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Introduction 
 
The FRSC targeted consultation paper 'Energy labelling of alcoholic beverages’ sought submissions 
from relevant stakeholders on issues relevant to the possible energy content labelling of alcoholic 
beverages, a strategy anticipated in the Labelling Logic: Review of Food Labelling Law and Policy 
(2011) (Labelling Logic Report) namely that 'energy content be displayed on the labels of all 
alcoholic beverages, consistent with the requirements for other food products.'  
(Recommendation 26). 
 
Specifically, the consultation paper sought responses on seven questions, relating to: 

1. consumer opinion on labelling; 
2. the status of relevant international standards, regulations, voluntary codes etc; 
3. any industry and trade perspectives on labelling; 
4. any links between energy information, weight management and alcohol consumption; 
5. the types of interventions that might be appropriate in light of the identified problem; 
6. any potential risks or issues associated with labelling; and 
7. the impacts on stakeholders. 

 
Given its targeted nature, submissions were sought only from 'identified stakeholders’. The closing 
date for these was 11 August 2017 and 32 submissions were received from industry bodies, public 
health organisations, government agencies and consumer stakeholder bodies.  One submission 
from a submitter outside of the identified stakeholder list is not included in this summary; however 
information provided will be used to inform the next phase of the policy development process. 
 
This paper follows on from the FRSC consultation paper and is a summary of the views received 
and positions held by all the organisations who responded by way of written submission. It is in 
two parts.  

• Part 1 is a short general assessment of the drift of views and opinion each issue raised 
together with summary of key points.  

• Part 2 contains relevant extracts from the submissions and is intended to support part 1 
while also providing more detail. 

 
Both parts are organised along the lines of the seven questions set out in the FRSC targeted 
consultation paper. 
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Key Points from the Submissions 
 
Question 1: Do you have any further relevant information regarding consumer opinion related 
to the energy labelling of alcoholic beverages?  

• When asked, consumers do express a desire to see energy labelling on products. 
• More research is needed to explore the relationship between energy labelling and 

consumption patterns. 
• Should an energy labelling strategy be justified primarily as a way of increasing informed 

choice or should there also be evidence of behaviour change? 
 
Question 2: Do you have any further information regarding of any international standards, 
regulations, voluntary codes or schemes, or policy actions relevant to energy labelling of 
alcoholic beverages?  

• A voluntary labelling scheme is strongly preferred by industry.  A number of initiatives, 
notably the EU scheme were cited in support of this view. 

• Public health and consumer groups report problems with voluntary schemes and favour a 
regulated scheme, though currently there are few examples of regulatory schemes in place. 

 
Question 3: Do you have any further information regarding industry and trade perspectives 
related to the energy labelling on alcohol? Where possible, please provide details, examples 
and/or evidence? 

• Industry generally supports flexible off-label solutions, though some segments do have 
on-label solutions. 

• Both the cost and the international trade implications of energy labelling need to be 
considered. 

 
Question 4: Do you have any data, information or evidence to inform on the policy linkage 
between energy information, weight management and alcohol consumption? 

• There is no conclusive data linking energy information and alcohol consumption patterns 
and further research is needed. 

• Some industry submissions considered that the problem the FRSC consultation paper is 
seeking to address needs to be more clearly articulated. 

 
Question 5: What types of intervention do you consider appropriate in addressing the identified 
problem? 

• Industry supports a voluntary approach to energy labelling. 
• Public health and consumer groups generally support a mandatory scheme which requires 

energy information to be placed on the product. 
• Labelling should be a component of broader public health strategies directed at nutrition 

and alcohol.  

 Question 6: Do you have data, information or evidence to assist in the identification and 
assessment of potential risks or issues associated with the energy labelling of alcoholic beverages 
intervention options? 

• Risks and issues include the problem of calculating energy values and ensuring that they are 
presented in a useful way that does not detract from other information. 

• Any unintended consequences of energy labelling need to be identified and considered. 
 
