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[bookmark: _Toc354124119][bookmark: _Toc345491578]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
NOTE: This report presents recommendations ‘from the consumer perspective’, based on the claimed needs and attitudes of consumers when it comes to food and nutrition. These needs and attitudes may not always align with medical, nutritional and related literature. We acknowledge that this literature needs to be taken into account in any decision on a final FoPL design and content.

This report is based on quantitative research amongst a representative sample of n=1,089 Australian consumers, conducted following an initial qualitative stage. The objectives of the quantitative research were a) to validate key recommendations from the qualitative component in regards to design and information contained within an optimal FoPL system, b) to build upon the qualitative insights, by further testing and fine-tuning proposed FoPL design components, and c) gain some understanding into the potential impact of the proposed FoPL on consumer food purchase choices. 

Supporting the qualitative findings, evidence in this report suggests a strong level of support for a FoPL system. Over 90% of our consumer sample felt that a FoPL concept was a good idea. Furthermore, when it comes to influencing food purchase choices, consumers attributed a similar perceived importance to a FoPL system as to more fundamental purchase drivers, such as the taste and price of the food. A FoPL system was seen as something that would be more important in driving food purchase choices than the brand of the food or the level of convenience associated with a particular food.

The Overall FoPL design tested in this research (based on recommendations from the qualitative research) was shown to have significantly higher potential to influence food purchase decisions than either a) current information available on food packs, or b) the existing Daily Intake Guide.

Respondents showed a reasonable level of understanding of the Overall proposed FoPL design, rating a mean score of around 7/10 (0-10 scale, where 10 means “completely understand” what label is communicating), which is the same score as the existing Daily Intake Guide received from respondents in regards to understanding. Note also that limited information was provided about the label or its interpretation. For example, although the broad concept of the star rating system was communicated, details were not provided around the underlying algorithm. Likewise, detailed explanation of the meaning of some of the components of the labels presented (e.g. “DI %”, “Low/Medium/High”) were not provided. Assuming that the FoPL system will be launched in parallel with a public education campaign, there is no strong evidence that consumers would have trouble understanding the labels. There were  two noteworthy demographics where mean scores for understanding were slightly (but statistically significantly) lower than the broader population  - retirees and consumers in NSW. A public education campaign may need to pay additional attention to these groups.

Consumers are likely to have varying degrees of reliance on a FoPL system when buying different food groups. The food groups for which consumers are most likely to use FoPL to inform their food purchase choice are cereals, snacks, convenience meals, biscuits, and juices/drinks, while purchase decisions around fresh foods (fruits and vegetables, and meats) are least likely to be impacted by FoPL.

The quantitative research provided robust and representative support for most of the design recommendations emerging from the qualitative component, as well as providing additional recommendations. Overall design recommendations from the qualitative research that are supported here:
A box to enclose all elements of design
The grey backed design option tested (Tank design)
Be presented as a stacked display with star rating element sitting above nutrient elements
Use of the ‘Health Star Rating’ name
Incorporate the slider in the star design element
Express all values as per 100 grams
Include the term “kilojoules” rather than “energy”

Additional design recommendations assuming a label with “fixed” negative nutrients (i.e. the same nutrients across all food groups): 
Use “Low/Medium/High” rather than “DI %”: consumers find the former easier to understand and quicker to read
Consider including six nutrients in the label (including Kilojoules): Although respondents rated “5 nutrients” as the optimum number, there is evidence that six nutrients may be optimal in order to include all of the key information that consumers want to see (in particular, an emerging need to include both “Total Fats” and “Saturated Fats”, as discussed below). Note also that the current DIG label often includes both Total Fats and Saturated Fats. If FoPL will replace DIG, inclusion of six nutrients may ensure that there is no perceived detriment in the amount and usefulness of information on the front-of-pack
Include “Total Sugar”, rather than “Sugars”: Although these terms are intended to have the same meaning, the former is more easily understood by consumers and was consistently attributed more value.
Include “Total Fat” and “Saturated Fat”: both of these nutrients were considered amongst the most important to include (indeed, “Total Fat” was consistently seen as more important than “Saturated Fat”). 
Include “Sodium”: At an overall level (i.e. when discussing a label without reference to specific food group), Sodium was not considered one of the more important nutrients (in fact, it was 9th out of 14 nutrients in the list in importance). However, Sodium was considered important when referring to certain food groups (e.g. pre-prepared/convenience meals). Overall, there was a surprising lack of importance attributed to Sodium. A potential reason for this is that a portion of consumers may not be making the connection between “Sodium” and “salt”, the latter of which has more negative health connotations (note that this is a hypothesis only and would need to be supported by further research). 
Include one positive nutrient, adapted by food group: Positive nutrients were important to consumers, but our results suggest that consumer needs for positive nutrient information differed markedly across food types. While fibre was “overall” (i.e. without reference to a food group) the most important positive nutrient, the picture changed when talking about meats/chicken/fish (where protein was by far the most important), Dairy (calcium), and juices & drinks (Vitamin C). Interestingly, no positive nutrients were considered important when referring to pre-prepared/convenience meals. Further research may be needed to go into all food groups in detail to determine which positive nutrients are most important for each food type (from a consumer perspective).

Evidence presented here suggests that, of the two core elements of the proposed FoPL (namely, the star ratings and nutrient elements), the star ratings element appears to contribute the most importance or impact on consumers. This is most evident when comparing respondents’ ratings of the extent to which the two different elements would influence their food purchase decisions. Specifically, mean ratings for the nutrient element (in terms of influence on food purchase decisions) were lower than for existing nutritional information on food packaging, while mean ratings for the star element were significantly higher than either existing information or the nutrient element. Note however, that mean ratings of the complete label (i.e. star and nutrient elements combined) are higher still, suggesting that the nutrient element does add to the overall impact of the proposed FoPL label.
[bookmark: _Toc351977906][bookmark: _Toc354124120]
RESEARCH BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc351977907][bookmark: _Toc354124121]2.1 	Research context
The development and introduction of a system of comparative front-of-pack labelling (FoPL) for food stems from an agreement by the Legislative and Governance Forum on Food Regulation to support recommendation 50 of the Labelling Logic: Review of Food Labelling Law and Policy (2011). The recommendation states that the FoPL scheme is designed to guide consumer choice towards healthier food options and to guide choice in a number of ways:
1. By enabling direct comparison between individual foods that, within the overall diet, may contribute to the risk factors of various diet-related chronic diseases.
2. By being readily understandable and meaningful across socio-economic groups, culturally and linguistically diverse groups and low literacy/low numeracy groups.
3. By increasing awareness of foods that, within the overall diet, may contribute positively or negatively to the risk factors of diet-related chronic diseases.

The following design principles have been set for FoPL development: 



In addition it is a requirement that the system be based on elements that inform choice by assessing both health-benefit and health-risk associated food components; and that the system comprise both the FoPL scheme and consumer education elements.

[bookmark: _Toc351977908][bookmark: _Toc354124122]2.2 	Preliminary findings from the qualitative research phase
This report was preceded by a qualitative stage of research, of which the detailed objectives included an understanding of:
Consumers’ knowledge, attitudes, intentions and behaviour regarding food labelling and purchase choices 
Consumers’ ability to accurately use and understand proposed design elements (interpretive and nutrient) 
The likely impact of the proposed FoPL system on consumer choices 
Guidance for further design development. 

Of relevance to this report were the key preliminary findings related to optimal design of a FoPL system. On the basis of the qualitative findings as to consumer preference and the extent to which the overall design will facilitate healthier food choices, the optimal FoPL design (which was subject to confirmation by the quantitative phase of the study) is likely to have the following design features:
A box to enclose all elements of design
The grey backed design option tested (Tank design)
Be presented as a stacked display with star rating element sitting above nutrient elements
Use of the ‘Health Star Rating’ name
Incorporate the slider / number in star design element
Express all values as per 100 grams
Include the three ‘negative nutrients’ of saturated fat, sodium and total sugar (nb: use of term sugar/s in interpreted to mean total sugar)
Include the term “kilojoules” rather than “energy”

With regard to the inclusion of positive nutrients – further consideration and testing was needed (also to be delivered through the quantitative study) as to: 
What are the ‘positive nutrients’ of relevance to include (and by food group)
Whether relevant ‘positive nutrients’ should be included alongside the ‘negative’ nutrients
Whether ‘positive nutrients’ should be included but separated from ‘negative’ nutrients, or
Whether nutrient information should be restricted to the three ‘negative’ variables only

These, and additional, questions were explored in this study (see next section for research objectives).

[bookmark: _Toc351977909][bookmark: _Toc354124123][bookmark: _Toc334779220][bookmark: _Toc333321234]2.3	Objectives of this research
Broadly speaking, there were three key aims of the quantitative study:
1. To test and validate the design recommendations emerging from the qualitative stage of the research: The qualitative research was intentionally designed to be “exhaustive” (in terms of the different consumer demographics and segments that were included and whose reactions to the proposed FoPL designs were sought), but not necessarily “representative”. Hence, the design recommendations emerging from the qualitative phase needed to be tested amongst a more representative sample of Australian consumers, in order to ensure that ultimate FoPL design recommendations accurately reflected the needs and attitudes of all consumers.
2. To build upon insights gained in the qualitative research, by further optimising the FoPL design: Including an understanding of which positive and negative nutrients are most important to consumers (and by key food group), as well as testing various FoPL designs to determine which were clearest and most meaningful to consumers.
3. To gain some understanding as to whether the new FoPL system would have an impact on consumer behaviour:  while detailed modelling of consumer behaviour and purchasing in response to the FoPL system was outside the scope of this study, a number of metrics were included to determine whether the proposed FoPL would have a significant influence on consumers’ food purchasing, and also whether the proposed FoPL system would have more or less influence on consumers than existing nutritional information found on food packaging or labelling systems (specifically the current ”Daily Intake Guide”).

