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Our food safety bulletin is reaching a wider and wider readership in all quarters of the Australasian 
region. We at HACCP Australia are pleased to know that it is useful, interesting or just a point of reference 
for so many people. We are always delighted to consider any submissions – please feel free to keep us in 
the loop of any developments you would like broadcast to the industry in terms of food safety.

As previously reported, HACCP Australia has forged strong links with Cert ID, a company that leads 
the field and represents the highest standard, in Non-GMO certification. We see this highly sensitive issue 
becoming very important to both industry and the consumers in coming years. Too many manufacturers 
and retailers around the world are dismissive of community concerns about the identification of GMO 
ingredients in food products. We have seen this before with food safety and content labelling. This incoming 
tide, like the ones before cannot be stopped. The science of GMO and the effects in the long term remain 
open to debate. What most agree is that information regarding a food product’s genetically modified 
structure should be available to the consumer to make their own choices. Hiding such only leads to mistrust. 
The USA food industry has taken pro-active steps in this regard in recent years. We trust the rest of the 
world, including Australia and New Zealand, will take notice.

GMO: The consumer’s voice is getting louder and 
saying “we want to know” 

HACCP Australia’s certification scheme for equipment, materials and services used in the food industry 
has seen some more excellent products join the ranks of those already carrying the mark.  

Without wishing to be overly selective, my eye has been drawn to the excellent shelving products that 
are available through Mantova in Sydney, the ozonated water machine Infiniti Ozone and the flooring 
products from Citadel which are especially appropriate to the food industry. 
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The food safety attributes of these products are very important. As leading food safety standards increasingly require due diligence 
in such products, especially those with incidental food contact, the food industry is rightly looking for assurance and conformance and 
our mark provides this. HACCP Australia’s scheme represents the very highest food safety standards in this regard - never addressing 
individual qualities or characteristics such as cleanability or materials but always evaluating all the relevant criteria before offering 
certification. This extends to process controls, consequences of error as well as demanding a positive contribution to food safety. It 
is therefore no coincidence that the mark is worn by products which have long pedigree in excellence – not just in food safety but 
in all they do in terms of quality. The evaluation process is extensive and the mark represents the very best in food safety. If any QA 
staff are looking for food safe products, we would encourage them to look for this mark and by all means make enquiries of HACCP 
Australia as to features of our scheme. Furthermore, if any members of the industry have any particular enquiries as to the food safety 
attributes of the products carrying our mark, they are more than welcome to contact our technical staff for details. Just call us or 
email:  info@haccp-international.com. 

HACCP Australia’s scheme represents the very highest  
food safety standards in this regard

HACCP Australia, and its sister organisation, HACCP International, offer a range of food science and food safety services which 
include, in addition to that described above food safety programme development and auditing. We pride ourselves on the quality 
of our auditing staff. Unlike many auditing firms, our auditors and employees work exclusively for our organisation in this regard. 
This is particularly important in terms of standards, calibration, consistency and influences. They are all degree qualified, food 
scientists with significant production floor experience as a pre-requisite to employment. They carry the highest auditor qualifications 
available including RABQSA and NFSA registration. As a JAS-ANZ registered organisation, we operate to ISO65 in our processes and 
procedures. We maintain that the quality and expertise of audit staff are the most important factors in the auditing process and when 
that ability is coupled with the systems and qualification of the company, the very best service results. I believe very few, if any, of the 
major auditing companies in Australia can make all these claims.  

Thank you for your support in recent months. We look forward to assisting in any way we can.  xz
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A food product recall is a high impact event for any food 
business. It can be extremely costly and the reputational 
damage to a food business can be serious and long lasting. 
Michael Lincoln (Liberty Insurance Underwriters) and 
Martin Stone (HACCP Australia) are considered specialists 
in the field of product recalls and share their considerable 
experience through a series of questions;

What are the main causes for product recalls in 
Australia?

Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) has been 
maintaining recall statistics over a number of years. From this 
data it can be seen that there are approximately 5 recalls per 
month in Australia and this figure has been steady over a 
number of years. The data covers causal factors and makes an 
interesting study for a food business. 