Question 7: What are the impacts for stakeholders that need to be considered in this policy 
development process? 

• Industry impacts include the costs of compliance especially for small producers and the 
need to provide some flexibility in the methods of calculating energy content. 

• Consumer and public health stakeholders see the impacts of energy labelling as positive, 
increasing consumer awareness and the capacity to make healthy choices. 

• Governmental impacts are to be found in the need for ongoing research, monitoring and 
enforcement. 
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Part 1 Summary Views 
 
Question 1: Consumer Opinion and Energy Labelling 

 
Question 1 asked: Do you have any further relevant information regarding consumer opinion 
related to the energy labelling of alcoholic beverages? Where possible, please provide details, 
examples and/or evidence/references. 
 
Many of the submissions, from industry, public health, government and consumer groups 
highlighted the need for more precise research to determine what consumers want to know about 
energy labelling. One industry submission stated that there was a 'lack of targeted research on 
consumer preferences in this respect.' However, some submissions did point to surveys which 
suggested that when respondents were asked specifically whether energy information would be a 
useful addition to the label, they mostly agreed. Figures of 71% of Australians, 75% of New 
Zealanders (from a brewery group submission) and 67% of UK residents (from a government 
health agency submission) were cited in support of this view. Two public health submissions 
referred FRSC to published articles, one concluding that consumers preferred beverages which 
provided nutrition information to beverages that did not.   Another public health submission made 
the point that consumer attitudes to energy labelling of food and non-alcoholic beverages could 
also offer insights into consumer views on alcohol labelling, which is supported by a WHO study 
indicating that most consumers it asked believed that the same labelling should apply to all foods 
(whether alcoholic or not). However, an industry submission suggested that this analogy failed 
because 'many consumers did not consider alcohol to be a food' (though it is) while a wine industry 
submission queried the extent to which consumer preferences 'stated in response to research 
questioning actually translate into purchasing decisions.'  
 
However, will energy information (however provided) translate into healthier behaviours or alter 
consumer choices?  One public health submission commented that 'there is no evidence that 
[energy labelling] will contribute to reducing obesity levels.' A number of industry submissions 
echoed this view, for example one stated that 'there is no evidence that on-product labelling will 
translate into a better-informed consumer’ while another industry submission reported receiving 
very few inquiries from consumers about the energy content of its products.  Supporting this, a 
wine industry submission made the point that in the light of their research, consumer drivers were 
complex but was focussed centrally on issues such as such as brand, variety, price, quality and 
alcohol content. 
 
This does lead to a general question about the purpose of energy labelling and was expressed in the 
assertion, alluded to in a public health stakeholder submission – namely that energy information 
should be seen firstly as a 'consumer related issue' and its presence on alcohol labels can be 
justified in terms of it providing the 'ability to make informed choices [as] the central and 
overriding consideration.' Implicitly, and on this argument, it is the ability to make informed and 
potentially healthy choices via the information available that is important and the prime 
justification for energy labelling. As one public health submission said, 'labelling alcoholic 
beverages is likely to be a publicly acceptable intervention, as consumers have a right to 
information when making purchasing decisions.' Industry stakeholders also support the view that 
consumers have a 'right to understand the energy content of the food and drinks that they 
consume.'  In its submission, a prominent Australasian brewery group reports that it has placed 
nutrition information on its various brand websites both in Australia and New Zealand and has 
also added Nutrition Information Panels (NIP) to its products. It was also said that other sectors of 
the industry have made energy and other nutritional information available on websites or via 
marketing campaigns. 
 
Finally, the logistics of adding more information to a label was also raised by one industry 
submission, specifically that 'the more information that is added to labels, the less effective the 
message', potentially detracting from other messages such as the pregnancy or allergen warning. 
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To summarise views on Question 1: 
• When asked, consumers do express a desire to see energy labelling on products. 
• More research is needed to explore the relationship between energy labelling and 

consumption patterns. 
• Should an energy labelling strategy be justified primarily as a way of increasing informed 

choice or should there also be evidence of behaviour change? 
 
