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Summary response:

o  Multiple Traffic Light is an evidence-based, widely accepted and recognised system.

o Wethinkitis inadvisable to concentrate resources into completely changing the current
labelling system. Not only would this be financially resource intensive, it would also be a
labour of time, public education and awareness.

o More needs to be done to make the Front of Pack Labelling system easy to use and interpret
across all socioeconomic groups, as well as promoting consistency across the retail
environment.

o We would also like a number of changes to be made to improve food packaging as a whole,
not just the nutritional labelling, such as the use of child-friendly characters, sport stars,
competitions and coupons and misleading health claims.

o Wealso think the Government should commission an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
current Multiple Traffic Light Front of Pack Labelling system before considering any
replacement.

Abbreviations:
MTL = Multiple Traffic Light
FOPL = Front of Pack Labelling

RNI = Reference Nutrient Intake

QUESTIONS

THE UK’S FOPL SYSTEM

Do you use the Multiple Traffic Light label to make choices about the food and drinks that
you buy? [Tick box - always/very frequently/sometimes/rarely/never/Prefer not to say/Not
relevant]*

Please explain your choice | Free text box]|
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As we are responding on behalf of an organisation, we cannot answer the question above as this asks
for personal behaviours and attitudes towards the Multiple Traffic Light (hereafter MTL) label. The
following two questions do however represent the views of the organisation as a whole.

To summarise our response to this consultation, as MTL is an evidence-based, widely accepted and
recognised system, we believe it is inadvisable to concentrate resources into completely changing the
current labelling system. Not only would this be financially resource intensive, it would also be a
labour of time, public education and awareness. However, more needs to be done to make the Front
of Pack Labelling (FOPL) easy to use and interpret across all socioeconomic groups, as well as
promoting consistency across the retail environment, which we will elaborate upon in our consultation
response.

We also think the Government should commission an evaluation of the effectiveness of the current
MTL FOPL system before considering any replacement.

Do you find the Multiple Traffic Light label:
e Clear (Yes/No/I do not have a view)
e Informative (Yes/No/I do not have a view)
How easy do you find the following components of the Multiple Traffic Light label?

e Individual nutrients (fat, saturates, sugar, salt) [Tick box - very

easy/ /moderate/somewhat difficult/difficult/l do not have a view]

e Useofred, amber and green colours [Tick box - easy/moderate/somewhat
difficult/difficult/| do not have a view]

e Reference Intakes [Tick box - very easy/easy/ /somewhat difficult/difficult/I do not
have a view]

. Portior]w Size [Tick box - very easy/easy /somewhat difficult/difficult/| do not have
aview

How could the Multiple Traffic Light label be made easier to use?

The pros and cons of the MTL system

The MTL is an informative and familiar FOPL system FOPL. MTL is one of the more widely adopted
labelling systems, having been taken up in Ecuador and South Korea as well as the U.K. It has been
found to be marginally more effective in increasing the selection of healthy foods compared to other
labelling systems such as Guideline Daily Amounts (Checchini & Warin, 2016). It has also been seen to
be more noticeable on packaging, compared to plain energy labelling, prompting consumers to take
notice (Dodds et al, 2014), and the signalling effect of colour-coded labels is thought to reduce the
complexity of decision-making (Hieke & Wilczynski, 2012). MTL has been linked to reduced intake of
calories, saltand sugar (Emrich, Lou & L'Abbe, 2017). When trialled in school canteens in Western
Australia, participants (parents and children) reported high levels of acceptance of this labelling
(Pettigrew, Pescud & Donovan, 2011), and Canada and the United States have been advised to adopt
this labelling system in the past (Temple & Fraser, 2014). Indeed, the UK's current front-of-pack traffic
light labelling system is popular with the public — 83% of British adults say the UK government should
require by law that the food and drink industry include traffic light labelling on all food and drink
packaging (ComRes, 2018). A further 87% also agreed that traffic-light labelling helps people make
informed choices about the food they buy (ComRes, 2018). A UK based study found that foods with
reds were 11.4 times less likely to be chosen as healthy by UK supermarket users in a choice
experiment. The same study also found that consumers were more concerned with avoiding ‘reds’
than they were in choosing ‘greens’. It also suggested saturated fat and salt had a greater influence on
decisions regarding how healthy a product was, than total fat and sugar (Scarborough et al, 2015).
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Some evidence, however, shows that MTL is unlikely to change behavioural habits (Sacks et al, 2011;
Freire etal, 2017), and some companies believe that MTL is misleading (Freire et al, 2017), which
suggests there might be conflict with food manufacturers in uptake of MTL.

