5. Are nutrition symbols presented together with front label nutrition claims such as ‘‘low fat’’ or ‘‘good source of calcium’’ and, if so, to what extent and for what types of claims?
Truth in labelling and compliance with the rules of the Tick Program are checked via pre-approval of all label artwork, advertising and PR material – again, supporting the policy principles underpinning the introduction of health claims.  
Because of the way they are developed, the Tick criteria do not necessarily meet the proposed conditions for nutrition claims.  In some instances the content claim definitions represent a level that is too far from average market levels and therefore would not provide an incentive for reformulation.  
For example, under the Food Standards of Australia and New Zealand Code of Practice on Nutrient Claims on Labelling and Advertising, the condition for a product to be ‘low sodium’ is no more than 120m g sodium per 100g or that product. Australian bread in a 2004 market survey had a sodium range of 104 – 830mg/100g with an average of 470mg/100g.
This difficulty is compounded by the fact that a number of nutrients are included in each category’s criteria and the resulting combination of criteria is frequently much harder to reach than one or even two criteria.

However, if a food product does meet the conditions for a nutrition content claim, the use of this claim and the use of the Tick logo on packaging are allowed and can be presented together. 
A large variety of nutrient content claims are made on products bearing the Tick CTM depending on the product,  the nutritional profile of that product, and the conditions for that specific claim.  Some examples include:

Fat: reduced fat, lower fat, less fat, low fat, fat free, 97% fat free

Saturated fat: low in saturated fat, lower saturated fat

Cholesterol: cholesterol free, low cholesterol
Sugar: no added sugar
Fibre: high fibre, contains fibre

Salt/sodium: n added salt, low salt, reduced salt

Energy: low joule
Question 6. Are there programs to educate consumers to understand the nutrition symbols or is all information contained in the symbols? 

When education programs are available, how are they presented?

Yes. One of the key objectives of the Tick Program is to be a tool to assist people to make healthier food choices.
The Tick  on a food product represents:

· This food is a healthier choice among foods of its type.

· This food has been independently tested to ensure it meets the Program’s strict nutrition standards

Consumer research continues to demonstrate a very high level of usage and awareness of the Tick Program and its CTM (certified trade mark*), indicating that it is a popular and well-used tool for assisting people to make healthier food choices. 
The latest survey, undertaken in October 20062, found 93% prompted awareness in Australia, and about three in four people ‘regularly’ or ‘sometimes’ using the Tick (78% in Australia).
The Tick Program is underpinned by an extensive Marketing Communications strategy of which one of its objectives is to convert information from Tick into purchasing Tick products (active consumer behaviour) by increasing the relevance and understanding of Tick to consumers.   This is actioned in a variety of ways using PR in consumer magazines, and communications with health professionals, media and food industry. This dove tails with other advocacy initiatives of food supply change highlighting how Tick is helping improve the food supply to Australians.
* A CTM (certified trade mark) based endorsement program is determined by the ACCC, IP Australia and IPONZ to be certified by a competent and qualified organisation. 

Issue 2: 

Th  The presence of nutrition symbols could affect the food purchasing decisions of consumers. 
Symbols could help consumers make food choices, but it is also possible that symbols could introduce confusion when making decisions. The agency would like information on consumer research that supported the development of these programs and research that illustrates how these programs are understood and utilized by consumers.
Question 7. What are consumer attitudes toward nutrition symbols?

Please see answer in question 8.
Question 8. What are consumer attitudes toward products or brands that carry a nutrition symbol compared to other products or brands in the same product category (e.g., cereals) and in other categories that do not carry such a symbol?
Consumer market research3 carried out in 2005-2007, indicates that approximately 50% of main grocery buyers would be positively influenced to buy a product with the Heart Foundation Tick vs. another product without. 
And, around one quarter would be very positively influenced to buy a product with the Heart Foundation Tick.
Main grocery buyers

2005

2006

2007

Positive influence

48%

52%

53%

Very positive Influence

13%

23%

25%

*Question asked:

Now imagine if you were choosing foods to buy in the supermarket.  If one product had the Heart Foundation Tick, and another similar product did not, would this have a positive or a negative influence on you to buy the product, with the Heart Foundation Tick, rather than the product without the Heart Foundation Tick?
Question 9. What are consumer interpretations of symbol-carrying products or brands in terms of their overall healthfulness, specific health benefits, featured nutrition attributes, non featured nutrition attributes, quality, safety, and any other non-nutrition attributes?
Consumer understanding of the meaning of the Tick 

A considerable amount of independent research has been commissioned by the Tick Program to understand the ‘meaning’ of the Tick to consumers and health professionals.  