 
Question 2:  International Standards, Regulations and Codes etc 
 
Question 2 asked: Do you have any further information regarding of any international standards, 
regulations, voluntary codes or schemes, or policy actions relevant to energy labelling of alcoholic 
beverages? 
 
In addressing this question, the submissions were clearly split between those that supported 
voluntary arrangements and those that argued for regulation. 
 
In most cases the industry submissions cited and were in favour of voluntary responses, a number 
describing the European Union approach which, it was said, would allow energy to be included in 
isolation or as part of a NIP and at least as a first stage was to be voluntary.  It was argued that the 
best approach would be to monitor developments in the EU before taking any steps locally.  The 
case for adopting this approach was further emphasised by submissions made by companies that 
have global (and especially European) operations. It was also said, primarily by industry, that it 
would be undesirable to have inconsistencies with our major trading partners were Australia and 
New Zealand to adopt mandatory energy labelling, one submission making the point that only 2 
countries have imposed mandatory energy labelling requirements on alcohol (and in one of those 
cases not fully). This view was supported by a wine industry submission, noting that internationally, 
mandatory regulation was uncommon. Rather, voluntary initiatives are being adopted by 
companies. Another wine industry submission set out several industry-driven international 
initiatives that provide energy information to consumers.  It was also reported that the principal 
brewers in the United States (80% of the market) will be labelling their product on a voluntary 
basis.  This is due to commence by the end of 2020.  Finally, the need for uniformity was also 
raised by a government submission about the potential international trade impacts that a unique 
local labelling system would have on affected segments of the alcohol industry. This concern was 
supported by a number of industry submissions. 
 
However, other submissions were critical of a voluntary approach. In its submission, a consumer 
organisation described difficulties with the EU process and that its European counterparts reported 
that the different sectors of the industry have not been able to agree on the 'methods and formats' 
for the voluntary information. It concluded that a similar (industry rather than consumer focussed) 
result would be likely in Australia and New Zealand should this approach be adopted here. This 
point was reinforced by a public health stakeholder that described the UK's voluntary initiative (the 
2011 'Public Health Responsibility Deal') which it said has achieved 'limited success' to date. More 
generally, the submission observed that a voluntary approach does not ensure consistency or 
uniformity in compliance. In the light of what was seen as a failure of voluntary initiatives the 
public health submissions tended to support a regulated approach as the only effective way of 
ensuring that relevant information is always on the product. One public health submission cited 
legislation in Ontario that requires chain restaurants to display the calorific value of standard 
alcohol beverages, while a government submission cited the proposed Irish Public Health (Alcohol) 
Bill which among other issues will require energy labelling. 
 
To summarise views on Question 2: 

• A voluntary labelling scheme is strongly preferred by industry.  A number of initiatives, 
notably the EU scheme were cited in support of this view 

• Public health and consumer groups report problems with voluntary schemes and favour a 
regulated scheme, though currently there are few examples of regulatory schemes in place 
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Question 3:  Industry and Trade Perspectives 
 
Question 3 asked:  Do you have any further information regarding industry and trade perspectives 
related to the energy labelling on alcohol? Where possible, please provide details, examples and/or 
evidence? 
 
In assessing industry perspectives, one submission noted that seven years had now passed since 
the Labelling Logic Report made its recommendation 26, and things have moved on in terms of 
ongoing and successful government and industry strategies and programs to moderate alcohol 
consumption. This submission added that the delay in addressing energy labelling 'is a reflection of 
its relative importance' overall. More specifically, other industry submissions focussed on what was 
said to be the limited impact of a product label (it is wrong to focus solely on the label 'as the only 
means' of communicating with the consumer), highlighting other methods of conveying 
information. These included websites which could be accessed easily at point of sale via smart 
phones which, one submission argued, should be the primary focus of any regulatory concern 
rather than the label, which should be voluntary. Reinforcing this point a government submission 
suggested that smart labels (a code that can be scanned via a smart phone and linked to a website) 
should be explored, which would provide more detailed information than might be available from a 
traditional label while also avoiding the costs of re-labelling. 
 