Whilst the overall literature for MTL as a system is favourable, we feel there are a number of
improvements that could be made to the model itself that may help with various aspects of its
accessibility and application in the retail environment.

Mandating the application of Multiple Traffic Light Labelling

Firstly, due to the voluntary recommendation for using MTL FOPL, there is inconsistency across
manufacturers in the FOPL that they use.

Whilst two thirds of manufacturers do adhere to the voluntary recommendation (HM Government,
2016), there are many brands that do not use the current system at all. Some brands also use different
systems which further add to confusion and can manipulate the system in a way that favours the
nutritional profile of their products (Action on Sugar, 2017). For example, Nature Valley’s ‘Crunchy
Granola Oats and Honey’ Bars do not display MTL, instead opting to use one colour across all metrics,
including sugar. However, looking closely at the packaging we find that there are 12g of sugar per
product which is almost half of the daily allowance of free sugars for anyone of the age of 11 years old -
and adults. Another example is a Cadbury’s Dairy Milk Bar, where only the number and percentage
RN of calories in the chocolate bar is provided (i.e. 138kcal per portion, 7% RNI). Any other nutritional
information such as sugar, total fat or saturated fat can only be found on the back of pack (Both
examples correct in Tesco stores as of September 2020). We feel this is unacceptable, especially on
these items which are snacks and confectionary.

In order to create a level playing field across all supermarkets, brands and retailers, and for the benefit
of consumers, we strongly urge the Government to mandate the use of MTL. This will go a long way in
guaranteeing consistency for consumers when they are making food purchases and mean they can
make direct comparisons across products. The current FOPL landscape means it is very hard for
consumers, even those with an interest and/or understanding of nutritional labelling, to navigate their
way around FOPL labelling as there is so much discrepancy in the way this information is presented.
This is especially an issue from those from low socioeconomic groups —who often have lower levels of
literacy or education and hence have lower ability to understand FOPL.

Increasing accessibility in all socioeconomic groups

Whilst the MTL system is considered to be a generally easy to use system for the average UK
consumer, there are aspects of MTL that can be improved in order to be accessible universally. As
those from poorer socioeconomic demographics are more likely to buy cheaper, ultra-processed and
hence pre-packaged foods (Berger et al, 2020), and less likely to be able to buy fresh foods and
produce that do not require FOPL (Food Foundation, 2020), those from this group are more likely to
use FOPL. In addition to this — those from poorer socioeconomic groups are more likely to live with
obesity and overweight —as we know overweight and obesity have a socioeconomic gradient (Public
Health England, 2020). Hence FOPL needs to be made accessible for these groups, as there is
evidence to say around half (47%) of the UK population (who are likely to fall into the poorer
socioeconomic bracket) lacked the required literacy and numeracy skills to read and use percentages
correctly (Department of Business and Information Skills, 2011) hence may not possess the ability to
interpreta FOPL.

The Government may wish to consider how they can condense and streamline the information
presented on the FOPL. Itis commendable that the current system can display a large amount of
information in a small space, however for some groups this may be off-putting. The Government may
also wish to consider whether there is a need to present both the (g) of a food product and the
percentage value of contribution to RNI, and consider which is more easy to interpret. At present,
those at an educational disadvantage may struggle to interpret all of the figures and values on the MTL
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—however, the colour coded system exists to mitigate this slightly as a way of evaluating the nutrition
of a product. They could also consider increasing education and awareness of the MTL system at a
population level, through a public awareness campaign specifically targeted at households with a
lower socioeconomic status.

Further, the Government may look to consider using clearer measured metrics. For example,
weighing up whether there is benefit to using ‘kilojoules’ as well as ‘kcal’. This might be confusing for
consumers who are not familiar with k| as a unit of measurement, and it may be distorting consumers’
perceptions of how many units of energy are in their food. Instead, perhaps there should be a uniform
measurement used e.g. retention of kcal which most people informally recognise to be calories,
which mirrors the national guidance by way of the Eatwell Guide, where it is suggested that women
take 2000 kcal and men, 2500 kcal. Furthermore, the Government should consider whether there is
any benefit to including decimal points or whether to simply values up or down —as this may help to
increase consumers ability to read and interpret the information.