The evidence from our research supports our view that the large majority of consumers and health professionals correctly understand that the Tick represents healthier choices for everyone.

2005-20062 

Meaning of Tick

· 85% of main grocery buyer (MGB) say a product with a Tick means it’s a healthier option compared with similar foods

· 85% of MGB say a product with a Tick is lower ins salt

· 87% of MGB say a product with a Tick is lower in saturated fat
· 53% of MGB say a product with a Tick is lower in calories/kilojoules
· 85% of MGB say a product with a Tick meets guidelines for things like fat, salt and fibre content
· 74% of MBG say a product with a Tick has been independently tested
· 65% of MBB say a product with a Tick is higher in dietary fibre
Attitudes toward the Tick

· 87% of MGB agree that the Tick is about overall health and well being compared to 25% that think the Tick is long about preventing heart disease

· 82% of MGB agree that the Tick makes choosing healthier foods easier
· 76% of MGB say they trust the Tick
20044
Methodology

A telephone survey was conducted in early September 2004 amongst 1200 respondents aged 18 years and over, in both metropolitan and rural areas nationally (Australia only).  Results are available broken down by age, sex, marital status, work status, SES, area, income, education etc.
Results

When asked what the Heart Foundation’s Tick (CTM) on food says about the food on which it was found, the following responses were given (unprompted):
Type of Response

Examples

Proportion of Respondents Mentioning this Type of Meaning

Comparative nutrient content

Low in fat, lean meat, less oil, low in cholesterol, no cholesterol, low in salt, low in sugar, less additives

39%
Healthier

Better for you, good for you, better for your health, healthier to eat, healthy food, better than alternatives, healthier than others, nutritious

60%
General heart health

Good for your heart, safe for heart, better for heart, heart smart

28%
Heart disease risk reduction

Products suitable for people with heart disease or heart problems, or high cholesterol etc

7%

Approved by the Heart Foundation

Endorsed, recommended, tested, assessed

33%

Misleading

Companies pay, not all true, do not trust

8%

________________________________________________________________________

As can be seen in the table, the most prevalent type of response was one that indicated the food was ‘healthier’, and the second most prominent response was one in which the relative content of nutrients was mentioned.  
Furthermore, when respondents were asked to choose between two options of meanings (one related to heart disease and the other related to nutrient content), nearly twice as many chose ‘the food meets guidelines for things like fat, salt or fibre content’ (62%). 
1995-1998
Consumer tracking studies show that the ‘Tick’ CTM is seen by the majority of consumers as synonymous with healthier eating, rather than just being concerned with heart health. This view grew – from 53% to 80% - from 1995 to 1998 as consumers became more familiar with the meaning of the ‘Tick’. 
Consumer understanding of the meaning of the ‘Tick’ 1995-8:

Year

Eat as much as you like (%)

Good for your health generally

(%)

Cures heart disease (%)

Foods without Tick bad for you (%)

Meets HF guidelines (%)

Foods tested (%)

1995

5

53

2

8

70

Not measured

1996

5

60

1

9

80

Not measured

1998

5

80

2

9

85

63

Question 10. What is consumer perception of the presence of multiple and different nutrition symbols on front labels of different brands in a given product category, e.g., cereals?

The Heart Foundation does not have research on this specific question. However, when consumers are asked concerning unprompted awareness:  “Thinking about different logos that help consumers choose the food they buy, which ones are you aware of? Which others? Any others?”
The Heart Foundation Tick is the leading logo/symbol on front of pack at 24% with the closest unprompted logo being ‘Australian made’ (14%) followed by nutrient content claims ‘fat free’, ‘reduce fat’ and GI (all on 8%)2.
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Question 11. What is consumer interpretation of the co-existence on the food label of symbols and/or other nutrition messages, when present, and quantitative nutrition information (e.g., the Nutrition Facts label that appears on foods in the United States)?