There was some support amongst industry for product labelling. A brewing submission with a 
multinational and multi-brand presence stated that 'it has required all of its Operating Companies 
to include energy declarations on all of its brands by 2018'.  It added that at this point in time the 
label is believed to be 'the most intuitive location for consumers to find this information.'  However, 
another industry submission warned that a proliferation of information (of which energy content 
would be one more) may increase the risk of 'label fatigue' thus diminishing its impacts. More 
generally, the submission made the point that the label should be seen as one component of 
‘broader public health initiatives.' Finally, a public health submission suggested that labelling may 
have the beneficial effect of prompting particular brands to be reformulated in order to reduce 
energy, making the product more attractive to health-conscious consumers. 
 
The costs and difficulties of accurate testing of energy content were also raised by industry.  It was 
said that both beer and wine (at least when produced for the export market) can vary in energy 
content from batch to batch, that for example 'the exact same wine may have completely different 
“energy values” in differing markets.'   These factors, one submission argued, means that labelling 
requirements would, if imposed, 'have a significant potential to affect the cost of production and 
disrupt trade.'  In the case of beer, an industry submission suggested that testing costs $400 per 
batch which can 'add up quickly' and, given batch variations and the need for individual testing, 
would make energy labelling 'unfeasible and unrealistic' for small or seasonal producers.  
 
Finally, a number of stakeholders raised the question of the international trade implications of 
energy labelling. Industry submissions raised potential difficulties; that adoption of the 
requirement in isolation may pose an 'inherent risk' to international trade, though whether or not 
that is the case will not be clear until the possible requirements are more precisely set out. A 
government submission also raised this point, namely that future proposals 'would need to 
consider’ Australia and New Zealand's various obligations under international trade agreements.  A 
detailed analysis of these obligations as currently understood was offered by two public health 
submissions. While no definitive position could be put, it was argued that there were good grounds 
to successfully sustain the public health case for energy labelling within the framework of the trade 
agreements discussed in the submissions.  

To summarise views on Question 3: 
• Industry generally supports flexible off-label solutions, though some segments do have on-

label solutions. 
• Both the cost and the international trade implications of energy labelling need to be 

considered. 
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Question 4: Links between Energy Information, Weight Management and Alcohol 
Consumption 
 
Question 4 asked: Do you have any data, information or evidence to inform on the policy linkage 
between energy information, weight management and alcohol consumption? 
 
The responses to this question, whether from industry or public health, were clear that there was at 
this time no firm information available on the links between labelling, consumption and weight. 
This is understandable since, as one submission pointed out, 'mandatory energy labelling has not 
yet been introduced internationally' and so there is nothing to measure. One industry submission 
claimed that the affects were limited and unreliable, while another made the same point, based on 
experience with the pregnancy warning label.  Some industry submissions even doubted that there 
might be a link between labelling and behaviour change at all, pointing to the fact that alcohol 
consumption has been reducing over the past decades yet the prevalence of obesity has been 
increasing. Countering this view, a public health submission stated that 'there is strong evidence to 
support that alcohol use contributes to weight gain'. A consumer submission referred to a UK study 
conducted by the Royal Society for Public Health which it said showed that 'calorie information can 
impact beverage choice and calorie intake.' 

Public health submissions were more positive about the link between labelling and consumption 
choices, it was noted that a relationship could be anticipated since energy labelling of food has been 
shown to influence consumer choices. Another public health submission, also discussing labelling 
and food, concluded that there is 'some evidence' that energy labelling 'in fast food settings … 
facilitates lower energy purchases.' 
  
The 'best consensus' view is that the potential links between energy labelling, weight gain and 
consumption are unclear and so this prompted the recommendation, made in a number of 
submissions, that ‘further research is needed to understand the relationship' between these 
phenomena and that an independent evaluation must be built into any labelling policy. 
 