Portion size

Lastly, we feel there should be improvements made to the portion sizes stated on FOPL. There is
consensus that recommended portion sizes on FOPL can be very small and very different to the
amount usually consumed by the public. Brands may be underestimating portion sizes of their
products, for example high sugar cereals or sweets, so the MTL appears more favourable (i.e. fewer
reds and more ambers/greens). For children in particular, the front of package portion size images
might be a source of confusion, again distorting consuming consumer perceptions of how much they
actually need to eat. For example, a furtive Google search of ‘kids’ cereal’ returns results showing
popular cereal brands that frequently depict cereal as spilling out of the bowl. This might be
conflicting information to the portion size suggested on the FOPL and prompting individuals to eat
larger portion sizes than recommended (Tal, Niemann & Wansink, 2017; McGale et al, 2019). For
example, looking at Kinder Bueno packets, the nutrition information is given for one finger; on 500m|
Coke bottles, for 250ml; and for slabs of Cadbury’s Wholenut chocolate we are told how many
calories five squares of chocolate contains. In all three of these cases, it is unlikely that a consumer will
actually only have half the bottle of Coke or one finger of Kinder Bueno, especially considering portion
sizes have increased in recent decades (Steenhuis & Poelman, 2017). Some research also suggests
that consumers like to ensure they get good ‘value for money’ and hence are more likely to buy
bigger portions if they feel they can achieve this (Vermeer et al, 2009) — again, this might have a
socioeconomic gradient whereby those looking to achieve value for money have a less disposable
income to spend elsewhere.

We would like to see the Government work with industry to ensure the portion sizes represented of
FOPL are representative of the typical portion consumed, so the MTL cannot be manipulated in foods
and drink high in fat, sugar and/or salt. We would also like to see manufacturers to develop front of
pack images that accurately represent a normal portion size, rather than enlarging it for aesthetic
qualities.

Would you find it helpful if more products displayed the same Front of Pack Nutrition
label? [Yes/No/I do not have a view]*

NEW INTERNATIONAL EXAMPLES

Do you think you would be likely to use one of these labels more when shopping, or adopt
on more of your products, compared to current Multiple Traffic Light label? [Yes/No/| do
not know]*
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If answered yes -Which label would you be more likely to use?*

e Chile Warning Label [tick box]
e Nutri-score [tick box]

Questions for all respondents

What aspects of the Nutri-score label do you like/ dislike?

e Use of five colours [Tick box - like/dislike/I do not have a view]

e Use of letters [Tick box - like/dislike/I do not have a view]

e lack of specific nutrition information and portion size [Tick box - like/ /I do not have a
view]

e Providing a single score for a product to indicate overall healthfulness [Tick box -
like/ /1 do not have a view]

e Other (please specify)

Firstly, for the reasons cited earlier in this consultation, we would like to emphasise we support the
continuation of the current MTL FOPL system in the UK, subject to a number of improvements to
accessibility and usability. We feel overhauling the current system will result in significant delays in
implementation, and will require consumers to adapt to a completely new system which may add to
further confusion on interpreting FOPL systems. We also strongly believe the Government should
commission an academic evaluation of the current MTL FOPL system before considering any
replacement.

Nevertheless, our decision above has been made in consideration of the advantages and
disadvantages of the French Nutri-Score System.

Nutri-Score is another colour-graded system but with a differing, simpler presentation, scoring foods
from A (Most Healthy) - E (Least Healthy) first adopted in France in 2017. It has amassed considerable
attention with the EU recently, having been trialled in Spain, Belgium and the Netherlands amongst
others. Most recently, there has been a call to roll out Nutri-Score across the EU.

Evidence shows that Nutri-Score was found to be the best understood label with regards to the
overall nutritional quality of a food item, compared to other various labelling systems (Egnell et al,
2018). It has also been associated with higher nutritional quality of food purchases (Julia & Hercberg,
2017). The simplicity of using the scoring system rather than presenting consumers with a set of figures
and percentages, may slightly edge the Nutri-Score ahead of the MTL in terms of its accessibility for
lower socioeconomic groups. Indeed, it was found that Nutri-Score FOPL had a positive impact on
disadvantaged groups shown through subgroup analysis in various studies (Julia & Hercberg, 2017).

There have been some arguments to suggest Nutri-Score may be useful in encouraging reformulation,
due to the ladder approach which industry can see the benefit of making even small reductions to fat,
sugar and/or salt —which is often the case with reformulation programmes.