Approximately one third of recalls are due to microbiological 
issues, one third from labelling issues and one third caused by 
physical and chemical contamination. 

Looking at these sectors individually sheds more light on the 
risks:

•	 Microbiological	issues:	nearly	half	of	micro	based	 
 recalls are due to the presence of listeria (47%),  
 followed by salmonella (20%) and then E. coli  (12%); 
•	 Labelling	issues:	90%	of	labelling	recalls	are	due	to	 
 undeclared allergens. The largest contributors are  
	 peanut	(24%),	gluten	(20%),	milk	(19%)	and	egg	 
	 (9%);

•	 Physical	contamination:	foreign	matter	recalls	 
 commonly involve metal (37%), plastics (27%) and  
 glass (18%).

The risks that cause these recalls are present in almost every 
food manufacturing business and it is clear that no-one is 
immune from the threat of a product recall. An objective of 
all food businesses must therefore be risk minimisation and 
preparedness. 

What are the key factors involved in risk 
minimisation?

The short answer is documented systems and actual 
procedures. Systems-wise, food businesses should have a robust 
food safety risk management programme in place which needs 
to be constantly reviewed and tested to ensure it reflects the 
risk profile and activities of the business. As a minimum, the 
programme should specially  consider each of the causal factors in 
recalls (noted above) and those specific to the industry itself.

Importantly, the actual procedures that occur within the 
business need to be critically evaluated. Significant failures in the 
food industry resulting in a recall rarely come from a problem 
with the food safety manual, they result from actual procedures 
that occur in the facility. We often review businesses with lovely 
documented systems but the actual procedures in the facility fall 
way short of best practise or even basic common sense. The key 
here is to spend more time on the production floor (this message 
equally applies to auditors and food business staff) and actively 
hunt down those practises that bring risk into your business. 
Eliminate these and you will effectively reduce risk.

What about preparedness?
Conducting routine mock recalls is a great way to test your 

ability to respond to a real life situation. Again, the tip here is 
critical evaluation. Really test your system to see if it all holds 
together. A surprising number of recalls occur when a number 
of factors contribute negatively to the effectiveness of a recall. 
For example, “the coder was not working that day”, “the 
logistics manager was on holidays”, “the retention samples 
were lost”, “it was from a new supplier” are comments we 
hear all the time when investigating a recall. 

Use some of these ‘curved ball’ factors when you conduct 
your mock recall and see what happens. Does the effectiveness 
of your product recall hinge on one person or procedure in your 
business? Is there a back-up plan in place?

No-one can snap their fingers and have the perfect system in 
place…..a programme of testing and continuous improvement is 
the key to developing a robust protocol.

On the financial side, recall insurance can make sound 

FOOD 
RECALL

CONTINUED ON PAGE 06
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business sense. This product is appropriate for many businesses 
and forms a vital part of their preparedness programme.

When a company finds itself in a recall scenario, 
what tips can you offer?

Firstly, don’t panic. The key activities in the early part of a recall 
are containment / stock disposition and information gathering. 
Focus on these and doing it well will minimise the impact of a recall.

Identifying potentially affected stock rapidly and halting 
logistics quickly can make the difference between a consumer 
recall and a trade withdrawal. Accurate information is vital to 
decision making, any assumptions in this process will reduce 
the effectiveness of the overall recall.

Accuracy in determining the problem significance is also 
critical and again, assumptions have no place in this process. We 
have seen numerous examples of product recalls being triggered 
on the basis of potentially false positive results for example. The 
opposite could also be true with potentially disastrous results 
for consumer safety. Whilst it is wise to always err on the side of 
consumer safety, there is nothing better than being able to make 
decisions based on sound, repeatable data. 

Let me give an example of a friend who was recently making 
an assessment of laboratory capabilities for his company. A 
single sample was divided into four parts and sent to four 
individual laboratories. Three significantly different results were 
returned (only two of the four labs found the same results). One 
of the results could have triggered a product recall if taken on 
its own. The outcome here was that at least two of the results 
were likely wrong, maybe three, maybe all.  The implications in a 
product recall scenario are obvious.