Question 4 also gave submitters, particularly from industry, the opportunity to query the policy 
outcomes that were to be achieved from this exercise (an issue raised in response to other 
questions too). In the view of one industry submitter they were 'not clearly defined' and lacked 
clarity about whether the 'intended end point' involved informing consumers or also required 
actual behaviour change. Another industry submission added that Part 4 of the Targeted 
Consultation Paper ('Defining the problem') 'has not been clearly defined or substantiated'. A third 
industry submission noted the 'lack of clarity as to the problem to be rectified and the outcomes to 
be achieved.' More particularly this can be expressed in the question, raised in a stakeholder 
workshop conducted by a government agency and included in its submission, namely is the 
problem to be solved one of the 'provision of information' or one of 'behaviour change'? Public 
health submissions seem less troubled by this question, either not raising it or taking the view that 
the purpose of energy labelling is to inform consumers by making information available and 
assisting them with their choices.  

To summarise views on Question 4: 
• There is no conclusive data linking energy information and alcohol consumption patterns 

and further research is needed. 
• Some industry submissions considered that the problem the problem that the FRSC 

consultation paper is seeking to address needs to be more clearly articulated. 
 
 
Question 5:  What Types of Interventions? 
 
Question 5 asked: What types of intervention do you consider appropriate in addressing the 
identified problem? Please provide details of the intervention options, costs associated with the 
intervention option(s), and evidence of the effectiveness of the proposed approach. 
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Responses to this question were polarised: industry submitters preferring to be left to get on with 
the voluntary initiatives that they have put in place; public health submitters arguing for regulation 
while also pointing to the failure of self-regulation. As a preliminary question, some industry 
submissions identified factors that should determine interventions. These included interventions 
being based on evidence; that they meet consumers' needs; and that they are flexible, incorporating 
advances in technology as well as being 'part of a multi-faceted consumer education program 
involving government, industry and consumer groups.' In this respect, a public health submission 
suggested that public health websites might also be a place where 'relevant consumer messaging' 
might appear. 
 
As indicated, industry submissions firmly and consistently took the view that a voluntary approach 
was best on the basis that it brought lower costs, that voluntary initiatives were already in place 
and they were consistent with overseas initiatives such as in the European Union. It was said that 
industry is already moving towards 'meeting the needs for relevant consumer information in 
formats that are effective'. Hence, no government intervention is necessary.  It was said that under 
a voluntary scheme there were more 'dynamic and appropriate technologies' that could be deployed 
to inform consumers, than product labelling. Concerns were also raised by an industry submission 
about the overall desirability of a mandatory scheme on the grounds that any benefits would be 
outweighed by the costs. Though it did not quantify those costs, the submission indicated that the 
benefits, against which costs would be weighed, would be very slight. A public health submission 
countered this view by noting that in light of the direct and indirect costs of alcohol ($56.6 billion – 
though from all impacts), the costs of a mandatory requirement would be 'comparatively small'. 
 
With one exception, all of the public health submissions were not in favour of a voluntary approach.  
Most, together with the consumer submission, explicitly supported regulation both for the sake of 
consistency and to ensure information was always available and at point of sale. A government 
submission, responding to industry concerns about small operators who it was said have 
disproportionately high compliance costs, queried whether there might be a partial exclusion from 
a mandatory requirement in the case of boutique or craft producers whose output involved 'very 
small volumes'. 
 
A number of public health submissions justified their position on mandatory labelling by pointing 
to what they saw as the failure of voluntary arrangements. Notably this was the voluntary 'front of 
pack star system’ which was said to have had a very limited impact after 2 years of being in place.  
One submission asserted that only 10% of packaged food in New Zealand carried the stars adding 
that were it mandatory that figure would be 100%.  This concern was reinforced by another public 
health submission stating that uptake had been 'very low'. A third public health submission added 
that the existing pregnancy warning label on alcohol (a voluntary initiative) was inconsistent across 
products and demonstrated the ‘limitations of a voluntary approach.' Overall, public health 
submissions were critical of self-regulation, whilst also noting that a mandatory requirement would 
'create a level playing field and benefit consumers.' 
  