The Tick Program has required licensees to place nutrition information panels on packaging 13 years before it became mandatory in Australia.  Nutrition information panels became mandatory by the food code – FSANZ Food Standards Australia and New Zealand in 2003. 
This information is to enable consumers to have an informed choice about the nutritional content of the food they eat. Information on the level of energy, protein, total fat, saturated fat, carbohydrate, sugar and sodium must be displayed in the form of a nutrition information panel. 
Nutrition information may be presented as a percentage of recommended daily intakes, in addition to the current forms of ' per serving' and ' per 100g or 100ml’. For example, it may be indicated in the nutrition information panel that ' one serve of product X contributes 10% of the recommended percentage daily fat intake, and 5% of the recommended percentage daily fibre intake’. 
Tick consumer research indicates that the Tick symbol assists them in making a healthier choice.

Question 12. What is consumer interpretation of the co-existence of front label nutrition symbols and nutrition symbols present on the tags of supermarket shelves, when available?

Currently in Australia debate is occurring around an appropriate front of pack labelling scheme.  Whilst there are a number nutrition symbols currently in existence ( industry and health organisation derived) and being used on food packaging in retail, the two key players are traffic light guide (based on the UK GDA), and % dietary intake (which provides recommendations of intake for energy and the ‘core’ nutrients - protein, fat, saturated fat, carbohydrate, total sugars, fibre and sodium).  The traffic light guide system does not exist currently in Australia.  
Some food industry companies have begun adopting %DI thumbnails on front of pack but this is voluntary.  Research on consumer interpretation of this is limited in relation to co-existence of other symbols.

As there is increasing interest in a front of pack (FOP) labelling scheme in Australia and New Zealand to help consumers make informed food choices and combat chronic diseases including obesity.  The Australian and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council have requested a report on the efficacy of a range of options for such a labelling scheme.  A Government Working Group has been convened to progress this request.

The National Heart Foundation of Australia is supportive of any initiative that genuinely guides people to healthier food and drink choices. The Heart Foundation wants labelling schemes that are going to help Australians make healthier food and drink choices, not further confuse people or short-change them on important nutritional messages. It questions whether the labelling schemes currently under consideration – ‘percent of daily intake’ and ‘traffic light’ - will guide people to healthier choices.

For example,
% Energy Labelling

· ‘per cent of daily intake’ (%DI) labelling provides information on the energy contribution a serve of that food will make to an Australian adults daily intake.

· Energy content labelling alone is not the basis for a healthier food choice.  For example, a can of cola would display a lower energy value than a carton of reduced-fat chocolate milk, which is clearly the nutritional winner.  Energy labelling only schemes would also show the same energy levels for white and wholegrain bread.

Traffic Light Labelling

· The traffic light labelling scheme works by using red, amber and green to provide information on content of fat, saturated fat, salt and sugar in a food.

· The Heart Foundation is cautious of initiatives which oversimplify nutrient profiling by focusing solely on negatives nutrients and compare all foods against a single nutrient profiling criterion.  

· The UK traffic light guide does not consider positive nutrients such as calcium, iron, unsaturated fat or fibre risking a nutritionally unbalanced diet and contradicting healthy eating messages.  For example, meats are comparatively higher in fat content (even when lean and trimmed) than something like a breakfast cereal. Meat is an important part of a balanced diet, providing a good source of iron and protein, while cereals should provide fibre. 

· Debates in Australia have overlooked the ‘amber confusion’ that has resulted from the UK traffic light guide.  For example, how should a label with two amber lights, and one red and one green light be interpreted by a busy shopper?

Question 13. When do consumers use nutrition symbols and what do they use them for?
The Heart Foundation’s Tick logo has been helping shoppers make healthier food choices quickly and easily since 1989. Consumers understand that when they choose a food with the Heart Foundation’s Tick, they’re choosing a healthier food in that category. For example, bread with the Tick is a healthier choice of bread, meat with the Tick is a healthier choice of meat, etc.
Tick foods are ‘healthier choices’ because they have met the Program’s strict, nutrition standards. These standards set maximum levels of saturated fat, salt and kilojoules and minimum levels of fibre.
FSANZ Research 2004 5
Methodology 

This study was conducted as the first of a two-part project to collect baseline data from consumers on how nutrition, health and related claims are perceived, and the extent to which currently available claims are used in making food choices in the context of their whole diet.  This research project is intended to provide useful information for the development of standards for nutrition, health and related claims as well as provide baseline data for future evaluation purposes.  The research was conducted with participants in both Australia and New Zealand, via a total of 69 one-hour individual in-depth interviews.  
Results about understanding implied health claims pertaining to the Tick Program

Twenty interviews addressed the topic of assessing implied claims. Seven different implied claim mock-ups were introduced.  The following information is specific to the Tick Program.