Finally, the regulators including FSANZ and State Recall Co-
ordinators are a huge resource for the food manufacturer when 
enacting a recall. The recall co-ordinators provide guidance 
and help the manufacturer to navigate their way through the 
formalities of conducting a recall. Their advice is invaluable but 
note, the depth of their assistance is limited by the strength of 
the information provided by the manufacturer.

What is the recall perspective from the insurance 
industry side?

Each year we normally see somewhere around 5% to 15% 
of our clients having issues with their products. Not all of these 
turn into recalls but the lesson learned by these events is that 
it is very time consuming for the food business to manage 
customers and retailers when an incident occurs, whilst at the 

same time ensuring the rest of the business continues running. 
It is most commonly how clients react during the critical first 
few days, even hours, of such an incident that determines if, 
and how severe, the incident impacts on the client’s brand (and 
financial bottom line).

For most clients it will be the first time they have 
experienced a recall and this only adds to an already highly 
stressful situation. Clients are required to make quick decisions 
usually based on very limited information, for example, a 
consumer or retailer complaint(s). The issues clients have to 
deal with include whether the incident was a quality issue? 
Could the product hurt consumers? Who do I need to advise? 
How much is this going to cost? What should I do? How can I 
protect my brand and reputation?

Fortunately there are a number of companies who have 
years of experience in helping clients deal with issues 
that arise from food contaminations and recalls. They can 
provide clients with immediate help including advice on 
how to manage retailers and food authorities, placement 
of advertisements, and investigating the root cause of the 
problem. We have seen firsthand the benefit of this type of 
assistance, with the professional (and more importantly calm!) 
advice often being the difference between a well managed 
incident and a costly recall with negative brand impacts.

What sort of costs are associated with recalls?
The cost of these incidents can be surprising to many clients. 

We often see recall costs alone from retailers costing over 
$100,000, and it is not uncommon to see the total cost of a 
recall exceeding $500,000. Only recently we had a client with a 
turnover of less than $15m have a recall cost in excess of $1m.  
A recall is rarely a cheap experience for any client and can 
easily cause long term financial pain.

We are also seeing an increase of clients who contract 
manufacture for third parties being lumped with significant 
bills for loss of sales and extra expenses from the third parties 
they are manufacturing for following a recall. These types of 
bills can be multiples of what the client’s costs are. Some of the 
contractual implications when an incident occurs can be quite 
onerous for clients.

Michael Lincoln is National Underwriting Manager, Crisis 
Management at Liberty International Underwriters, a leading 

international underwriter of insurance for the food industry.   xzxx

For	more	information:	www.liuaustralia.com.au
FSANZ	Recall	Statistics	http://www.foodstandards.gov.
au/consumerinformation/foodrecalls/foodrecallstatistics/	
accessed January 3 2013)

For promotional purposes only. The information contained herein 
should not be considered legal advice or loss control or prevention 
advice. This information is intended to provide general information 
only. You should not act on the basis of information contained within 
this communication without first obtaining specific professional 
advice.  Insurance coverage is subject to the terms and conditions of 
the policies as issued. Whether or to what extent a particular loss is 
covered depends on the facts and circumstances of the loss and the 
terms and conditions of the policy as issued and the risks involved. This 
information is current as at 7 January 2013.

It is how a company 
reacts during the first 
few hours of an incident 
that can determine the 
severitiy 
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Often mislabelled and misrepresented in the popular press 
(bacteria often become viruses and vice versa in newspapers), 
viruses are in fact among the smallest infectious agents known 
to man, ranging from about 20 to 300 nanometres in diameter, 
where 1 nanometre is 1 millionth of a millimetre. On a human 
hair of maybe 80,000 to 100,000 nanometres, a virus particle 

could comfortably get lost! 
Norovirus is one such virus and 
has huge implications for the 
food and healthcare industry. 
This is a virus which can be 
carried on food, food contact 
surfaces and hand contact 
surfaces and in many ways is 
the perfect human parasite 
– infection is relatively quick, 
millions upon millions of new 
particles are created in the 
infected human host, released 
and then the virus moves on 
to the next host, without ever 

killing (except in exceptionally rare cases) any host.
Close up, and close up really means using a powerful electron 

microscope, viruses like Norovirus are very simple – nucleic 
acid (in the form of DNA or RNA) encased in a protein shell. 