The specific objectives of quantitative component of the study were to:
Test and optimise the Star Rating element of the label
Test and optimise the Nutrient element of the label, including:
· The relative importance of stars versus nutrient elements for consumers
· Consumer perception of relative importance of different positive and negative nutrients and which should be included on the label, and how/whether this differs by food groups and consumer segment
· Consumer perception of relative importance of negative and positive nutrients to overall health 
· The use of specific variants of terminology (e.g. “energy” versus “kilojoules”)
· The use of “Daily Intake” versus “Low/Medium/High” as indications of nutrient content
· Optimal number of nutrients to include on the label
Test and optimise a “complete” label (designed based on insights from qualitative component of the research), including:
· Test four variants of a complete FoPL to determine which is most meaningful to consumers
· Determine whether the new label would have a greater influence on consumer purchase choices than existing information found on food packaging and other labelling schemes (specifically the Daily Intake Guide)

The next section highlights the methodology used to address these objectives.

[bookmark: _Toc351977910][bookmark: _Toc354124124]
2.4	Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc351977911][bookmark: _Toc353365168][bookmark: _Toc354124125]2.4.1	Broad approach
A 25 minute online survey was conducted amongst a sample of n=1,086 respondents, randomly invited from an online access panel (see sample demographics section for a breakdown of the sample). Quantitative fieldwork was undertaken between the 4th and 8th March.  

In addressing the research objectives, the quantitative survey was designed such that the FoPL system could be tested both holistically, as well as in its components parts. The general approach to addressing the objectives outlined in the previous section was to:
Break down the labelling system into its component parts and test each of these component parts in isolation: these “components parts” consisted of the “star-rating” element and the “nutrient” element (note that these, and all other components and labels tested in the research, can be seen in the following Stimulus section). The key metrics used to test the label components were: the extent to which the components would influence purchase choice; the extent to which consumers would read the labels if they were available; and which component variants were most meaningful to consumers.
Then test “complete” labels (consisting of all component parts arranged into different variants, designed to emphasise different components of the label): These complete labels were based on qualitative insights into optimal design and information required in a FoPL system. 

Given the subject matter of the survey, a considerable amount of visual stimulus was presented and tested amongst respondents. This stimulus is shown in the next section.
[bookmark: _Toc351977912][bookmark: _Toc353365169][bookmark: _Toc354124126]2.4.2 Stimulus 
The various labels (or components of labels) that were tested in the survey are detailed below. 

Two images showed variants of the star rating system, which were used to distinguish consumer response between a star rating alone compared to a ‘star rating with slider’ mechanism.

Images were used to determine difference in consumer response between the terms “Kilojoules” versus “Energy”. 

Images were used to measure understanding, amount and type of nutritional information and meaningfulness of the labels denoting the amount of the nutrient (i.e. “Low/Medium/High” and “DI”)

Images were used to assess whether “Per100g” or “Per 175g serve” was most meaningful to consumers.


Three images below were used to assess consumers’ understanding, potential impact on purchase choice and overall meaningfulness of the three key ways of denoting nutrient amounts (i.e. “Low/Medium/High”, “DI” or simply neither of these).

Four images were presented as part of the final section of the survey in which a “complete” FoPL label was evaluated. The “Original” was used as a base case, and was assessed in regards to potential influence on purchase behaviour and the extent to which this influence was greater or less than nutritional information and existing labelling systems (i.e. Daily Intake Guide) on food packaging. The “Original” label shown below was designed based on the preliminary recommendations emerging from the qualitative phase in regards to optimal label design and nutrient information.

The image below was used in the last section of the survey so that the proposed FoPL label could be compared to the existing Daily Intake Guide in terms of understanding, usefulness, and impact on food purchase choices.
Existing Daily Intake Guide

[bookmark: _Toc351977913][bookmark: _Toc353365170][bookmark: _Toc354124127]2.4.3 Sample Demographics
The broad demographic breakdown of the sample is shown in Table 1, which shows a good mix of demographics. Note that the slight skew towards females reflects sampling quotas which favoured main grocery buyers (at least 70% of the sample was to be “the person mainly or jointly responsible for the majority of the grocery shopping in your household”

[bookmark: _Toc353365001][bookmark: _Toc353374194]Key Demographics
	Characteristic
	Frequency
%

	Gender
Male
Female
	
43
57

	Age
18-24 years
25-29 years
30-34 years
35-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years
65-75 years
75+ years
	
13
8
9
17
18
17
11
8

	State/Territory of residence
NSW
Victoria
Queensland
Western Australia
South Australia
Tasmania
ACT
Northern Territory
	
30
27
18
10
11
3
1
1

	Area of residence
Capital city
Regional centre
Country town
Rural or remote locality
	
57
25
12
6

	Highest level educational attainment
Year 9 or below
Year 10 or 11
Year 12 or high school equivalent
TAFE certificate or diploma
Bachelors degree
Postgraduate qualification
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
4
14
18
35
16
9
1

	Current situation
Working full-time
Working part-time
Home duties
Retired
Student
Not in the workforce
Other
	29
21
11
23
6
8
2

	Working Industry
Agriculture, forestry and fishing
Manufacturing
Electricity, gas and water supply
Construction
Accommodation, cafes and restaurants
Transport and storage
Government
Education
Health and community services 
Mining
Other
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
3
4
1
6
2
5
8
10
14
2
41
5

	Household Description
Young single or couple (no children)
Young family (oldest child under 6 years)
Middle family (oldest child 6-15 years)
Mature family (oldest child over 15 years)
Mature single or couple
Other (Please Specify)
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	14
9
11
21
37
7
2

	Origin Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander
Yes
No
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
2
97
1

	Annual Personal Income
Up to $20,000
$20,001 to $35,000
$35,001 to $50,000
$50,001 to $75,000
$75,001 to $100,000
$100,001 to $150,000
$150,001 to $200,000
More than $200,000
	
25
19
14
13
9
3
1
0
17

	Annual Household Income
Up to $20,000
$20,001 to $35,000
$35,001 to $50,000
$50,001 to $75,000
$75,001 to $100,000
$100,001 to $150,000
$150,001 to $200,000
More than $200,000
Don’t know/ prefer not to say
	
7
14
13
17
15
11
4
2
17


[bookmark: _Toc351977914]Key demographic questions: S1-S3, D1-D12.
RESEARCH FINDINGS
[bookmark: _Toc351977915][bookmark: _Toc354124128]3.1 	Notes on statistical testing and reporting 
Note that throughout this report, results are reported as statistically significant if differences are found to be significant at an alpha rate of 0.05. Statistical differences are indicated by “**”, and refer to a difference from the overall mean (unless indicated otherwise).

Note also that any consistent differences found by demographics are also reported where appropriate.

[bookmark: _Toc351977916][bookmark: _Toc354124129]3.2 Baseline behaviour and attitudes towards existing nutritional information 
Three questions were used to establish ‘baseline’ levels of use and perceptions of nutritional information on food packs. These questions were asked before presentation of any labels (and indeed, before any detailed mention of what the rest of the survey were about). The mean rating scores for these questions were then compared to ratings later in the survey (i.e. in response to various label elements and complete labels). The questions examined:
The extent to which consumers look at existing nutritional information on food packs
The influence of existing nutritional information on food purchases
Whether the amount and type of information is too little, too much, or just right

The baseline results are shown below (note that although these questions are useful in understanding existing attitudes/behaviour towards nutritional information on food packs, they are most useful in later sections when evaluating the change in potential attitudes and behaviours relating to the proposed FoPLs, or components of the labels). The chart below shows mean scores for the frequency with which consumers look at existing nutritional information on food packaging and also their claimed level of influence of existing nutritional information on their food purchase choices (both means. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365171][bookmark: _Toc353883112]Baseline Levels of Frequency of Use and Influence of Nutritional Information 

C1. How often do you look at the nutritional information on food packaging? (0=Never, 10=Every time I buy a food)
C2. To what extent does the current nutritional information on food packaging influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)

As can be seen in Chart 1 above, mean scores on both questions (around 6 out of 10) suggest a medium level of reliance on existing nutritional information. 

Chart 2 (below) also shows the extent to which consumers feel that there is too little, too much, or just the right amount of nutritional information on existing food packaging. Note that in the scale used for this question, the “ideal” rating is “5”, representing “just the right” amount of information.

[bookmark: _Toc353365172][bookmark: _Toc353883113]Baseline Level of Extent to Which Nutritional Information Available on Food Packs is Appropriate for Consumer Needs

C4. Please indicate whether the amount of nutritional information currently found on food packaging is too much, not enough, or just right for your needs? (0=A lot less than I need, 5=just right for my needs, 10=A lot more than I need).

Average ratings were just over 5, suggesting that consumers currently feel that they have close to the “right” amount of information for their needs (if anything, slightly more than they need). Note however, that this result needs to be interpreted with caution – we often find that consumers “don’t know what they don’t know”, and often re-evaluate the extent to which their needs are met when presented with new concepts, information, products or services which can enhance their daily lives (this is, in fact, something that we find in this research – as can be seen in subsequent sections where we examine the potential impact of proposed FoPL on consumer purchase choices).