Conversely, there has been resistance to this labelling system, namely by ltalian authorities, where
food items such as olive oil would be brandished with a ‘D’ despite the health benefits and its wide
use in ltalian cuisine —they suggest the label does not provide enough contextual information. There
has also been considerable disagreement and lobbying against the Nutri-Score from industry giants
such as Nestle and PepsiCo, which suggests stakeholder bite-back on this FOPL system is very strong
(Julia & Hercberg, 2018).

In conclusion, we acknowledge the advantages the Nutri-Score possesses, however we are still
confident in sticking with the current MTL FOPL system in the UK, providing it is subject to a full
evaluation and improvements to strengthen it's accessibility, usability and transparency through
mandatory legislation.
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What aspects of the Chilean health warning label do you like/dislike?

e Use of colour (black and white only) [Tick box - like/ /I do not have a view]

e Highlighting only less healthy options [Tick box - like/dislike/| do not have a view]

e lack of specific nutrition information and portion size [Tick box - /dislike/I do not have
aview]

e Other (please specify)

Similarly to the French Nutri-Score, the Chilean health warning label FOPL system has several
advantages. However, it is important to bear in mind that the Chilean model has been designed
specifically to the needs of the population in Chile in terms of the literacy and cultural needs. The use
of Black and White may not resonate as well with the UK population compared to the use of traffic
lights, which are easily interpreted. What may be effective in the Chilean population may not
necessarily be effective in our own population.

Chile — which has one of the highest child obesity prevalence in the world (Corvalan et al 2019) -
introduced a mandatory warning FOPL in 2016, when a product exceeded limits of salt, sugar,
saturated fat, or calories. They have taken a much more comprehensive approach to FOPL than most.
This motion was mandated by Chile’s Law of Food Labelling and Advertising, coupled with strict
restrictions of marketing of products with warning labels to children under the age of 14, as well as
banning the sales of them in schools and nurseries. This has led to significant declines in purchases of
sugar- sweetened beverages by young people, such as Pepsi (Taillie et al, 2020). It has also led to
reformulation and restrictions in child-directed marketing — such as cartoons — by some cereal
companies (Stoltze et al, 2020).

Warning labels have been seen to improve a consumers’ ability to perceive products with high
quantities of the nutrients labels, and, when compared to the TL system, perform equally well in
guiding consumers to identify the most healthful product (Arrua et al, 2017a). They have also been
seen to have a higher impact than TL labelling in children (Arrua et al, 2017b), and some have
suggested that this system has a higher potential to influence healthy diets, compared with other
methods (Khandpur et al, 2018). However, criticisms have noted that Chilean’s approach to FOPL
takes a ‘black and white” approach whereby it only focuses on the negative aspects of the product,
and is not able to recognise or identify any products which contain low levels of fat or sugar, for
example. Despite this, research at the University of Chile following cohorts of lower-middle income
children and their mothers suggested that their policies had been “understood, valued and used for
informing food-related decisions” (Corvalan, 2019). Similar positive results in LMIC groups reacting to
MTL have been found in Mexico (Jauregui et al, 2020).

In conclusion, we acknowledge the advantages the Chilean Health Warning Model possesses,
however we are still confident in sticking with the current MTL FOPL system in the UK, providing it is
subject to a full evaluation and improvements to strengthen its accessibility, usability and transparency
through mandatory legislation.

Both Nutri-score and health warning labels have been introduced in countries around the
world. Can you provide any further evidence on the impact of these labels on the
following aspects:

e Understanding or identification of healthier choices | No/I do not know].

e Healthier purchasing behaviours [Yes/No/| do not know].

Are there any other Front of Pack Nutrition Labels that you think Government should
consider? Please provide evidence on the following to explain your answer:

e Understanding or identification of healthier choices
e Healthier purchasing behaviours
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Other international examples —the Health Star Rating

The Health Star Rating system first adopted by New Zealand in 2014, had been incorporated onto
28% of pre-packaged foods in 2017, and this figure has been rising (Jones et al, 2018). Uptake,
consumer reactions and understanding of HSR have been favourable, and there has been changes in
purchasing behaviour suggesting that consumers are using HSR to buy healthier products (Maganja et
al, 2019). On the basis of product reformulation taking place as a result of the HSR, this policy
intervention could be cost-effective, with regards to the health-related returns on investment (Herrera
etal, 2018). Indeed, since its implementation, some manufacturers have reformulated their foods —a
4.6% reduction in sodium across HSR products has been observed (Mhurchu et al, 2019), compared
to a 3.1% increase in products without the HSR labelling. There is also evidence of reformulation of
children’s packaged food (Morrison, Meloncelli, & Pelly, 2019). There have been suggestions to make
HSR mandatory at the end of the five-year review period (Jones et al, 2018).