They lack the organised structure, cell membrane and enzymes 
within a bacterial cell which means they cannot, unlike bacteria 
of course, multiply in foods or water. The host cell is required 
because this is the only environment in which a virus can 
penetrate, safely un-coat, synthesize replicated DNA or RNA, and 
viral protein before newly synthesized, progeny viral particles can 
be released to go on and infect a new host. Imagine if you will, a 
human target cell, which in the case of Norovirus is the cell lining 
of the intestine, being like a sphere made up of a membrane 
of snooker balls of all of the colours, representing the different 
proteins of that cell membrane. Now it just so happens that 
Norovirus is able to interact with the blue balls. It finds a blue 
ball, attaches to it and then begins the process of penetration, 
or technically, engulfment. Inside, the virus uncoats itself of its 
proteins and at the same time “borrows” the machinery of the 
human intestine cell to replicate the nucleic acid and the viral 
proteins. The progeny virus is re-assembled and released back 
out of the human cell, in numbers of millions and millions, and 
usually with the destruction of the host cells, the physiological 
result of which is illness, which in the case of Norovirus, which 
damages the intestinal cells, is manifested as vomiting and 
diarrhoea, sometimes projectile and explosive respectively. 

The incubation period is 16 to 48 hours and onset of 
symptoms is rapid. And this rapidity and severity of these 
non-life threatening symptoms is the cause of the problem 

By Richard Mallett, Microbiologist and Director of HACCP Europe

Richard Mallett, European Director 
of HACCP International

Norovirus is thought to cause about 20 million 
gastroenteritis cases each year in the U.S. alone.

NOROVIRUS –
The sickening truth!

CONTINUED ON PAGE 08
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associated with this virus in the food industry. Imagine kitchen 
(or for that matter hospital) staff who may present themselves 
at work feeling more or less healthy but then deteriorate rapidly 
within their working shift. Contamination of all sorts of hand 
contact surfaces, especially in washrooms, is highly likely due 
to the explosive nature of the diarrhoeal or vomiting action and 
the consequent droplet spread of virus particles on a number 
of surfaces around the site of the vomiting and diarrhoea. 
Unless hand hygiene, and area cleaning schedules are stringent, 
really stringent, then it is highly probable that virus particles are 
going to be picked up by other staff or visitors. They are then 
likely to, of course, handle a number of other surfaces and 
equipment and may, within 16 to 48 hours themselves become 
ill, producing and excreting huge numbers of viruses, completing 
this vicious circle. 

So what is our defence? Our defence is really based on 
common sense, having accepted and understood the facts 
presented above:
	 •	 Personal	hygiene,	personal	hygiene,	personal	hygiene!	

Scrupulous hand washing using high quality hand 
washing materials. Wash the hands after using the 
bathroom, AND wash them again on entry to the food 
area, or in the case of hospitals which have seen some 
of the largest and most alarming Norovirus outbreaks, 
between wards and patients.

	 •	 Monitor	and	act	on	staff	illness.	Have	a	health	policy	
that requires staff (or visitors) to declare symptoms before 
work and absolutely immediately should they suffer 
from them whilst at work. In the latter case, identify ALL 
areas where they have worked and disinfect thoroughly 
all surfaces. THROW AWAY any food that might 
have become contaminated with vomit or diarrhoea, 
remembering how far those virus particles may have 
spread! Bear in mind that an incidence of children 
suffering from Norovirus (which really is quite common) is 
likely to mean that, if you are a parent or carer, you could 
be carrying the virus too on your hands or clothes.

	 •	 Use	raw	foods	only	from	reputable	suppliers.	There	
have been outbreaks linked to salad items fertilised with 
contaminated fertilisers and shellfish caught in sewage 
contaminated water. Ask them how they control such 
potential contamination.