[bookmark: _Toc351977917][bookmark: _Toc354124130]3.3	Optimising star rating designs
The first key element of the FoPL system that was tested is the Star Rating. Respondents were presented with an image and given a brief explanation of the rating system (where it would be found and how it would be interpreted).

Respondents were then asked to provide rating of how often they would look at the label and the extent to which the label would influence their food purchase choices if the star rating system was present on the front of all food packs. 

The results are shown in Chart 3 (below), where mean scores provided on both measures for the star ratings are compared to baseline mean scores (i.e. pre-exposure to FoPL components).

[bookmark: _Toc353365173][bookmark: _Toc353883114]Health Star Rating Frequency and Influence.
**
**

C1. How often do you look at the nutritional information on food packaging? (0=Never, 10=Every time I buy a food)
C2. To what extent does the current nutritional information on food packaging influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)
ST2a. Imagine that all packaged food items that you buy have a nutritional “star rating” label such as the one shown above on the front of the pack. How often would you look at the label when purchasing food? (0=Never, 10=Every time I buy a food)
ST2b If it were present on food packaging, to what extent would a star rating label such as the one above influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)

The results in Chart 3 show a statistically significant increase compared to current baseline levels in both the frequency that consumers expect to check the label, and the extent to which they feel the label will influence their food purchase choices.

Consumers were then shown two designs distinguished by a slider mechanism. Respondents were asked to select the design that they felt was most meaningful to them. 

The results shown in Chart 4, below detail that a significantly higher proportion of the sample felt that the ‘stars with slider’ variant was most meaningful.

[bookmark: _Toc353365174][bookmark: _Toc353883115]Comparison of Original Star design to Stars with a Slider Mechanism
**

ST3a. Which of the  two designs is more meaningful to you?
[bookmark: _Toc351977918]
[bookmark: _Toc354124131]3.4 	Optimising nutrient elements (Kilojoules label)
[bookmark: _Toc351977919][bookmark: _Toc353365175][bookmark: _Toc354124132]3.4.1	“Kilojoules” versus “Energy”
Participants were first shown two label variants and asked to indicate whether ‘Kilojoules’ or ‘Energy’ were more meaningful. 

The results shown in Chart 5 below indicate that ‘Kilojoules’ is significantly (but mildly) more meaningful to consumers, with just over half the sample (53%) selecting this variant. This result supported findings from the qualitative phase of the research.


[bookmark: _Toc353365176][bookmark: _Toc353883116]Which Variant is More Meaningful?
**

N1. Which of these variants is most meaningful to you?
[bookmark: _Toc351977920][bookmark: _Toc353365177][bookmark: _Toc354124133]3.4.2 “Low/Medium/High” versus “Daily Intake %”
Building on this design, additional components were introduced denoting the level of nutrient – these were ‘Low/Medium/High’ and ‘DI %’.

Respondents were first asked to indicate their relative level of understanding of each variant. The results are shown in Chart 6, below.











[bookmark: _Toc353365178][bookmark: _Toc353883117]Understanding of the Three Different Labels
**

N2. For each of the labels above, please rate the extent to which you feel that you understand everything the label is communicating. (0=I don’t understand at all 10=I completely understand)

In relation to overall means, the ‘Absolute Values’ label has the highest level of understanding, while the ‘Daily Intake %’ and ‘Low/Medium/High’ labels have roughly similar levels, both of which are lower than ‘Absolute Values’. This result suggests that any addition of information to the label will naturally decrease the ease of with which consumers understand the label, and will therefore require a campaign to increase consumer understanding.

Respondents were then asked whether the amount of nutritional information shown on the three labels was too much, not enough, or just right for their needs. 

The results (as shown in Chart 7 including comparison to the baseline) show that all three variants are significantly below baseline, suggesting that respondents feel that the labels alone do not contain enough nutritional information for their needs.


[bookmark: _Toc353365179][bookmark: _Toc353883118]Amount and Type of Nutritional Information.
**
**
**

C4. Please indicate whether the amount of nutritional information currently found on food packaging is too much, not enough, or just right for your needs? (0=A lot less than I need, 5=just right for my needs, 10=A lot more than I need).
N3 If some food packs were only to contain information on kilojoules, on the scale shown below, please indicate whether the amount and type of nutritional information shown on each label is too much, not enough, or just right for your needs. (0=A lot less than I need, 5=just right for my needs, 10=A lot more than I need).

Respondents were then asked to select the one variant that was most meaningful to them. The results are shown in Chart 8, below. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365180][bookmark: _Toc353883119]Label Which is More Meaningful to Consumers
**

N4 Overall, which of these labels is most meaningful to you?

As can be seen in Chart 8, ‘Daily Intake %’ was selected by significantly more respondents as being the most meaningful out of the three variants, while there was no difference between the ‘Absolute Values’ label (30%) and the ‘Low/Med/High’ label (31%). 

Note that this result is in direct contrast to findings that will be presented in the next section, which showed that respondents preferred the “Low/Medium/High” scheme. The main difference between the labels presented in this section and the next is the amount of information contained within them – here the labels only have one nutrient (Kilojoules), while in the next section, the nutrient elements that were presented had five nutrients (each containing information on the amount of nutrient). Our hypothesis is that as the number of nutrients shown increases, respondents seek quicker and easier ways of interpreting all the information – and evidence presented in the next section suggests that the “Low/Medium/High” scheme is easier to understand, and is considered to be a more appropriate “amount” of information for consumers’ needs.

[bookmark: _Toc351977921][bookmark: _Toc354124134]3.5 	Optimising nutrient elements (all nutrients)
In the next section of the survey, respondents were shown complete nutrient elements, containing five nutrients. They were then asked to focus on different components of the label and provide feedback. The results are outlined in the following sections.
[bookmark: _Toc351977922][bookmark: _Toc353365181][bookmark: _Toc354124135]3.5.1	Recall of similar labels
Respondents were first shown an example of a full nutrient element with five nutrients and asked whether they had ever seen “a similar label”.  The results are shown in Chart 9, below. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365182][bookmark: _Toc353883120]Whether Participants Had Previously Seen A Label Similar to the Full Nutrient Label
**

N5 The image shown above is an example of a label containing additional information to the labels you saw in the last few questions. It is an example for illustration only. Have you ever seen a label similar to this on the food that you buy?

Three in five respondents (61%) claim to have seen a similar label before. Interestingly, only 45% of respondents claim to have seen the Daily Intake Guide (See Section 3.7). 

For those who had seen the label before, open-ended answers were allowed on where they had previously seen the label. As shown within the Word Cloud contained within Chart 10, the main places where consumers claim they had seen this label was on cereal, packaged and pre-prepared foods, and breakfast items generally.
















[bookmark: _Toc353365183][bookmark: _Toc353883121]Where Respondents Had Seen Such a Label Previously
[image: ]
N6. Please provide a few details about where you have seen such a label (note: word cloud depicts the number of mentions of a word by the size of the word in the cloud)
[bookmark: _Toc351977923][bookmark: _Toc353365184][bookmark: _Toc354124136]3.5.2	“Per 100g” versus “Per Xg serve”
Consumers were then presented with two variants of the full nutrient element, with one variant denoting the serving information as “Per 100g” and the other showing “Per 175g serve”. 

Respondents were then asked to indicate which variant was most meaningful to them. The results are shown in Chart 11, below. Three in five respondents felt that “Per 100g” was the most meaningful way of expressing serving information. These findings support the findings and recommendations in the qualitative study.















[bookmark: _Toc353365185][bookmark: _Toc353883122] Label Which is More Meaningful to Consumers
**

N7 Which option would be more meaningful to you if it were on a nutritional label?

Participants commented on why they had chosen the 100g label. The Word Cloud at Chart 12 below provides detail on some of the general themes that came out from these open ended responses. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365186][bookmark: _Toc353883123] Word cloud of reasons Given by Respondents Who Preferred “Per 100g”
[image: ]
N8b. And why is “Per 100g” more meaningful to you?

The main justifications for why ‘Per 100g’ was chosen over the ‘Per 175g serve’ related to the former being “easier” for several reasons. 100g was deemed to generally be “easier”, as well as easier to measure, easier to compare with different products and packaging, easier to understand, and easier calculate a serving size. 

[bookmark: _Toc351977924][bookmark: _Toc353365187][bookmark: _Toc354124137]3.5.3 “Low/Medium/High” versus “Daily Intake %”
The next section of the survey compared the ‘Low/Med/High’ component with the ‘Daily Intake %’ component, both within the full nutrient element (containing all five nutrients). 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of understanding for the ‘Low/Med/High’ and the ‘Daily Intake %’ labels. As shown in Chart 13 below, levels of understanding are significantly higher for the “Low/Medium/High” component than for the “Daily Intake” component.

[bookmark: _Toc353365188][bookmark: _Toc353883124]Level of Understanding of the Nutrient Design
**

N10 For each of the labels above, please rate the extent to which you feel that you understand what the highlighted area is communicating. (0 = I don’t understand at all, 10 = I understand completely)

Respondents were then asked whether the amount of nutritional information shown was too low, too high, or just right for their needs. In this question, the original nutrient element label showing just the absolute values for each nutrient was also included for comparison. 