Finally, the point was made, as it has been in response to other questions, that a labelling regime 
must be part of a broad strategy that included education, public awareness and in the case of the 
submissions from organisations specifically concerned with the public health problems of alcohol, 
a broader strategy again that addressed restrictions on advertising, volumetric taxation and the 
need to effectively enforce the licensing laws.  

To summarise views on Question 5: 
• Industry supports a voluntary approach to energy labelling. 
• Public health and consumer groups generally support a mandatory scheme which requires 

energy information to be placed on the product. 
• Labelling should be a component of broader public health strategies directed at nutrition 

and alcohol. 
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Question 6:  The Identification and Assessment of Potential Risks or Issues 
 
Question 6 asked: Do you have data, information or evidence to assist in the identification and 
assessment of potential risks or issues associated with the energy labelling of alcoholic beverages 
intervention options? 
 
Much of the discussion surrounding this question turned around the possible problems and effects 
of determining energy information and how it might be expressed on the label. For example, one 
industry submission suggested that the consumer needed to know whether the energy indicated on 
the beverage came from alcohol or sugar insofar as it was said that 'alcohol does not get converted 
into fat for storage the way sugar does'. This view was supported by a second, brewery industry, 
submission stating that 'viewed in isolation calories from alcohol are relatively low … the body 
processes these first.' These views were supported by a public health submission suggesting that 
'alcohol calories do not have the same affects[sic] on the body as calories from food and other 
drinks’ concluding that it 'may be misleading to use labelling to promote direct comparisons in 
energy between food and alcohol' and that more research was needed. 
 
Other industry submissions identified what they saw as other potentially misleading or problematic 
issues associated with labelling, for example that adding yet more information reduces ease of 
understanding and reduces the impact of other, potentially more important, information such as 
the presence of allergens, the number of standard drinks or the percentage alcohol content. A 
government submission also raised this concern, noting there was a risk that a focus on energy 
content might lose 'more fundamental, important' information including the relationship between 
alcohol and food and also the need to make it clear that 'people need to drink less alcohol to both 
support weight and to reduce alcohol-related health harms.'  One submission from an organisation 
concerned with birth abnormalities made the point that any additional labelling should not detract 
from the pregnancy warning information. 
 
The need for clarity and consistency of labelling was emphasised in two submissions: a government 
stakeholder noted that 'one key factor in considering the impacts of energy labelling, is ensuring 
the labels are easy to understand.' A public health submission also saw the potential problem of 
additional energy information not being presented in a 'clearly understandable' way.  It suggested 
this might be avoided by a regulation based approach which specified the manner and form of the 
information to be placed on the label.  
 
Other risks or issues following on from energy labelling were raised. One was the 'substitution 
effect', that is the possibility that in some cases calories from alcohol will be chosen instead of 
calories from food. This issue was also raised in a workshop hosted by a government agency and 
included in its submission, specifically that 'young women [would] restrict energy from food to 
compensate for energy from alcohol (if energy information were to be mandated).' However, a 
public health submission argued that since the substitution effect already exists it is unclear if 
labelling would heighten it since persons sufficiently concerned about their calorific intake can 
already obtain the relevant information for alcohol. A government submission added that there was 
'insufficient evidence' to suggest that there was a link between energy labelling and people 
developing disordered eating.  
 
The possibility labelling could be used as a marketing tool by industry to promote increased 
consumption of a lower calorie product was identified by a public health submission as a possible 
unintended consequence of the initiative. A government submission also raised a similar concern, 
namely that should energy labelling be provided as part of a full NIP it could give the impression 
that the product was a healthy alternative to food on the basis of the very low values for nutrients 
such as salt or fat. 
 