Improving the food packaging as a whole

In regards to encouraging improved healthier purchasing behaviours, we feel there is much more the
Government can do the improve food packaging as a whole, not just FOPL.

The packaging of a food product is one of the most important determinants in a consumer’s buying
decision process (Giri and Sharma, 2012), as well as increasing customer satisfaction and brand loyalty
(Packaging News, 2015). From branding to colour schemes to characters displayed on the packaging,
these are all designed in a way to appeal to the consumer — with evidence showing packaging
particularly influences the product preferences of children (Ogba and Johnson, 2010). Depending on
the nutritional value of the product is conceals, food packaging can be used as a force for good —in
promoting healthier choices — or for bad, where the product contains high levels of fat, sugar and/or
salt. We believe at present many manufacturers are using the food packaging to influence purchases
on predominantly unhealthy food and drink products. Here we present some different methods and
tactics that we feel should be considered as part of a holistic approach to improving food packaging.

Firstly, we believe the Government should strongly consider legislation to remove child-friendly
characters from the packaging of unhealthy food and drink. These characters are displayed on
packaging solely to increase their appeal to children, and ultimately influence their parents’ or carers’
purchasing decisions. Far more often the use of children's characters is much more often deployed for
less healthy products, than healthy ones. One UK study found that of 526 product carrying child-
friendly TV or film characters and brand mascots, more than half were HFSS (Action on Sugar/Salt and
Children’s Food Campaign, 2019). Our latest report ‘Pester Power or Parent Power?’ with the
Children’s Food Campaign in July 2020 shows 9 in 10 (91%) of the 942 parents taking part in the
research say that the use of child-friendly characters on food and drink leads to their children
requesting or pestering for those products; more than 8 in 10 (84%) parents said characters should be
removed from unhealthy sweets, confectionery and snack products and nearly 7 in 10 (68%) agreed
that the use of children’s characters makes it more difficult to feed their children a healthy diet
(Children’s Food Campaign & Food Active, 2020). The use of attractive, child-friendly characters is
not a new food marketing tactic however: characters such as Coco Pops monkey and Frosties’ Tony
the Tiger have been selling sugary breakfast cereal for decades. The latter of whom is now banned
under new strict new marketing legislation in Chile, designed to address the prevalence of children
living with obesity in the nation (WHO Europe, 2018). In the UK there are no such restrictions on the
irresponsible use of these characters. Whilst supermarkets in the UK including Lidl, Aldi and Asda
announced they will all remove child-friendly characters from own-brand breakfast cereals, the issue
goes beyond breakfast cereals but to other products such as chocolate bars, biscuits, sugary yogurts
and more. In order to create a level playing field, we think the Government should introduce
restrictions on the use of child-friendly characters on food and drink packaging high in fat, sugar
and/or salt. This will go a long way in encouraging healthier choices for consumers. The
Government’s Health and Social Care Select Committee’s 2018 Time for Action report on Childhood
Obesity (Health and Social Care Select Committee, 2018), and the former Chief Medical Officer Dame
Sally Davies, have both called on Government to close this loophole in child protection from HFSS
food and drink marketing (Chief Medical Officer, 2019)
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Secondly, the use of sports stars and teams on food packaging is also an issue. The most recent
example of this has been England footballers from the ‘Big Six” clubs being used to promote Dairy
Milk. We cannot present a dichotomous picture of sports and fitness with chocolates and sugar-
sweetened beverages, which sends out unclear messages to the public, and influences children and
adults who idolize these footballers. Just a few weeks ago, on September 7, 2020, Liverpool FC
announced that they were ‘welcoming Cadbury’ as its first official global chocolate partner. At this
point we need to question: why do sports team need official chocolate partners? Only the year before
the English Premier League teamed up with Coca-Cola GB as part of the #WhereEveryonePlays
campaign, running a national ad campaign on television (Food Active, 2019) as well as with Monster
Energy drinks (Healthy Stadia, 2019). This has unfortunately been a theme for years and not only within
football —the London 2012 Olympics official partner was Coca-Cola, and recently the England and
Wales Cricket Board announced a brand partnership with KP Snacks. The influence of industry on
Government and sports organisations is appalling and widespread. In North America, in 2018, a
report found that 76% of sports sponsorships promote junk food (Bragg et al, 2018) and indeed it was
found these unhealthy sponsorships were found in a randomised controlled trail to promote higher
avvar?ness of and more favourable attitudes towards unhealthy foods sponsor brands (Dixon et al,
2018).

