Effects of interpretive nutrition labels
on consumer food purchases: the
Starlight randomised controlled trial
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Target population Strengthof  DALYs Grosscostst  Metcost per DALY savedt
evidence®  saved (ASmillion)  (A$ million)
. Adults 4 559000 1800 Cost-saving
Frant-of-pack traffic light nutrition labelling§ Adults 5 45100 Bi00 Cost-saving
Reductiamot advertising-of-jumk- oot and beverages toc hikdren] Children (0-14 years) 2 37000 013 Cost-saving



Traffic Light Labels (TLL)

rSERVES 1 - THIS PACK PROVIDES !

CALS SUGAR FAT  SATFAT SALT
315 3.6g 12.6g RE 1.80g
16% 4%  18%

30% ‘

OF YOUR GUIDELINE DAILY AMOUNT

All measures MEDIUM
per 100g most of the time
Sugars 5.1g-15g

Fat 3.1g-20g
1.6g-5g

0.31g-1.5g

Saturates

Salt




Health Star Rating (HSR) label
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Starlight RCT

What effects do interpretive nutrition labels have on
the healthiness (FSANZ nutrient profiling scoring
criterion — NPSC) of consumer food purchases?
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Study design

NUTRITION INFORMATION
Each serve (00g) contains ok ol o
et g

3 2 Energy 260kl (54 Cal) 1790 k(427 Cal)
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Intervention delivery

11:59 am

< Scan for Label

Yoplait Vanilla

Each serve (125 g) contains

TN
Energy Fat SatFat | Sugars
476 kJ 369 249 12.8g 01g

CE

0040

——
S —

‘ of an adult's daily intake
OTHER CHOICES
Meadow Fresh Live Lit...

Clearwater's Cream To...

Piako Gourmet Yoghurt

Scan for Label




onsent & baseline data collection

No SIM = 10:52 am No SIM = 10:52 am 10:54 am
Consent Initial Survey
results. .
0 THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR Date of Birth -
3%/ HEALTH INNOVATION | confirm that | have not used the
P THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND FoodSwitch application before and Mal
- . ale
that it is not currently mstglled on Your gender:
my smartphone. | will not install the Fermala

Foo D LABEL application for the duration of the

study.

TRIAL New Zealand

| understand all of the above E”OPean
Your involvement will and agree to take part in the O o
. study
help us to provide better
food health information | agree to the Terms & A
for evervone NZ Conc_iltlo_ns for use of the Study Which ethnic
Yy Application. _ groups do you Cook Island
hank Terms & Conditions belong to Maori
Thank You | wish to receive a copy of the (Select all that Tongan
results (if you leave this apply):
unchecked, O Niuean
the results will not be sent to
Chinese
you).
| agree to take part in a sub- lacian
study looking in more detail O Other
at my use of the smartphone
application

Volkova et al, IMIR mHealth uHealth 2016



Food purchasing data collection

No SIM = 11:11 am

< Till Receipt

1.183 kg NET & $2.73/kg

TONTO 0.88 @ I | l
L)/
0.29) kg NET @ $3.00/kg Postage included

ONION RED PEELED LSE .
0.163 kg NET & $4 1/kg
SHEET CORN . :
Wy 5 & wde _g': Stal’llght study team
CORN SHEET 30 OFFER . : b \
e = National Institute for Health
PECKISH THINS RICE CREKR WASABI 100G _ﬁ-g Innovation
' | Item added to your purchased PROOTION 3.08
A C/GOODNESS DIP GREEN ONIIN 250GM . " o f kl d
g OGN 0.9 University of Aucklan
HELLERS NANUKR SHOKED H34 2006 4.8
PROAOTION -0.64
VOGELS BREAD NIXED GRAIN TST 7503 4.9
PROMOTION ~1.00
GOODTASTE HUMMUS BABRGAYIUSH 20004 4.30
PROMOTION =3
NOLENSERG BREAD OKIGINA. T0RS] 730GH 4.59
PROMOTION -1.59
KINL 1004 NZ STREwn, ™ A00L 11.45
PROOTION 4
EI:DIS'MSNFR POMDER LEM & LIM¢ g 10.99°
SUTOTAL P

Retake Use photo

Volkova et al, IMIR mHealth uHealth 2016



Healthiness of food purchases

Difference Lower 95%CI| Upper 95%CI

Frequent label users (n=423

TLL v NIP -1.33 263 -0.04 1

HSR v NIP -1.70 297 043 ®

All participants (N=1,357)

TLL v NIP -0.20 -0.94 0.54 ——
HSR v NIP -0.60 -1.35 0.15 —il—

Ni Mhurchu et al, Am J Clin Nutr 2017



Self-reported label usefulness
(TLL and HSR compared to NIP)

 Participants randomised to HSR and TLL significantly
more likely to report that they found the assigned labels
useful; easy to understand; bought different foods as
a result of viewing the labels; and their nutrition
knowledge improved as a result of using the labels In
the app (all p-values <0.001)

* No difference between TLL and HSR groups (all p-
values >0.05)



Strengths and weaknesses

Strengths

« Randomised, blinded, controlled, large, real-
world setting

Weaknesses

 Limited use of intervention, use of app as
surrogate for on-pack labelling, incomplete
reporting of purchases



Take home messages

« At the relatively low level of use observed in this RCT, interpretive
front-of-pack nutrition labels had no significant effect on population
food purchases

 However shoppers find interpretive labels more useful and easier
to understand than non-interpretive labels (NIP)

« Amongst a small subgroup of frequent label users, interpretive
labels may assist in making healthier food choices
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