And just so we don’t forget how much of a problem Norovirus 
has become:
	 •	 Norovirus	is	thought	to	cause	about	20	million	

gastroenteritis cases each year in the U.S.
	 •	 In	the	UK,	the	Health	Protection	Agency	has	released	

figures for the half year from week 27 of 2012 to 
week 01 of 2013 which shows laboratory confirmed 
Norovirus cases up 56% at 4,407. But for every reported, 
confirmed case there are thought to be nearly 300 that 
are not reported which puts the potential case number 
up	to	an	astonishing	1.3	million	in	the	UK	alone.

	 •	 Noroviruses	mutate	rapidly	and	new	strains	are	
constantly emerging, which means that they can stay 
one step ahead of normal human immune response 
defence mechanisms.

Makes you sick, doesn’t it!  xz
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The following article by Michael Nagle was first 
printed in the New York Times. What happens in 
the USA is often repeated here and it seems that 
that start up food businesses are the on V.C. radar.

What if the next big thing in tech does not arrive on your 
smartphone or in the cloud? What if it lands on your plate? 

That idea is enticing a wide group of venture capitalists in 
Silicon Valley into making big bets on food. 

In some cases, the goal is to connect restaurants with food 
purveyors, or to create on-demand delivery services from 
local farms, or ready-to-cook dinner kits. In others, the goal 
is to invent new foods, like creating cheese, meat and egg 
substitutes from plants. Since this is Silicon Valley money, 
though, the ultimate goal is often nothing short of grand: 
transforming the food industry. 

“Part	of	the	reason	you’re	seeing	all	these	V.C.’s	get	
interested in this is the food industry is not only is it massive, 
but like the energy industry, it is terribly broken in terms of its 
impact on the environment, health, animals,” said Josh Tetrick, 
founder and chief executive of Hampton Creek Foods, a start-
up making egg alternatives. 

Some investors say food-related start-ups fit into their 
sustainability portfolios, alongside solar energy or electric cars, 
because they aim to reduce the toll on the environment of 
producing animal products. For others, they fit alongside health 
investments like fitness devices and heart rate monitoring apps. 
Still others are eager to tackle a real-world problem, instead 
of building virtual farming games or figuring out ways to get 
people to click on ads. 

“There are pretty significant environmental consequences 
and health issues associated with sodium or high-fructose corn 

syrup	or	eating	too	much	red	meat,”	said	Samir	Kaul,	a	partner	
at	Khosla	Ventures,	which	has	invested	in	a	half-dozen	food	start-
ups. “I wouldn’t bet my money that Cargill or ConAgra are going 
to innovate here. I think it’s going to take start-ups to do that.” 

In the last year, venture capital firms in the valley have 
funneled about $350 million into food projects, and investment 
deals in the sector were 37 percent higher than the previous 
year, according to a recent report by CB Insights, a venture 
capital database. In 2008, that figure was less than $50 million. 

That money is just a slice of the $30 billion that venture 
capitalists invest annually, but it is enough to help finance an 
array of food start-ups. 

The venture capital firms helping to finance these businesses 
are some of the valley’s most prominent names, in addition 
to	Khosla:	SV	Angel,	Kleiner	Perkins	Caufield	&	Byers,	True	
Ventures and the Obvious Collection. Celebrities from 
Hollywood (Matt Damon), pro football (Tom Brady) and the 
tech world more broadly (Bill Gates) have also joined in. 

“Consumers are interested in sophisticated experiences that 
are beautifully delivered, which we’ve seen happen on the 
Web	and	with	products	like	the	iPhone,”	said	Tony	Conrad,	a	
partner at True Ventures, which was an early investor in the 
coffee company Blue Bottle. “Now, we’re seeing that happen 
with food and beverage.” 

Still, some tech analysts and venture capitalists are skeptical 
that these companies, with their factories and perishable 
products, can reach the scale and market valuations of big 
Internet companies. 

“I don’t see a multimillion-dollar business coming out of any 
of these companies,” said Susan Etlinger, an analyst with the 
Altimeter Group, a firm that advises companies on how to use 
technology. “The majority of Americans will not likely be able 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 10

Venture Capitalists are making  
bigger bets on food start-ups
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to participate, they’re simply too expensive for them.” 
Venture capitalists have strayed from pure technology to 

food	before.	Restaurant	chains	like	Starbucks,	P.	F.	Chang’s,	
Jamba Juice and, more recently, the Melt, were backed by 
venture capital. Recipe apps and restaurant review sites like 
Yelp have long been popular. 