The chart below shows the results compared to the pre-exposure baseline. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365189][bookmark: _Toc353883125] Amount of Nutritional Information Displayed on Labels
**
**
**

C4. Please indicate whether the amount of nutritional information currently found on food packaging is too much, not enough, or just right for your needs? (0=A lot less than I need, 5=just right for my needs, 10=A lot more than I need).
N11. On the scale shown below, please indicate whether the amount and type of nutritional information shown on each label is too much, not enough, or just right for your needs. (0=A lot less than I need, 5=just right for my needs, 10=A lot more than I need)

The results in Chart 14 show that, from consumers’ perspective, absolute values alone provide significantly less than the right amount of information. Daily Intake is considered to provide slightly more than “the right” amount of information, as is Low/Medium/High. From the results however, Low/Medium/High seems to be closest to “the right” amount of information as far as consumers are concerned.

Respondents were then asked to provide ratings for each of the three variants, this time in regards to the extent to which each nutrient element “label” would influence their food purchase choices. Results are shown in Chart 15, below, and compared to baseline (which represents existing nutritional information that can be found on food packaging).

[bookmark: _Toc353365190][bookmark: _Toc353883126]Influence of Labels on Food Purchase Choice
** 4.9
** 6.1
** 5.6
** 4.6
Mean scores

C2. To what extent does the current nutritional information on food packaging influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)
N12. If any of these labels were present on the front of packaged foods, to what extent would each influence your food purchase choices?
(0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)

The results in Chart 15 show that, although the Low/Medium/High component is the highest of the three variants tested (in terms of mean scores), in terms of expected influence on purchase choice behaviour, all three variants are significantly lower than the baseline (i.e. the current level of influence that existing nutritional information on food packaging has on consumers’ food purchase choices). This is not surprising, given that much of the information in the nutrient element tested in this research can be found elsewhere on current packaging (indeed, considerably more information can be found in the back-of-pack nutritional information table). Our interpretation of these results is that, while the nutrient element adds to the star ratings when it comes to overall impact on consumer food choices, on its own, it is not enough to influence consumer food choices more than existing information on food packaging.

Finally, consumers were asked which of the labels was most meaningful to them. The results are shown in Chart 16, below. The results confirm other findings in this section, with the highest number of respondents selecting “Low/Medium/High” as the most meaningful component.

[bookmark: _Toc353365191][bookmark: _Toc353883127]The Label Which is Most Meaningful to Consumers
**

N13. Overall, which of the variants above is most meaningful to you?
[bookmark: _Toc351977925][bookmark: _Toc353365192][bookmark: _Toc354124138]3.5.4 Types of foods for which star ratings and nutrient elements would be used 
Respondents were asked to indicate the types of foods for which they would use the star ratings and nutrient elements. 
The foods for which the most number of consumers cited they would use either the star ratings element or nutrient element foods were breakfast cereals, snacks, pre-prepared convenience meals and biscuits, and Juices. 
The foods for which the least number of consumers would use either the star ratings element or nutrient element are typically fresh foods, such as meats and vegetables. 

These results are shown in Charts 17 and 18 overleaf



















[bookmark: _Toc353365193][bookmark: _Toc353883128]Types of Foods For Which Consumers Would Use the Health Star Rating System

ST3b. If a star rating system was present on the front of food packaging, for what type of foods would you be likely to use the star ratings when making a food purchase choice? You can select as many or few as you like.

[bookmark: _Toc353365194][bookmark: _Toc353883129]Types of Foods For Which People Would Use the Nutrient Rating System

N14. If the label were present on the front of food packaging, what type of foods would you be likely to use the label for when making a food purchase choice? You can select as many or few as you like from the list below.
[bookmark: _Toc351977926][bookmark: _Toc353365195][bookmark: _Toc354124139]3.5.5 Types of nutrients to include on a FoPL label
Respondents were asked to indicate their optimal number of nutrients to be included in the nutrient element of a FoPL label. The results, shown in Chart 19 below, suggest that five nutrients are the optimal number to include (based on consumers’ own claims). 

[bookmark: _Toc353365196][bookmark: _Toc353883130] Claimed Optimal Number of Nutrients to Include on the Label (including Kilojoules)
**

M2a. From the list below, please select the nutritional information that is most important to you personally and that you would like to see on a front-of-pack nutritional label.

In the next section of the questionnaire, respondents completed a maximum difference scaling (MaxDiff) task, which is a variant of conjoint. The task involved showing all potential nutrients in groups of five, and for each group, respondents had to indicate the most important nutrient in the group “for your needs”, and the least important. This was repeated on ten different screens, with each screen containing a different combination of nutrients within the group displayed. From the data, utilities were calculated for each nutrient tested, which allowed us to model the relative importance of each nutrient 

[bookmark: _Toc353365197][bookmark: _Toc353883131] Relative Importance of Different Nutrients to Consumers’ (Claimed) Needs

M1a-k. Please select the nutritional component that is most important for your needs to include on a front-of-pack label, and also select the component which you think is least important for your needs

Note that interpretation of MaxDiff output involves comparing of the percentage “scores” for each nutrient. The percentages not only indicate less or greater importance, but also the relative “size” of a difference – in other words, a nutrient with a percentage score of “20%” can be concluded to be twice as important as a nutrient with a score of “10%”.

Hence, from Chart 20: 
The first thing to note is that the star rating system is, on average, the most important “nutrient” to be included on a front-of-pack label, suggesting that it is the single component, or piece of information, with the greatest value. 
The next most important nutrient was “Total Sugar”, which was considered significantly more important than “Sugars”, further down the list. This suggests that consumers find more meaning and value in “Total Sugar”.
Interestingly, both “Total fat” and “Saturated fat” are in the top five components in the list, suggesting that consumers see high value in both of these variants (indeed, the current Daily Intake Guide contains both). 
Kilojoules is on par with Saturated Fat in terms of overall importance. Respondents also tended to prefer two positive nutrients, over just one.


Further analysis was then conducted to determine whether natural ‘segments’ of consumers exist when it comes to favouring specific types of nutrients. The same data as shown in Chart 20 were analysed using latent class analysis, an analytical technique that determines natural groupings based on similar patterns of responses across a range of questions. The analysis revealed five key segments which, for ease of reference, we have called, Power Positives, Star Gazers, Medical Literates, Sweet Conscious, and Kilojoule Counters.

Table 2 below shows the five segments and their relative importance scores for each nutrient.















Nutrient Segmentation
	
	Total sample
	Power Positives
	Star Gazers
	Medical Literates
	Sweet Conscious
	Kilojoule Counters

	Star rating system
	16%
	15%
	48%
	2%
	2%
	3%

	Total sugar
	12%
	5%
	8%
	8%
	38%
	9%

	Total fat
	10%
	6%
	9%
	18%
	10%
	11%

	Kilojoules
	9%
	7%
	5%
	1%
	1%
	37%

	Saturated fat
	9%
	5%
	7%
	20%
	6%
	7%

	Trans fat
	8%
	3%
	6%
	24%
	3%
	4%

	2 positive nutrients
	8%
	23%
	3%
	2%
	1%
	1%

	Sugars
	6%
	4%
	4%
	5%
	18%
	5%

	Sodium
	5%
	4%
	3%
	12%
	5%
	3%

	Added sugar
	4%
	3%
	2%
	4%
	11%
	3%

	Energy
	4%
	6%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	11%

	1 positive nutrient
	4%
	10%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%

	Protein
	3%
	6%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	2%

	Carbohydrates
	2%
	4%
	1%
	1%
	2%
	3%

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%




As can be seen from the table above, each of the five segments has a distinct emphasis in the nutrients they consider most important:

· Power Positives: tend to be focussed on positive nutrients and star ratings, and at 27% of the total sample, they represent the largest segment (see Chart 21 below).
· Star Gazers: strongly over-index on the importance placed on the star system, representing 23% of the total sample
· Medical Literates: have a strong focus on fats (particularly unhealthy “trans” and “saturated” fats) and sodium. They represent a fifth of all consumers. 
· Sweet Conscious: strongly over-index on the importance of sugars, particularly “Total Sugar”. They represent 16% of the sample.
· Kilojoule Counters: place most importance in understanding kilojoules and energy of foods, and represent the smallest segment, at 14% of the sample.












The chart below shows the relative sizes of each of the five segments.
Sizes of segments as proportion of total sample

M1a-k. Please select the nutritional component that is most important for your needs to include on a front-of-pack label, and also select the component which you think is least important for your needs.
Chart based on latent class analysis of Max Diff Data. 
Base: total sample (n=1,087)

In a separate and subsequent exercise, respondents were asked to select their most important positive nutrients. The results are shown in Chart 22, below.

[bookmark: _Toc353365198][bookmark: _Toc353883132] Most Important Positive Nutrients to Include on the Label
**

M2. From the list below, please select the nutritional information that is most important to you personally and that you would like to see on a front-of-pack nutritional label

From this graph, the most important element is Fibre, with 60% of respondents selecting this option. Calcium was also quite high at 48%. On the other hand, both Vitamin D and Vitamin C were the lowest, with 29% and 27% respectively.



Respondents were then asked to select the most important nutrients when considering five specific food groups, namely:
Breakfast cereals, muesli bars and snacks (e.g. potato chips/crisps)
Pre-prepared convenience meals (e.g. pizzas)
Meats, chicken and fish
Dairy products
Juices and drinks

The results are shown in Charts 23-27 below, and discussed subsequently.
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[bookmark: _Toc353365199][bookmark: _Toc353883133] Nutrients to Include for Breakfast cereals, Muesli Bars and Snacks

Fats any mention: 62%
Sugars any mention: 68%
Energy/Kilojoules: 43%

M2b In the grid below, please select the most important nutritional information that you would like to see for each type of food shown. You can select a maximum of five nutrients for each food type. 