Finally, and as with other aspects of energy labelling, one public health submission highlighted the 
need for ongoing research and also for the monitoring of compliance issues should a voluntary, 
rather than a regulatory, option be adopted. 
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To summarise views on Question 6: 

• Risks and issues include the problem of calculating energy values and ensuring that they are 
presented in a useful way that does not detract from other information. 

• Any unintended consequences of energy labelling need to be identified and considered. 
 
 
Question 7: Impacts for Stakeholders 
 
Question 7 asked: What are the impacts for stakeholders that need to be considered in this policy 
development process? Please provide details. 
 
Groups of stakeholders identified in responses to this question included industry and consumers, 
along with impacts for public health policy. 
 
Industry impacts were grouped around costs and compliance. Considering costs, a number of 
submissions noted that compliance with a labelling requirement that was unique to Australia and 
New Zealand would be costly and wasteful for those companies involved with international trade, 
though it was said that there were too many unknowns at this stage to accurately predict the 
possible financial implications. Costs would also fall disproportionately on small producers having 
to print a range of labels for small runs of product. It was said that the New Zealand wine industry, 
composed primarily of 'small and medium sized' winemakers, would be most affected and thus 
effectively discriminated against in relation to large volume producers. Another wine industry 
submission stated that the costs of compliance would be 'prohibitively high for most businesses 
and in practice would not be feasible.'  
 
A second industry concern related to the accuracy of the energy label.  It was said for a range of 
reasons associated with manufacture, producers 'would find it practically impossible' to label wines 
with a completely accurate nutrition panel. One submission (representing small wine and cider 
producers) was also concerned with this problem and suggested ways energy could be relatively 
easily calculated and that allowable tolerances be built into the final requirement which would not, 
it argued, impact on consumers to any significant degree. Another submission, also representing 
the interests of cider producers stated that the methods of calculation 'would need to be flexible' 
and avoid the necessity of testing each vat.  
 
Overall these factors led some industry submissions to conclude that the costs would outweigh any 
benefits to be obtained from the requirement. Others argued that costs and benefits of the proposal 
should be scrutinised, especially as the market is already 'moving to meet consumer needs' through 
other mediums.  Specifically, a number of industry submissions suggested that compared with the 
high cost of on-label information there were more relevant, effective and accurate ways of 
communication information to 'tech savvy generations' via web based media. Finally, and as with 
other questions in energy labelling, industries noted the lack of available data on which future 
policy decisions might be based, concluding that 'further research is necessary to better understand 
whether consumers want to learn more about nutritional aspects of alcohol beverages, what 
nutrition they need, how best to provide this and what outcomes will be achieved.' 
 
Consumer impacts of a proposed labelling requirement were addressed mostly by the public health 
and government submissions. Generally these impacts were said to be positive, with labels 
presented in clear and consistent format, increasing awareness of the issues and thus the capacity 
to make healthier choices. Labelling would also be an application of the consumer's general 'right 
to information.' However, one public health submission raised the possibility that the information 
might be used and acted on differently across social classes, increasing health inequalities and so it 
was important to engage all sectors of the community in the development of this policy. One 
government submission did make the point though that if there were additional costs associated 
with labelling they might be expected to be passed on to consumers by way of higher retail prices. 
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Finally, some impacts on government were identified. A government submission noted that 
mandatory labelling would bring additional enforcement costs, would require ongoing research to 
'plug evidence gaps’ and may draw the Australian and New Zealand governments into international 
trade disputes. On the plus side, two public health submissions observed that energy labelling 
could reinforce other public health strategies 'designed to encourage healthier choices and address 
obesity.' 
 
To summarise views on Question 7: 

• Industry impacts include the costs of compliance especially for small producers and the 
need to provide some flexibility in the methods of calculating energy content. 

• Consumer and public health stakeholders see the impacts of energy labelling as positive, 
increasing consumer awareness and their capacity to make healthy choices. 

• Governmental impacts are to be found in the need for ongoing research, monitoring and 
enforcement. 
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