But this newest wave of start-ups is seeking to use technology 
to change the way people buy food, and in some cases to 
invent entirely new foods. Investors are also eager to profit from 
the movement toward eating fewer animal products and more 
organic food. They face a contradiction, though, because that 
movement also shuns processed food and is decidedly low-tech. 

“It’s	not	Franken-food,”	Mr.	Kaul	of	Khosla	Ventures	
said. “We’re careful not to make it sound like some science 
experiment, but there is technology there.” 

Hampton Creek Foods, based in San Francisco, uses about 
a dozen plants, including peas, sorghum and a type of bean, 
with properties similar to eggs, to make an egg substitute. 

Mr. Tetrick, its founder, started the company after working on 
alleviating poverty in sub-Saharan Africa. He hired a protein chemist, 
a food scientist, a sales executive from Heinz and a contestant 
from the television show “Top Chef.” Two large food companies 
are using the egg substitutes in cookies and mayonnaise, and he 
said he planned to sell them to consumers next month. 

Unreal, based in Boston, makes candy that the founders say 
has no artificial colors or flavors, preservatives, hydrogenated 
fats or genetically modified ingredients, with at least 25 percent 
less sugar than similar candy on the market and added protein 
and fiber. The candy is sold in stores including CVS and Target. 

Lyrical Foods makes cheese from almond milk and macadamia 
milk	under	the	name	Kite	Hill,	which	is	the	first	nondairy	cheese	
to be sold by Whole Foods. Nu-Tek Salt uses potassium chloride 
instead of sodium chloride to lower sodium. Beyond Meat and 
Sand Hill Foods are making veggie burgers that their investors 
say taste and grill more like beef than others on the market. 

Yet some investors say the projects have a better chance 
of success if they steer clear of selling actual food. “The food 
category has been a hard nut to crack because it’s a perishable 
item,”	said	Mark	Suster,	an	investor	at	GRP	Partners.	“The	No.	1	
thing V.C.’s are looking for are scalable and repeatable, high-
margin businesses. You can create those in food, it’s just harder.” 

His firm, for instance, is tapping into the food industry 
by investing in Internet services like ChowNow, an online 
restaurant ordering company. 

GoodEggs, another Web service, is a marketplace for local 
farmers and chefs who make artisanal goods like cheese, 
honey, jam and olive oil. Another company, Farmigo, is taking a 
similar strategy. 

Kitchensurfing	is	a	site	that	lets	people	hire	private	chefs	to	
give pasta-making lessons or prepare an authentic Thai meal, 
just as one might book a room on Airbnb. 

“Chefs spend all of their time working and at farmer’s 
markets,” said Chris Muscarella, the site’s co-founder and chief 
executive, who has worked in restaurants. “They aren’t sitting 
in front of a computer. So the fact that you’re finally getting 
more chefs online through mobile devices is actually a big deal 
for the culinary world.” 

Still, food start-ups have their own challenges that are 
unfamiliar to tech entrepreneurs and investors, like a broken-
down delivery truck or a bad oyster. These setbacks can be 
more difficult to recover from than a software malfunction. 

In	the	early	days	of	Plated,	for	instance,	which	sells	ready-
to-make dinner kits for recipes like Greek lamb burgers with 
cucumber salad, the founders sank $15,000 into building 
a customized refrigerated warehouse in Queens. Then they 
discovered that it would not cool lower than 70°F (21°C) 
unsuitable for food handling and preparation. 

“We just had to walk away from that investment,” said Nick 
Taranto, one of the founders. 

Bill Maris, a partner at Google Ventures, the search giant’s 
investment arm, said he was closely watching the trend. 

He said, “Start-ups are unpredictable and all these 
companies are trying to take advantage of new technology and 
markets that are changing.” 

But, he added, “in 2000, the same questions were asked 
about YouTube and no one knew how it would even work, let 

alone become a business.”  xz

Food start-ups have their 
own challenges...these set 
backs can be more difficult 
than a software malfunction.
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Aaclaim Quality Sales have been manufacturers and suppliers of 
catering and commerical cleaning products reusable and disposable 
for hospitals, age care facilities and the hospitality industry for over 
25 years.