[bookmark: _Toc353365200][bookmark: _Toc353883134]
Nutrients to Include for Pre-Prepared/Convenience Meals
Fats any mention: 77%
Sugars any mention: 52%
Energy/Kilojoules: 47%

M2b In the grid below, please select the most important nutritional information that you would like to see for each type of food shown. You can select a maximum of five nutrients for each food type. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365201][bookmark: _Toc353883135]Nutrients to Include for Meats, Chicken and Fish
Fats any mention: 64%
Sugars any mention: 22%
Energy/Kilojoules: 45%

M2b In the grid below, please select the most important nutritional information that you would like to see for each type of food shown. You can select a maximum of five nutrients for each food type. 


[bookmark: _Toc353365202][bookmark: _Toc353883136]Nutrients to Include for Dairy Products
Fats any mention: 68%
Sugars any mention: 54%
Energy/Kilojoules: 41%

M2b In the grid below, please select the most important nutritional information that you would like to see for each type of food shown. You can select a maximum of five nutrients for each food type. 
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[bookmark: _Toc353883137]Nutrients to Include for Juices and Drinks
Fats any mention: 21%
Sugars any mention: 82%
Energy/Kilojoules: 47%

M2b In the grid below, please select the most important nutritional information that you would like to see for each type of food shown. You can select a maximum of five nutrients for each food type.
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One of the key findings from this exercise involved the extent to which the (perceived) most important elements differed by food type. Although some of the elements are consistently important, there are marked differences for others. The key consistencies and differences in the results are summarised as follows:
The Star Rating System was consistently placed in the top three for all five of the categories of food types
Kilojoules is consistently in the upper range of importance across all foods
Certain positive nutrients appear at the top of the lists for different food groups – Protein and Iron for meats, chicken & fish; Calcium for dairy, and vitamin C for juices & drinks
Sodium is relatively high on the list, except in dairy and juices & drinks 
Total Fat is placed amongst the highest within all categories, except juices & drinks (where it is presumably considered to be less relevant, given the low fat content of this category)
The importance of Total Sugar differs considerably – while it is close to the top of the list for breakfast cereals etc. and juices and drinks, it has “middle-range” importance within pre-prepared/convenience meals, and very low importance in meats chicken and fish

As a separate exercise, respondents rated the importance of several nutritional components on overall health. This exercise was designed to distinguish between consumers’ preferences for nutrients they would like to see on a FoPL label and their understanding of what nutrients are actually important for their overall health. Whereas preferences can be influenced by specific goals (e.g. weight loss, weight gain, vitamin supplementation etc.), ratings of nutrients based on their overall importance to health were expected to be somewhat different. Indeed, Chart 28 shows that when respondents rate nutrients based on perceptions of their importance to overall health, the top-five components are a combination of positive and negative nutrients which looks slightly different to previous combinations. 
[bookmark: _Toc353365204]
[bookmark: _Toc353883138]Nutritional Importance on Overall Health

M3. In this question, we’d like to understand how important you think is each of the nutritional components listed below to an individual’s health.
Using the scale provided, please rate the importance of each nutritional component on overall health.(1=completely unimportant, 5 = extremely important).

While Total Fat and Total Sugar have appeared in previous lists shown in this report, Fibre, Calcium and Protein feature in the top group of nutrients. 

[bookmark: _Toc351977927][bookmark: _Toc354124140]3.6	Evaluating complete FoPL labels 
[bookmark: _Toc351977928][bookmark: _Toc353365205][bookmark: _Toc354124141]3.6.1 Potential influence of a complete FoPL label on food purchase choices
The qualitative phase of the study design recommended a potential overall design of the FoPL, which was fed into the last section of the survey. The objective of this section was to determine consumer reaction to a complete FoPL design, potential impacts of the design on purchase choices, and how the design could be further fine-tuned. 






Respondents were asked to rate the potential influence of the overall FoPL design on their food choices. The results are shown in Chart 29, and compared with similar ratings for the star element alone (“Health Star Rating”) and the nutrient element alone (specifically, the best performing variant of the nutrient element, which included the “Low/Medium/High” component).

[bookmark: _Toc353365206][bookmark: _Toc353883139] Influence of the Overall Design on Food Purchase Choice
** 6.7

6.1
** 6.8
** 5.6
Means scores


C2. To what extent does the current nutritional information on food packaging influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence).
O1. The label above is an example of a complete label containing a star rating system and nutritional information. If this label were present on food packs, to what extent would this label influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)

As can be seen in Chart 29, mean ratings for the new Overall Design are significantly higher than the baseline measure, suggesting that consumers feel that the proposed FoPL design will have a significant impact on their food purchase choices. It is also worth noting that the star rating element is significantly higher than the nutrient element when it comes to consumers’ self-ratings of influence on food purchase choice – this suggests that the star ratings are having a greater impact than the nutrient elements when it comes to influencing consumer behaviour. That said, the mean rating of the Overall FoPL label (i.e. combining both elements) is higher than either the star rating or the nutrient element, suggesting that combining the elements results in the highest overall impact on consumers.

Although it is difficult to translate the mean score results in Chart 29 directly to actual volumes of consumers, we can gain some understanding of the impact of the new FoPL label by looking at changes in numbers of respondents within “top boxes” in the rating scale. If we assume that a score of 8-10 equates to a “strong” influence, then 36% of consumers interviewed would be classified as being “strongly influenced” by existing nutritional information on food packs (this is based on the “Baseline” column in Chart 29). Compare this with 48% of consumers who rated 8-10 for the new FoPL label – this is a growth of 33% in the number of consumers who would be strongly influenced by the new FoPL label.


Respondents were then asked to rate their level of understanding of the Overall FoPL label. The results are shown in Table 3, below.

Understanding and Influence of overall proposed FoPL design (by demographic)
	Characteristic
	Understanding (Mean rating)
	Influence 
(Mean rating)

	Total Sample
	6.9
	6.8

	Gender
Male
Female
	
6.5*
7.1
	
6.5**
7.1**

	Age
18-24 years
25-29 years
30-34 years
35-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years
65-75 years
75+ years
	
7.0
6.9
6.7
7.0
6.9
6.7
6.7
7.0
	
7.0
6.9
6.5
6.8
7.0
6.9
6.8
6.6

	State/Territory of residence
NSW
Victoria
Queensland
Western Australia
South Australia
Tasmania
ACT
Northern Territory
	
6.6**
6.8
7.2
7.2
7.1
6.3
7.4
7.4
	
6.5**
7.0
7.0
7.2
6.9
5.9**
6.3**
8.1

	Area of residence
Capital city
Regional centre
Country town
Rural or remote locality
	
6.9
7.0
6.6
6.9
	
6.9
6.9
6.6
6.8

	Highest level educational attainment
Year 9 or below
Year 10 or 11
Year 12 or high school equivalent
TAFE certificate or diploma
Bachelors degree
Postgraduate qualification
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
6.4
6.8
6.9
6.9
6.9
7.0
5.2**
	
6.6
6.7
7.0
6.8
6.9
7.1
4.8**

	Current situation
Working full-time
Working part-time
Home duties
Retired
Student
Not in the workforce
Other
	
6.7
7.1
7.0
6.6**
6.8
7.0
7.6
	
6.8
7.2**
7.1
6.7
6.5
6.6
6.5

	Household Description
Young single or couple (no children)
Young family (oldest child under 6 years)
Middle family (oldest child 6-15 years)
Mature family (oldest child over 15 years)
Mature single or couple
Other (Please Specify)
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
6.8
6.9
7.2
6.7
6.9
6.9
6.2
	
6.7
7.0
7.0
6.8
6.9
6.6
6.2

	Origin Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander
Yes
No
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
6.0
6.9
5.6**
	
6.3
6.9
6.0

	Language Other Than English At Home
Yes
No
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
7.1
6.8
7.0
	
7.3**
6.8
6.3

	Annual Personal Income
Up to $20,000
$20,001 to $35,000
$35,001 to $50,000
$50,001 to $75,000
$75,001 to $100,000
$100,001 to $150,000
$150,001 to $200,000
More than $200,000
Don’t know/prefer not to say
	
7.0
6.8
7.0
7.0
7.0
6.1*
5.8*
8.4
6.5**
	
6.8
6.9
7.3**
6.9
6.7
6.6
7.2
8.6
6.6

	Annual Household Income
Up to $20,000
$20,001 to $35,000
$35,001 to $50,000
$50,001 to $75,000
$75,001 to $100,000
$100,001 to $150,000
$150,001 to $200,000
More than $200,000
Don’t know/ prefer not to say
	
7.0
6.8
6.9
6.9
6.9
7.1
7.1
6.5
6.6
	
6.5
6.7
7.1
6.9
6.9
7.1
7.5
6.6
6.6


Key demographic questions: S1-S3, D1-D12.
**Significant at 95%
* Significant at 99%


The table shows that the main significant difference in terms of understanding of the label and its perceived potential influence on food purchase behaviour is between males and females, where females had significantly higher means ratings for understanding and influence than males. Our hypothesis as to the drivers of this difference are that females tend to be the more likely main grocery buyers and shoppers, meaning that they are more likely to come in contact with nutritional information on food packs, including existing nutritional labels (such as the Daily Intake Guide).