· When shown a heart symbol on pack, quite a few participants said they would look for the NHF tick, which they normally associated with products that are good for the heart, and some would use the NHF tick to help them decide if the claim was credible.

· When shown a heart symbol with an ECG graphic, the NHF tick was again brought-up, with participants reporting they would prefer to see the tick, and that this would improve the product’s credibility.

· When shown a label with implied health claim, some participants confirmed they would look for the NHF tick, and were sceptical about the heart benefits of the product without the tick.  

· When shown print advertisement, again, participants would look for the NHF tick to validate the claims about benefits for the heart.

· When shown a mock up sample of Soy milk with a ‘Regular’ label without claims, several participants noted that they would look for the NHF tick to verify heart claims before making a decision to purchase this milk.  

· It was somewhat clearer that participants felt that sponsorship or branding of advertisements or product labels by reputable health organisations (such as a Dietitians Association or National Heart Foundation) lends credibility and authenticity to claims.  

· Greater trust appeared to be afforded, irrespective of whether the health organisation is a sole advertiser or is sponsoring in partnership with a brand. 

·  Participants did not distinguish or even infer distinction between manufacturer’s messages and this study’s fictitious health authority/government messages, particularly when the information was on the front of the package.  The only exception to this was the National Heart Foundation tick, which many participants were aware of and recognised.  As found in previous research studies, the front of the pack is unquestionably the manufacturer’s domain, and it was assumed that messages on the front were included to entice the shopper to buy the product.  Thus, the information was assumed to be presenting benefits or advantages (not cautions or disadvantages). 

· Participants believed that risk-related message devices were important, however, to be interpreted as important cautions that are to be taken seriously, they need to be far easier to identify as such – through use of a symbol or endorsement that is well recognised (as has been achieved by the National Heart Foundation tick) or through language that is taken seriously (such as the words “not recommended” in the bread examples).

Question 14. Do nutrition symbols on food labels direct consumers toward purchase of foods that bear them and, if so, to what extent?

Yes.

Research conducted in 2006 indicated2: 
· Almost 1 in 4 Australians (24%) spontaneously mentioned the Heart Foundation Tick when asked about logos that help customers choose the foods they buy. This jumped to almost 1 in 3 with main grocery buyers main grocery buyers.
· 72% use the Tick regularly or sometimes. With main grocery buyers this increased to 78%.
· 70% of Australians say they would buy a food with the Tick over a similar one without.
· 75% of Australians say Tick has a positive or very positive influence on their food choice.  
· 97% of customers say that they try to buy products with the Heart Foundation Tick where they are available

· 44% of customers say that the Heart Foundation Tick helps them to decide whether or not to buy a new product that I haven’t tried before

· 69% of customers say that if there is a choice between similar products and one has the Tick and the other doesn’t, I choose the one with the Heart Foundation Tick

· 73% of customers say that when choosing foods in the supermarket, if one product had the Heart Foundation Tick, and another similar product did not, that the Tick would have a positive or very positive influence on buying the product with the Heart Foundation Tick than the product without the Heart Foundation Tick

· Almost one third of customers say that they are actively looking for the Heart Foundation Tick when shopping.  The profile of these ‘active’ Tick shoppers compared to the profile of ‘passive’ or ‘bias’ shoppers are that they are female, of low income (under $30K) and have children at home.  The ‘actives’ understand that the functional aspects of food have an impact on their overall health and they trust the Tick to help them choose healthier foods.

· 73% of main grocery buyers say they notice the Tick when shopping for food.

Question 15. Do symbols affect the nutritional quality of the total diet of consumers who use the symbols and, if so, to what extent?
Yes.

Since 1989, the nutrition criteria have been modified over a number of categories, raising the standards for attainment of the ‘Tick’. Some companies are now using the Tick Program’s criteria in new product development even though they do not intend to join the Tick Program.
Amounts of salt in everyday foods 

Below is a practical example of how choosing the Tick can result in a big difference in the amount of sodium is consumed.  The table shows just how much sodium is in some of the foods that children may consume, plus it indicates just how much this contributes to their adequate daily intake (% AI). These figures are based on recommended levels of sodium for four to eight-year-olds Tick, cheese

Typical example

Sodium (mg) per serve averages for category

% upper AI for 4-8 year old

Using Tick approved brands  

Salt (g)

% upper AI for 4-8 year old

Breakfast:

Cereal (30g) with milk

246mg corn based cereal + 72mg fat red. milk* = 318mg
53%

Light and Tasty Triple Berry 98mg + fat red. milk 72mg = 170mg
28%

Lunch:

Cheese sandwich with margarine

bread (white 2 slices, average) 415mg +  cheese (cheddar) 193mg + margarine 30mg = 638mg
106%

Mountain bread (one wrap) 57mg  + cheese (Mainland light natural slices) 128mg + marg (Olive Grove) 19mg = 204mg
34%

Optional lunch addition: 

Ham (25g) packaged sliced

330mg 

55%

Hans fine sliced, 97% fat free champagne leg ham 165mg
28%

Snack:

Savoury biscuits (approx 25g)

(Average) 185mg 

31%

95mg (Paradise Vive Lites)

16%

TOTAL

1423mg

245%

716mg

106%

d for its levels

The Tick Program is a national and international benchmark for ‘healthier eating’ programs.   

The Tick Program has a reputation internationally as a leading food approval program.  The Tick Program is regularly approached by organizations both in Australia and in other countries for information relating to the principles of, and criteria for entry to, the Tick Program to use as a guide for setting up similar programs or setting targets for healthier eating.  The most recent example was contact in 2003 from the Food Standards Agency in the UK with regard to setting benchmarks for reducing sodium levels in various food categories. In addition, programs modelled on the Heart Foundation’s Tick Program have been established in Canada, Singapore and South Africa, with the same aim of identifying healthier choices.  The program in Singapore is now run by the Health Department.  

Issue 3: 
The availability of a nutrition symbol for use on the food label could have an impact on costs for both industry and for consumers. The agency would like information on possible economic impacts.

Question 16. To what extent, if any, have products been developed or reformulated to qualify them for a given nutrition symbol?

The major role of the Tick Program is its influence on product formulations. 

There have been two published studies relating to the public health impact of the Tick Program. These studies indicate that:
· The Tick Program was the incentive for removing 235 tonnes of salt annually from the Australian food supply when Kellogg reformulated 12 breakfast cereals using the Tick sodium criterion as the target.  The average salt reduction was 40% over the range6 

· In a one-year period, the Tick Program in New Zealand influenced food companies to exclude 33 tonnes of salt from the food supply by reformulating products to meet the Tick criteria.  Reformulations occurred in many categories, but the salt reduction impact was greatest in breakfast cereals (61% reduction) and breads (26% reduction).7 

There are many other unpublished examples. 
· Cakes, Muffins and Baked products: The introduction of criteria to push down the size and energy/serve of muffins from 105-120g market average to 80g serve size. The Tick Program set difficult criteria to force significant changes via the introduction of energy criteria – 1200kJ/100g and 1200kJ/serve or less (limits serve size to 100g).  
A manufacturer,  Sara Lee,  produced a new muffin that met all Tick criteria and is only 80g in size.  
· Luncheon meats: The introduction of a luncheon meats category in 2002 resulted in a range of products on the market with about 50% of the sodium content of comparable products.  The sodium content of processed meats such as sliced ham has traditionally been high, at 1000-1500mg/100g.  A sodium criterion of 750mg/100g was set for this new category after a review of the technical issues and now there are seven products in the Program with sodium contents of between 560 and 723 mg/100g.

· Trans fats: Focus of Tick criteria has shifted from total to type of fat in 2003 and beyond. The Tick Program has taken a strong stance to reduce industrially produced trans fats (from hydrogenation of oils) in Tick foods.

· All total fats criteria now saturated fats.

· Trans fats limited in 2 categories.

· No partially hydrogenated fats in 18 categories.
· Margarines:  margarines have made a gradual reduction since mid 90's of Trans Fats to now <1% = 50 margarines on shelf. 
· The Tick Program has a foodservice arm. 

Tick approved McDonald’s meal 

vs
Popular McDonald’s medium meal*

DIFFERENCE

kJ

Sat Fat (g)

Salt

(mg)

Veges

1 serve = 75g

McChicken Burger, salad plus Italian dressing and water    

VS

McChicken Burger, fries and coke

Down 
48%

Down 
49%

Down
 9%

Added 
1.5 serves

3 nuggets with sweet & sour sauce, salad with Italian dressing and OJ 

VS
3 nuggets with BBQ sauce, fries and coke

Down 
65%

Down 
69%

Down
20%

Added 
1.5 serves

Hamburger, salad plus Italian dressing and OJ 

VS
Hamburger, fries and coke
Down 
61%

Down

37%

Down
10%

Added 
1.5 serves 

Thai Chicken Deli Choice Roll, apple and water 

VS
Thai Chicken Deli Choice Roll, fries and coke
Down 
46%

Down

72%

Down
38%

Increased to 
1 serve

* As at June 2006

Question 17. What are the costs associated with product development, reformulation, or both?