On packaging itself, we see promotions which encourage consumers to buy HFSS in the hopes of
winning prizes, such as theme park tickets, stadium tours and football games. At the height of the
coronavirus pandemic in April 2020, on Loquax (‘'The UK’s competitions portal’) we saw that
consumers were being encouraged to buy ‘selected Cadburys and Maynards Bassetts products’ to
win some of these prizes (Loquax, 2020). Some current supermarket examples of promotions being
used are the current examples of a chance to win VIP tickets to the football with Dairy Milk Caramel,
and £20,000 cash prizes with Snickers (correct as of September 28th 2020). This may attract, again,
those from lower socioeconomic demographics who may not be afforded these luxuries in day to day
life.

Lastly, we also need to address misleading health claims featured alongside FOPL, which make FOPL
harder to understand and quantify. Action On Sugar’s recent survey results on fruit-based processed
snacks (aimed at children) which are advertised as ‘natural” and ‘1 of your five a day” are high in free
sugars, yet do not adopt FOPL, which would receive a red traffic light were they to do so (Action on
Sugar, 2020). This is elaborated upon in more detail in the subsequent question regarding the
representation dietary advice on free sugar.

LINKTO DIETARY ADVICE

Do you think the Government should ensure that the recommended Front of Pack
Nutrition label reflects latest dietary advice on free sugar? [Yes/No/| do not know]* Please
explain your answer

We as an organisation feel very strongly that the Government should ensure that the FOPL reflects
current guidance on free sugar. From the UK National Diet and Nutrition Survey (NDNS), we know
that all groups are still consuming free sugar in excess of recommendations, even though total free
sugar consumption has decreased (Public Health England, 2019). There is scientific consensus that
excess sugar causes weight gain, leading to overweight and obesity, which we now know is linked to
worsened outcomes for COVID-19 (Popkin et al, 2020). Ergo, itis in the current as well as long term
interests of the Government to curb free sugar consumption, and this can be achieved through clear
FOPL and regulation of health claims.

We have evidence that current sugar quantities provided by manufacturers underestimates the true
quantity of sugar in products (Action on Sugar, 2017). This gives the consumer a distorted picture of
how much sugar is in the product. This is exacerbated by fruit-based processed snacks with “health
halos’ making health claims about their products, whilst skirting away from taking responsibility about
the alarmingly high level of free sugars in their products, that are masked by health claims of being



FOOD
TIVE

made only from fruit or natural sugars, and being one of the five a day (Action on Sugar, 2020). These
manufacturers often do not use the currently voluntary FOPL, presumably to hide this. This confusing
messaging does not empower consumers to make good choices about their and their family’s food.
As mentioned in a previous question, Action on Sugar’s recent survey results revealed that ‘healthy’
fruit snacks can contain nearly five teaspoons of sugar per serving, which is equivalent to a packet of
jellybeans (Action on Sugar, 2020). Had they adopted FOPL, all products surveyed would have
received a red traffic light label, denoting "high sugars” meaning they would not be a healthy snack
choice. The reason these dried fruit products are marketed as healthy is due to the fruit content -
however, the sugars in these products are considered by Public Health England to be ‘free sugars’,
which we know is linked to poor health outcomes, including overweight and obesity. Back in 2017,
Action on Sugar urged all food and drinks manufacturers to enforce FOPL across all products
immediately —and research suggested that shoppers could eat 45 teaspoons less sugar per month if
they switched to lower sugar brands, via better FOPL (Action on Sugar, 2017).