The other noteworthy differences are amongst:
1. Retirees – where this group reports slightly lower ratings than average for understanding.
2. NSW respondents, who rated significantly lower than average on both understanding and influence measures 

[bookmark: _Toc351977929][bookmark: _Toc353365207][bookmark: _Toc354124142]3.6.2 What would consumers change about the proposed FoPL label?
Consumers were given the chance to comment on any changes they would make to the label. Only a third of participants claimed there was something they would change about the design. 

The results are shown in the table below.

[bookmark: _Toc353374196] Comments From Participants Who Would Change Something About the Design
	
Understanding of Low/Medium/High
	Frequency %

		DI%/DI instead of/as well as high, medium, low - DI more accurate/easier to calculate

	Get rid of 2.5 rating - unnecessary/can see there are 2.5 stars

	Nothing/fine as it is

	Explain what high, medium, low means/don't understand high, medium, low

	More colourful/add some colour

	Change per 100g to per serve/show rating on per serve basis

	Simplify/too much information/have less information/too much writing

	Get rid of low, medium, high/don't like low, medium, high/change low, medium, high/low, medium, high confusing

	Colour code low, medium and high

	Include calories/give calorie equivalent of kilojoules

	Include list of additives/preservatives/colours/flavours

	Get rid of stars/get rid of star rating

	Include protein

	Include total fat

	Include carbohydrates

	Include trans fats

	Don't know/no answer

	Change high, medium, low to percentage

	Explain star rating/how is Health Star Rating calculated

	Include vitamin/mineral/calcium/iron content

	Show serving size/indicate serving size/amount per serve

	Explain kilojoule rating/kilojoule rating meaningless/do not rate kilojoules just include figure

	Who devised rating/which Government body/some form of accreditation

	Include energy/energy instead of kilojoules

	Get rid of it altogether/don't have it at all

	Get rid of Health Star Rating

	Include GI rating

	Include gluten content

	Make it clearer/easier to understand

	Indicate whether level is healthy or not/which ratings are healthy/highlight unhealthy ratings

	Include daily intake information/daily intake of each ingredient

	Explain what person rating is based on - male/female/age etc

	Include Heart Foundation tick

	Smaller star rating/star rating less prominent

	Just have star rating

	Include full list of ingredients/more ingredients

	Other answers



		27%

	7%

	7%

	6%

	4%

	4%

	4%

	3%

	3%

	3%

	3%

	3%

	3%

	3%

	2%

	2%

	2%

	2%

	2%

	2%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	1%

	12%





O4. Is there anything that you would change in the label to make it more useful in helping you make food purchase choices? 
Sample size n = 360

The most frequent suggestion for improving the FoPL label was to replace the “Low/Medium/High” component with DI (or to have both), with around 27% of those who provided a suggested improvement (representing around 9% of the total sample) making this suggestion. 

Note from earlier findings presented in the report that there was “large minority” of respondents who preferred DI over “Low/Medium/High”, and given that at this point in the survey, the FoPL contained only “Low/Medium/High”, it should not be surprising that a number of respondents noted their preference for DI.  Apart from this, there was a “long tail” of suggestions, with some of the more noteworthy suggestions including:
Colour coding Low/Medium/High
Include accreditation (who devised/regulates the label)
Just have the star rating

Respondents were then shown four different versions of the complete FoPL label and asked to rate how useful each variant would be to them, with the four variants emphasising different components of the label. 
[bookmark: _Toc353365208]
[bookmark: _Toc353883140]Participant Preference for Overall Design
O5. Below you can see four different versions of the label. Which version would you find most useful?**


Although all variants were chosen to some extent, the “Enlarged kilojoules” variant had significantly more responses than the next highest. Although respondents were not asked explicitly in the survey to explain their choices, it is likely that this variant was chosen given the overall importance of kilojoules relative to other nutrients (and the fact that the star ratings element is already quite prominent).

Respondents were then shown four different label variants – a complete label, just the star rating element, just the nutrient element, and just the kilojoule component, (note that in the survey, the kilojoule component was shown as the same size as in the nutritional element component for consistency).

Respondents were asked to select the one variant that they felt best reflected “the right amount of information for your needs”. The rationale for this question was to understand whether a complete FoPL label represented more information than consumers needed, and if a single element/component of the complete label might be seen as a more appropriate amount of information. The results are shown in Chart 31, below.

[bookmark: _Toc353365209][bookmark: _Toc353883141]Label with the Right Amount of Information
**

O6. If you could pick only one of the above labels to be put on the front of all packaged foods, which do you think represents the right amount of information for your needs?

A large majority of consumers (70%) felt that the complete FoPL label represented the right amount of information for their needs, suggesting a desire to have all elements on front-of-pack, rather than specific elements/components only. 

[bookmark: _Toc351977930][bookmark: _Toc354124143]3.7 Perceived value of the proposed FoPL
[bookmark: _Toc351977931][bookmark: _Toc353365210][bookmark: _Toc354124144]3.7.1 Overall attitudes towards a FoPL concept
At the end of the survey, having experienced some of the proposed FoPL designs (as well as an existing alternative in the Daily Intake Guide), respondents were asked whether they felt that a “nutritional labelling system, such as the ones you have seen in this survey” are a good or bad idea. As shown in Chart 32 below, overwhelmingly, respondents felt that a FoPL system was a good idea.

[bookmark: _Toc353365211][bookmark: _Toc353883142]Attitude Towards a Nutritional Rating Label
**

D1. Which of the following statements best describes your attitudes towards having a nutritional labelling system, such as the ones you’ve seen in this survey, on the front of all packaged foods? 
Respondents were also asked to estimate the relative importance of a FoPL system, compared to four other purchase decision factors when buying food: taste, price, brand and convenience. The estimate was to be provided as part of a points allocation task, in which respondents had 100 points that had to be allocated across the five purchase decision factors (in which the fifth factor is a hypothetical FoPL). The more points allocated to a particular factor, the more important is that factor, and vice versa. The results can be seen in Chart 33, below.

[bookmark: _Toc353365212][bookmark: _Toc353883143]Other Factors that May Influence Consumer Choice

O8. Below is a list of different factors that may influence the choice of foods that you purchase. Please distribute 100 points across the different factors according to how important or unimportant is each factor in your food purchase choices.

As can be seen in Chart 33, of the 100 points that represent the purchase decision, on average, taste and price received the most points (and thus, the most “importance” in the purchase decision). However, the FoPL system received a very similar number of points, and considerably more than either the food brand or convenience. Although it is difficult to ascertain the exact relative value of a concept with a direct question such as this, the results suggest that consumers consciously attribute considerable value to a FoPL concept. 

The label’s value was further explored by examining the relative values of the two key elements within the label, the star rating element and the nutrient element. This was done using the same points allocation format, where respondents were asked to allocate 100 points across the two elements, according to “how useful each element would be in helping you make food purchase choices”. 

The results can be seen in Chart 34 below. Interestingly, the nutrient element received a significantly higher number of points than the star rating element. However, note that the nutrient element contains considerably more “bits” of information than the star rating element, which essentially conveys one piece of information. Considered in this way, the star element would “over-index” on importance compared to any other piece of information in the proposed FoPL label.

[bookmark: _Toc353365213][bookmark: _Toc353883144]Relative Importance of Elements in Helping Make a Food Purchase Choice
**

O7. Please distribute 100 points across the two elements according to how useful each element would be in helping you make food purchase choices. The more useful the element, the more points you should allocate to it.
[bookmark: _Toc351977932][bookmark: _Toc353365214][bookmark: _Toc354124145]3.7.2 Comparing the proposed FoPL system to the Daily Intake Guide (DIG)
One of the ways in which the value of the proposed FoPL system could be determined is by comparison to existing systems. To this end, the proposed FoPL was compared to the existing Daily Intake Guide (DIG) in its perceived usefulness, level of understanding, and overall influence on food purchase choices. An example of the DIG label is shown below (this image was also used in the survey).

Current DIG Design

[image: H:\Allwork\Client 2013\Dept of Health and Ageing (Federal)\4273-7112 Proposed Front-Of-Pack Food Labelling Designs\7112 Quant folder\2. Questionnaire\Stimulus\DIG_REVISED O.jpg]

Respondents were first shown the DIG label and asked whether they had seen it previously. As reported early (and in Chart 35 below), just under half the sample (45%) claim to remember seeing it in the past.

[bookmark: _Toc353365215][bookmark: _Toc353883145]Whether Participants Had Previously Seen the DIG Label
**

O9. Do you remember seeing this type of label on any foods you’ve bought in the past?

Respondents were then asked to rate the DIG guide based on the extent to which they felt it would influence their food purchase decision. The results are shown in Chart 36, below. 

[bookmark: _Toc353365216][bookmark: _Toc353883146]Influence of Baseline, Current DIG Label and New Overall Labels Compared
**
**

C2. To what extent does the current nutritional information on food packaging influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)
O10. This is an existing label that is present on some types of food. To what extent DOES/WOULD this label influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)
O1. The label above is an example of a complete label containing a star rating system and nutritional information. If this label were present on food packs, to what extent would this label influence your food purchase choices? (0=It has no influence, 10=It has a very strong influence)
** New overall design significantly higher than baseline measure
** Those who have not seen the current DIG labels are significantly higher for both the DIG label and the FoPL design.