AQS Aaclaim Quality Sales
& MIRANDA PLASTICS PTY LTD

n FOOD GRADE COLOUR CODED CRATES 
Colour coding reduces the risk of cross contamination in your  
catering areas. 13 to 68 litre available with lids.

n HIGH TEMPERATURE PLATE COVERS 
Assorted colours, clear salad covers in two sizes.

n HIGH TEMPERATURE MUGS, BOWLS & LIDS
Assorted colours, bowls in two sizes, lids flat or dome.

n HI TEMP HEAVy DUTy DIVIDER TRAy 
Assorted colours.

n COLD DRInk STACkABLE TUMBLER 
Clear colour two sizes reusable or disposable lids. 
Also available Sporks and Gelato Spoons in assorted colours. 

T : 02 9525 1049   F : 02 9525 9114   E : info@aaclaim.com.au   
www.aaclaim.com.au

FOOD SAFE STORAGE 
AND SERVING SOLUTIONS
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Many shoppers believe
private labels

are national brands in 
different packaging

 Research by Canadean shows that...
	 •	 44%	of	UK	shoppers	believe	that	private	labels 
  are produced in the same factory as national  
  brands 
•	 	 59%	believe	that	national	brands	are	only	
  more expensive because of advertising costs

Brand	loyalty	towards	food	and	drink	in	the	UK	grocery	
market is declining at a sharp rate, research conducted by 
Canadean in February 2013 reveals. While there has been much 
attention to the issue of food inflation, consumers shopping 
around more for the best deal and retailers improving their 
private label portfolios, new research shows that this decline 
in brand loyalty can also be attributed to shoppers questioning 
where the groceries they buy are manufactured. Despite pledges 
by	many	of	the	leading	manufacturers	in	the	UK	not	to	produce	
private label versions of their known and recognised brands, 
many shoppers feel both branded and non-branded groceries 
are produced in the same factory and price differences are not 
linked to quality but advertising costs.

Research	conducted	by	Canadean	found	that	44%	of	UK	
shoppers believe that private label and national brands are 
produced in the same factory and it is only the packaging that 
is different. Moreover, the same survey found that 59% believe 
that the only reason national brands are more expensive than 
private label brands is because of national advertising costs 
and not the manufacturing process or ingredients used, again 
highlighting how shoppers cannot distinguish between branded 
and non-branded items. The findings will be of particular 
concern to branded manufacturers who look to position their 

products around authenticity, heritage and premium ingredients 
to fend off the threat of cheaper alternatives.

This attitude will be particularly apparent when it comes to 
everyday staple grocery items. The research for example, found 
that 70% of shoppers believe that private label tinned foods 
are either “just as good” or “better” than branded items when 
it comes to quality, indicating this to be a particular product 
category where shoppers feel groceries are produced in the 
same factory. Emma Herbert, Research Manager, comments, 
“Although perceptions of the quality of private label 
products have been improving for decades, these findings 
show that shoppers now believe they can actually get their 
preferred brands for a cheaper price because it is presented in 
supermarket style branded packaging. This will be a significant 
blow for branded manufacturers who look to differentiate from 
store-own products by promoting attributes such as brand 
authenticity, heritage and expertise in manufacturing”.

While shoppers have difficulty telling the difference between 
branded and non-branded products when it comes to staple 
groceries, they are more likely to believe that private label 
brands are inferior in the alcoholic beverage and personal 
care categories. For example, 52% thought that private label 
beer products were of inferior quality compared to national 
brands, whilst 44% said the same when it came to hair 
care, indicating shoppers will be less inclined to believe that 
products are manufactured in the same factories in these 
product categories. Ms. Herbert concluded, “Fortunately for 
manufacturers of luxury items, shoppers believe that national 
brands are of better quality and as such will be produced 
separately where there is greater expertise. Therefore brand 
loyalty will be higher in these categories meaning that shoppers 

will be less inclined to switch to cheaper alternatives”.  xz
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