In light of the above, it is crucial that consumers are presented clear information about how much free
sugar is in their products in order to allow them to make informed decisions about their food
purchasing. However, we do think that this should be complemented by a public awareness
campaign on free sugars. Understanding of free sugars in the UK is currently low, with many getting
confused about what this includes or additional terms such as ‘added sugar’ and ‘total sugars’. The
SACN guidance for free sugars was implemented over five years ago, and more should be done to
increase consumer understanding of this new dietary recommendation. There are countless examples
of manufacturers manipulating the recommendation of 90 grams total sugars, and conveniently
ignoring the maximum 30 grams recommendation of free sugars (for adults, but for children as little as
19 grams). One such example is a packet of Haribo's, which not only do not use MTL FOPL, but
provide FOPL via suggested serving size (seven sweets) as well as provide the sugar amount as a
percentage of total sugar recommendation, rather than as a percentage of free sugars, which is what
Haribo’s would be considered as. A second shocking example is of a bag of Starbursts Minis
Unwrapped (1969). Here, the MTL is not used, which blinds the consumer to the high level of sugar.
The packet also suggests that the bag contains four portions —with each ‘portion’ containing a
whopping 39% of the total sugar allowance, when in reality it contributed to 116% of the daily adult
recommendation for free sugars. If one were to consume the whole bag, which isn't unusual, you
would consume around 140 grams of sugar, which is almost five times the recommendation of daily
free sugar allowance. Research suggests these types of ‘share bags’ of chocolate and confectionery
are anything but “sharing’. Action on Sugar found that over a third of 16 to 24-year olds admit to eating
the whole bag alone, in one go (Action on Sugar, 2018). A last example is of a cake — |affa Cakes —
each bar contains 11.7 grams of sugars which is presented as 13% of the daily recommendation, but is
actually almost 50% of the actual recommendation, of 30 grams. One could repeat this for thousands
if not millions of supermarket products. We strongly suggest the Government take action against this
irresponsible FOPL.

Do you think the Government should ensure that the recommended Front of Pack
Nutrition label reflects the latest dietary advice on fibre? [Yes/No/| do not know]* Please
explain your answer

We know fibre helps to keep our digestive system healthy and helps to prevent constipation. We also
know that dietary fibre can reduce the risk of cardiovascular disease, type 2 diabetes and colorectal
cancer. Despite these health benefits, the NDNS suggests that all groups take well below the
recommended dietary guidelines for fibre (Public Health England, 2019). Hence, we believe it is
extremely important to ensure that consumers can make informed decisions about products they can
buy, knowing that they can meet their daily fibre recommendation of between 15g (for children) and
30g (for adults). Again, this should be complemented by public awareness campaign to ensure the
public are aware of these new dietary fibre recommendations.
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PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY

Do you think that Front of Pack Nutrition Labelling is likely to have an impact on people on
the basis of their age, sex, race, religion, sexual orientation, pregnancy and maternity,
disability, gender reassignment and marriage/civil partnership? [Yes/No/| do not know].

Please explain your answer and provide relevant evidence.

The available evidence suggests that FOPL are in general, universally beneficial to all ages, castes,
genders and other named protected characteristics above (Cecchini & Warren, 2016). Thereis a
demonstrable health benefit and economic return to using FOPL, compared to only providing back of
pack nutrition labelling, on a population level. The labelling itself imparts no information that
compromises the rights of a protected characteristic, instead empowering all individuals to make
informed decisions about their food purchases. However, considerations for groups that are visually
impaired should be taken into account as the FOPL is a visual feature of food packaging. It would be
salient to better understand the ways in which visually impaired persons use FOPL to guide food
purchases, whether they are helped by a carer or have an alternative way in which to scan the
information on FOPL.

Do you think that any of the proposals in this consultation would help achieve any of the
following aims?

e Eliminating discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited
by or under the Equality Act 2010 [Yes/No/I do not know]

e Advancing equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it? [Yes/No/I do not know]

e fostering good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and
persons who do not share it? [Yes/No/I do not know]

Please explain which aims it would help achieve and how [Free text box]
Could the proposals be changed so that they are more effective? [Yes/No/| do not know]

If you think that proposals could be changed to be more effective, please explain what
changes would be needed [Free text box]

SOCIOECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Do you think that the proposals in this consultation could impact on people from more
deprived backgrounds? [Yes/No/| do not know]

Please explain your answer and provide relevant evidence

As discussed in previous sections of this response, those from more deprived backgrounds are most
likely to use FOPL owing to the types of food these groups typically purchase. However the current
FOPL system can present several issues and barriers for low socioeconomic groups. Policy instruments
should be sensitive to the needs of this group, to empower them to make better purchasing
decisions. We have provided a number of suggestions and recommendations on how the
Government can update the FOPL MTL system in order to make the system easier to understand and
interpret for everyone in society.
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