As can be seen in Chart 36, mean ratings for the new overall design were significantly higher than baseline (i.e. current information available on food packs). Additionally, mean ratings of the influence of the FoPL label were significantly higher than ratings for the DIG label, even amongst those who recognised the DIG label (and were therefore more likely to have used it in the past). 

The extent to which respondents understand the DIG and proposed FoPL labels was also explored. As can be seen in Chart 37, understanding of the FoPL system was significantly better than the DIG amongst those who had previously not seen the DIG label, and was the same amongst those who had previously seen the DIG label (which is a positive result for FoPL, given that it contains more information and components than the current DIG label and therefore more potential for misunderstanding).

These results are shown in Chart 37, below.

[bookmark: _Toc353365217][bookmark: _Toc353883147]Level of Understanding of Current DIG Label Compared to the New Overall Design
**

O2. And to what extent do you feel that you understand everything the label is communicating. (0 = I don’t understand at all, 10 = I understand completely)
O11. And to what extent do you feel that you understand everything the label is communicating.(0 = I don’t understand at all, 10 = I understand completely)
** Those who have seen the current DIG label had significantly higher levels of understanding for the DIG label and FoPL design than those who had not.

Finally, consumers rated both labels in terms of their overall usefulness “in helping you make food purchase choices”, with results shown in Chart 38, below. In line with other comparisons, FoPL was rated significantly more useful than DIG amongst both those who had seen DIG previously and those who had not. In other words, even amongst those who recognised the DIG label (and hence some of whom are likely to have used it previously and formed positive associations with it), the proposed FoPL label was still considered to be significantly more useful.

[bookmark: _Toc353365218][bookmark: _Toc353883148]Usefulness of the Current DIG Compared to the New Overall Design
**
**

O3. And overall, how useful IS/WOULD YOU FIND such a label in helping you make food purchase choices? (0 = Not useful at all, 10 = extremely useful)
O12. And overall, how useful IS/WOULD YOU FIND such a label in helping you make food purchase choices? (0 = Not useful at all, 10 = extremely useful)
** Those who have seen the current DIG label claimed significantly higher levels of usefulness for both the DIG label and the new FoPL label than those who had not.

A potential explanation for the more positive ratings of the FoPL label compared to DIG is due to a ‘primacy effect’ – i.e. the fact that respondents had seen it first within the questionnaire, before they were exposed to the DIG label, and therefore were influenced by this when providing ratings. However, recall that almost half (45%) of the sample recalled seeing the DIG label before doing the survey, suggesting that for this group, the primacy effect is more likely to be associated with the DIG label, rather than FoPL, and thus would have resulted in more favourable ratings for DIG. On the contrary, Charts 36 and 38 show that amongst those who had recalled seeing DIG previously, ratings were in fact more favourable towards FoPL. This pattern of results suggests that a primacy effect is not responsible for the more favourable ratings of the FoPL label.
[bookmark: _Toc351977933][bookmark: _Toc354124146]
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OPTIMAL FOPL DESIGN
Overall design recommendations from the qualitative research that are supported here:
A box to enclose all elements of design
The grey backed design option tested (Tank design)
Be presented as a stacked display with star rating element sitting above nutrient elements
Use of the ‘Health Star Rating’ name
Incorporate the slider in the star design element
Express all values as per 100 grams
Include the term “kilojoules” rather than “energy”

Additional design recommendations assuming a label with “fixed” negative nutrients (i.e. the same nutrients across all food groups): 
Use “Low/Medium/High” rather than “DI %”: consumers find the former easier to understand and quicker to read
Consider including six nutrients in the label (including Kilojoules): Although respondents rated “5 nutrients” as the optimum number, there is evidence that six nutrients may be optimal in order to include all of the key information that consumers want to see (in particular, an emerging need to include both “Total Fats” and “Saturated Fats”, as discussed below). Note also that the current DIG label often includes both Total Fats and Saturated Fats. If FoPL will replace DIG, inclusion of six nutrients may ensure that there is no perceived detriment in the amount and usefulness of information on the front-of-pack
Include “Total Sugar”, rather than “Sugars”: Although these terms are intended to have the same meaning, the former is more easily understood by consumers and was consistently attributed more value.
Include “Total Fat” and “Saturated Fat”: both of these nutrients were considered amongst the most important to include (indeed, “Total Fat” was consistently seen as more important than “Saturated Fat”). 
Include “Sodium”: At an overall level (i.e. when discussing a label without reference to specific food group), Sodium was not considered one of the more important nutrients (in fact, it was 9th out of 14 nutrients in the list in importance). However, Sodium was considered important when referring to certain food groups (e.g. pre-prepared/convenience meals). Overall, there was a surprising lack of importance attributed to Sodium. A potential reason for this is that a portion of consumers may not be making the connection between “Sodium” and “salt”, the latter of which has more negative health connotations (note that this is a hypothesis only and would need to be supported by further research). 
Include one positive nutrient, adapted by food group: Positive nutrients were important to consumers, but our results suggest that consumer needs for positive nutrient information differed markedly across food types. While fibre was “overall” (i.e. without reference to a food group) the most important positive nutrient, the picture changed when talking about meats/chicken/fish (where protein was by far the most important), Dairy (calcium), and juices & drinks (Vitamin C). Interestingly, no positive nutrients were considered important when referring to pre-prepared/convenience meals. Further research may be needed to go into all food groups in detail to determine which positive nutrients are most important for each food type (from a consumer perspective).
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Series 1	Frequency of looking at nutritional information	Influence of exitsing nutritional information	5.89	6.06	
Means
Scale 0-10
Series 1	Amount of nutritional information	5.1199999999999966	Means
Scale 0-10
Baseline	Frequency of looking at nutritional information	Influence of nutritional information	5.89	6.06	Health Star Rating	Frequency of looking at nutritional information	Influence of nutritional information	7.24	6.74	Means
Scale 0-10
%	Stars-only	Stars with slider	0.38000000000000084	0.62000000000000144	Frequency
%	
Kilojoules	Energy	0.53	0.47000000000000008	Frequency
Series 1	


Absolute Values	Low/Med/High	Daily Intake %	6.23	5.04	4.95	Means
Scale 0-10
New Labels	Baseline	Daily Intake %	Low/Med/High	Absolute Values	5.1199999999999966	4.87	4.6199999999999966	4.03	Means
Scale 0-10
%	Absolute Values	Low/Med/High	Daily Intake %	0.30000000000000032	0.31000000000000072	0.38000000000000084	Frequency
%	Yes	No	0.61000000000000065	0.39000000000000085	Frequency
%	Per 175g serve	Per 100g	0.4	0.60000000000000064	Frequency
New Nutrient Label	Low/Med/High	Daily Intake %	5.79	5.07	Means
Scale 0-10
New Labels	Baseline	Absolute Values	Low/Med/High	Daily Intake %	5.1199999999999966	3.9299999999999997	5.55	5.88	Means
Scale 0-10
0	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	5.9852670349910146E-2	0.1381215469613	0.18047882136280019	0.10220994475140015	1	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	4.0515653775320001E-2	4.3278084714549976E-2	4.6040515653779902E-2	3.6832412523020087E-2	2	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	3.7753222836100012E-2	6.537753222836E-2	5.1565377532229985E-2	4.5119705340699985E-2	3	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	4.6961325966849966E-2	8.5635359116020243E-2	5.8931860036830014E-2	4.3278084714549976E-2	4	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	5.7090239410680081E-2	8.9318600368319997E-2	5.9852670349910146E-2	7.7348066298339999E-2	5	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	0.13535911602209999	0.20994475138120036	0.15745856353590026	0.17679558011050026	6	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	0.11325966850829999	0.1058931860037001	8.8397790055250156E-2	0.10497237569059999	7	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	0.15469613259670045	8.655616942910016E-2	0.10497237569059999	0.11141804788210001	8	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	0.15837937384900022	8.1952117863719934E-2	9.9447513812149987E-2	0.12615101289129999	9	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	9.7605893186000256E-2	3.1307550644570005E-2	6.0773480662979995E-2	7.5506445672190003E-2	10	
Baseline	Absolute Values	DI %	Low/Med/High	9.852670349908027E-2	6.2615101289130004E-2	9.2081031307549979E-2	0.10036832412520001	Frequency 
Scale 0-10