The Heart Foundation Tick Program is not privy to this confidential company information. These costs are variable to each company depending up the size of the company, the number of products, etc.  However, companies that become a Tick licensee are willing to bear these costs. This is demonstrated by the number of companies that have been licensees of the Tick Program for over 10 years (as of 2004).  This number was 44 which at the time represented 38% of the total licensee membership.   
Question 18. What are the costs associated with putting symbols on packages?

It is relevant to note that the Tick Program is a public health program that incurs no cost to Government.  The Tick Program is self-funding - therefore the costs are borne by participating food companies.  

As a non-profit, non-government organization, the Heart Foundation charges a license fee to food companies to run the Tick Program. They are the sole source of income for the Tick. Fees contribute towards: 

License fees pay for:


independent random auditing of Tick foods to ensure our strict standards are maintained; 


developing and reviewing our standards; 


reviewing packaging, advertising and communications of all foods displaying the Tick to ensure they meet the Food Standards Code and the Code of Practice on Nutrient Claims;


further development of the Program;


funding nutrition research;


educating the public about healthier eating and what the Tick means; 


protecting the Tick logo (and therefore the public) from logos that seek to mislead consumers;


staff for the Tick Program.

Every cent that comes into Tick goes back into ensuring our standards are met, making the foods we eat healthier and funding nutrition research for the Heart Foundation. 
Question 19. What, if any, are the price differences between symbol carrying

products and other products within the same category?

In April 2006 the Tick Program carried out a small study investigating the cost comparison of a shopping basket of 20 commonly bought food items that were non-Tick versus a basket with similar quality goods that carried the Tick symbol from a retail supermarket chain store.  

The goods were purchased on the same day, at the same time, and in the same store.  

The results indicated that approximately one third of the goods were the same cost, one third were more expensive than foods bearing the Tick and one third were less expensive than foods bearing the Tick.
Question 20. Has inclusion of nutrition symbols on the labels of food products affected the sales of those products?
This is a difficult question to answer as the sale of products is influenced by many factors such as in-store promotions, positioning of the product within store, other PR and marc com activities.
There are two ways to measure this objective 

1) Product numbers bearing the Tick logo and 2) Sales of Tick approved products.
Sales of Tick approved products: Sales value is the way we can assess Tick product volume in the marketplace and therefore public health impact. It is difficult to track exact sales of Tick approved products as many companies will not provide their sales figures. 

This type of information if it is available is of a confidential nature and difficult to obtain from licensees.

However, we do know there are anecdotal reports and case studies of increased Tick product sales by major food companies and that the Tick symbol does provide a point of difference from competitors. 
Product Numbers:  It is also important to look at product numbers as an indication that Tick continues to penetrate Licensee product ranges. Sales value is not necessarily an indication of this as a Licensee may be adding new Tick products but market forces are reducing total sales (eg introduction of house brands).

Some Licensees have had significant growth whilst others have had substantial decline. However we have seen an overall 8% growth in Tick products since 2005. 

In addition to product numbers and sales of Tick approved products, the Tick Program has also seen an increase of Licensees being more engaged and using Tick beyond just the logo on front of pack. 

Finally, there is over 80% retention of Licensees in the Program annually and about 40% Licensees have been with the Program for over 10 years.
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APPENDIX 1 

	CEREAL AND CEREAL PRODUCTS (continued)

	Category
	Examples
	Criteria
	Timeframes

	Cakes, Muffins and Other Baked Products

(If a pre-mix, then criteria ‘as prepared’ according to instructions on label.)
	Cakes.
Cake-type slices.
Muffin bars.
Muffins.
Puddings.
Cake-type desserts.

Pancakes.
	Energy: 1200kJ/100g or less; and 800kJ/serve or less 

Saturated fat: 1.5g/100g or less

No partially hydrogenated fat; or trans fat: 0.2g/100g or less. (Products with a total fat content of 1g/100g or less will also be considered to comply with this criterion). 
Sodium: 300mg/100g or less
Fibre: 3g/serve or more
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