%	Low/Med/High	Daily Intake %	Absolute values	0.42000000000000032	0.37000000000000038	0.21000000000000021	Frequency
Other foods (please specify)	I would not use the star ratings label	Fresh fruit and vegetables	Raw/fresh meats, chicken and fish	Frozen fruit and vegetables	Cured/prepared meats, chicken and fish (e.g. smoked meats/fish, hams, salami etc.)	Ready to eat foods (e.g. sandwiches)	Meat and chicken based products (e.g. meat pies)	Condiments/sauces	Breads	Spreads and jams	Dairy products	Juices and drinks	Confectionary and chocolate	Muesli bars	Canned products	Biscuits	Pre-prepared convenience meals (e.g. pizzas etc.)	Snacks (e.g. potato chips/crisps)	Breakfast cereals	2.0257826887660056E-2	0.1197053406998	0.21362799263349999	0.2725598526704	0.35911602209940158	0.49631675874770204	0.49815837937380297	0.51289134438310302	0.55432780847150065	0.56721915285450064	0.57182320441990064	0.57826887661140314	0.58195211786369949	0.58379373848990002	0.61786372007370005	0.62799263351750534	0.65193370165750064	0.66298342541440314	0.67219152854510533	0.74953959484350063	Other foods (please specify)	I would not use the star ratings label	Fresh fruit and vegetables	Raw/fresh meats, chicken and fish	Frozen fruit and vegetables	Ready to eat foods (e.g. sandwiches)	Condiments/sauces	Cured/prepared meats, chicken and fish (e.g. smoked meats/fish, hams, salami etc.)	Confectionary and chocolate	Spreads and jams	Breads	Muesli bars	Meat and chicken based products (e.g. meat pies)	Dairy products	Canned products	Juices and drinks	Biscuits	Snacks (e.g. potato chips/crisps)	Pre-prepared convenience meals (e.g. pizzas etc.)	Breakfast cereals	2.0257826887660056E-2	0.1040515653775	0.26058931860040002	0.34346224677720133	0.40607734806630003	0.504604051565403	0.51197053407000004	0.5156537753222995	0.53314917127070005	0.55985267034990005	0.56998158379370001	0.57734806629830349	0.58103130755059995	0.60681399631680266	0.62154696132599996	0.62246777163900002	0.62523020257830475	0.64180478821360065	0.65837937384900336	0.73388581952120313	%	3	4	5	6	0.12000000000000002	0.18000000000000024	0.4	0.30000000000000032	Frequency
Series 1	Carbohydrates	Protein	Added sugar	Energy	1 positive nutrient (e.g. calcium, fibre, vitamins etc.)	Sodium 	Sugars	Trans fat	2 positive nutrients (e.g. calcium, fibre, vitamins etc.)	Kilojoules	Saturated fat	Total fat	Total sugar	Star rating system	2.0000000000000011E-2	3.0000000000000002E-2	4.0000000000000022E-2	4.0000000000000022E-2	4.0000000000000022E-2	0.05	6.0000000000000032E-2	8.0000000000000043E-2	8.0000000000000043E-2	9.0000000000000024E-2	9.0000000000000024E-2	0.1	0.12000000000000002	0.16	Sales	Power Positives	Star Gazers	Medical Literates	Sweet Conscious	Kilojoule Counters	0.27255985267034993	0.22744014732965009	0.19613259668508287	0.16114180478821363	0.14272559852670363	%	Fibre	Calcium	Iron	Protein	Vitamin D	Vitamin C	0.60000000000000064	0.48000000000000032	0.41000000000000031	0.39000000000000085	0.29000000000000031	0.27	Frequency
Breakfast cereals, muesli bars and snacks (e.g. potato chips/crisps)	Vitamin C	Vitamin D	Calcium	Iron	Protein	Added  sugar	Energy	Trans  fat	Carbohydrates	Saturated  fat	Sugars	Kilojoules	Sodium	Fibre	Total  fat	Total  sugar	Star rating  system	7.2744014732970014E-2	9.0239410681399998E-2	0.1197053406998	0.13443830570900034	0.14272559852670028	0.16390423572740065	0.1675874769797	0.18232044198899999	0.18600368324130043	0.24493554327809999	0.2476979742173003	0.30110497237570111	0.32780847145490166	0.35451197053410038	0.38213627992630061	0.39410681399630093	0.40607734806630003	
Pre-prepared/ convenience meals (e.g. pizzas)	Vitamin C	Vitamin D	Calcium	Iron	Added  sugar	Energy	Protein	Fibre	Sugars	Trans  fat	Carbohydrates	Total  sugar	Saturated  fat	Kilojoules	Star rating  system	Sodium	Total  fat	3.4069981583790002E-2	4.7882136279930133E-2	5.3406998158380133E-2	8.8397790055250267E-2	0.1068139963168	0.15101289134440093	0.16022099447509999	0.16942909760590041	0.17403314917130114	0.23848987108660041	0.25782688766110123	0.3057090239411	0.32780847145490333	0.36924493554330001	0.40976058931860193	0.43278084714550147	0.51381215469609998	
Meats, chicken and fish	Vitamin C	Added  sugar	Sugars	Vitamin D	Calcium	Total  sugar	Carbohydrates	Fibre	Trans  fat	Energy	Saturated  fat	Sodium	Kilojoules	Iron	Star rating  system	Total  fat	Protein	3.4990791896870002E-2	5.8931860036830014E-2	6.4456721915290491E-2	6.8139963167589995E-2	7.4585635359120314E-2	0.12154696132600012	0.12246777163900002	0.12615101289130001	0.15837937384900044	0.19060773480660001	0.25690607734810122	0.26703499079190002	0.31583793738490251	0.32780847145490333	0.41896869244940194	0.43462246777160257	0.44843462246780008	
Dairy products	Fibre	Vitamin C	Iron	Carbohydrates	Vitamin D	Added  sugar	Energy	Trans  fat	Sugars	Sodium	Protein	Saturated  fat	Kilojoules	Total  sugar	Star rating  system	Calcium	Total  fat	6.4456721915290491E-2	7.1823204419889999E-2	0.1040515653775	0.1197053406998	0.12246777163900002	0.14456721915290102	0.15653775322280059	0.16206261510129999	0.1648250460405	0.1850828729282	0.20902394106809999	0.24309392265190041	0.27992633517500193	0.3057090239411	0.39226519337020194	0.49631675874770192	0.50092081031310398	
Juices and drinks	Trans  fat	Protein	Saturated  fat	Iron	Calcium	Vitamin D	Carbohydrates	Fibre	Total  fat	Sodium	Energy	Sugars	Kilojoules	Added  sugar	Star rating  system	Vitamin C	Total  sugar	4.8802946593000003E-2	5.8931860036830014E-2	6.7219152854509995E-2	7.7348066298339999E-2	8.6556169429100244E-2	0.1151012891344	0.12523020257830059	0.12615101289130001	0.14456721915290102	0.20718232044200041	0.21454880294660059	0.32320441988950205	0.32780847145490333	0.3710865561694025	0.39226519337020194	0.47974217311230088	0.49447513812150001	
Energy	Trans fat	Vitamin D	Carbohydrates	Vitamin C	Kilojoules	Added sugar	Sodium	Iron	Saturated fat	Protein	Sugars	Calcium	Total sugar	Fibre	Total fat	3.7016574585640001	3.7265193370170002	3.741252302026	3.753222836096	3.8001841620630001	3.8029465930019977	3.8130755064459998	3.8406998158379997	3.8655616942909998	3.8747697974220001	3.8802946593000001	3.9134438305709978	3.948434622468	4.0405156537749845	4.0515653775319791	4.0999999999999996	0	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	5.9852670349910146E-2	4.143646408840005E-2	0.10220994475140015	5.0644567219149977E-2	1	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	4.0515653775320001E-2	1.8416206261509999E-2	3.6832412523020087E-2	1.3812154696130034E-2	2	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	3.7753222836100012E-2	2.302025782689E-2	4.5119705340699985E-2	2.2099447513810076E-2	3	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	4.6961325966849966E-2	2.5782688766109996E-2	4.3278084714549976E-2	2.8545119705340002E-2	4	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	5.7090239410680081E-2	3.7753222836100012E-2	7.7348066298339999E-2	3.0386740331489998E-2	5	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	0.13535911602209999	0.13075506445669999	0.17679558011050026	0.11325966850829999	6	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	0.11325966850829999	0.11878453038670012	0.10497237569059999	0.11786372007370015	7	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	0.15469613259670045	0.16942909760590016	0.11141804788210001	0.1537753222836	8	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	0.15837937384900022	0.17034990791900001	0.12615101289129999	0.1850828729282	9	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	9.7605893186000256E-2	0.1068139963168	7.5506445672190003E-2	9.9447513812149987E-2	10	
Baseline	Health Star Rating	Nutrient element (with Low/Med/High)	New Overall Design	9.852670349908027E-2	0.15745856353590026	0.10036832412520001	0.1850828729282	
Means 
Scale 0-10

%	Original	Enlarged stars	Enlarged kilojoules	Additional space	0.17	0.25	0.41000000000000031	0.16	Frequency
%	Star rating + nutritional information	Just star rating	Just nutritional information	Just Kilojoules	0.70000000000000062	0.1	0.17	3.0000000000000002E-2	Frequency
%	Good Idea 	Bad Idea	0.91	9.0000000000000024E-2	Frequency
Series 1	Taste	Price	Star Rating/Nutritional Label	Brand	Convenience	27.3	26.2	24	12	10.5	Means Point Distribution
Star Rating Element	Nutritional Information Element	40.700000000000003	59.3	Means
Point Distribution
%	Yes	No	0.45	0.55000000000000004	Frequency
Series 1	Baseline	Not Seen DIG (DIG rating)	Not Seen DIG (FoPL rating)	Seen DIG (DIG rating)	Seen DIG (FoPL rating)	New Overall Design	6.06	4.9000000000000004	6.5	6.6	7.3	6.84	Means
Scale 0-10
Series 1	Not Seen DIG (DIG rating)	Not Seen DIG (FoPL rating)	Seen DIG (DIG rating)	Seen DIG (FoPL rating)	New Overall Design	5	6.5	7	7.3	6.8	Means
Scale 0-10
Series 1	Not Seen DIG (DIG rating)	Not Seen DIG (FoPL rating)	Seen DIG (DIG rating)	Seen DIG (FoPL rating)	New Overall Design	4.9000000000000004	6.6	6.6	7.3	6.9	Means
Scale 0-10
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