
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 March 2008 
 
 
Committee Secretary 
Community Affairs Committee 
Department of the Senate 
PO Box 6100 
Parliament House 
CANBERRA  ACT  2600 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Australasian Associated Brewers – Alcohol Toll Reduction Bill Inquiry Submission 
 
Please find attached the Australasian Associated Brewers’ submission to the 
Community Affairs Committee Inquiry into the Alcohol Toll Reduction Bill. 
 
Australasian Associated Brewers is an industry association for brewers, representing 
some of Australia and New Zealand’s largest manufacturing brewers including 
Foster’s Group, Coopers Brewery, J Boag & Son, and DB Breweries.  The Associated 
Brewers is a policy-based organisation that has been representing its members in 
legislative and regulatory affairs in Australia since 1967 and in New Zealand since 
2007.  We maintain a presence in both Canberra and Wellington. 
 
I thank the Committee in advance for its consideration of this submission and would 
welcome the opportunity to present my views to the Committee in person. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Stephen Swift 
Executive Director 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The Associated Brewers welcomes the opportunity that Senator Fielding’s bill gives 
us to discuss Australia’s National Alcohol Strategy with a Committee of Senators. 
 
We endorse the goal of the proposed legislation: “…to create a culture of responsible 
drinking, and to facilitate a reduction in the alcohol toll resulting from excessive 
alcohol consumption.” 
 
We agree that binge drinking among young Australians is of particular concern.  
However, the ends and means are not aligned in this bill. 
 
As the Alcohol Toll Reduction Bill (‘the Bill’) is a proposed law, we must consider its 
provisions literally to assess their likely effects: not only upon the legitimate 
commercial interests of our members and their many staff and shareholders but also 
upon the public policy interests of the community in which our members, their many 
staff and shareholders live. 
 
Taken at face value, it immediately becomes apparent that:  
 
On advertising: the Bill would have the effect of lessening regulation rather than 
strengthening it.  Billboards, newspaper, magazine, cinema and internet advertising 
would cease to be regulated as the legislation only relates to television and radio.  
 
On labelling: the Bill’s provisions for amending the Food Standards Australia New 
Zealand Act 1991 are unworkable. 
 
Australia has a very sophisticated approach to alcohol policy which is outlined in the 
National Alcohol Strategy 2006-2009 (NAS) with oversight by all Governments 
through the Ministerial Council on Drug Strategy (MCDS).  The title of the NAS is 
Towards Safer Drinking Cultures and its goal is very similar to the long title of this 
Bill, i.e. “…to prevent and minimise alcohol-related harm to individuals, families and 
communities in the context of developing safer and healthy drinking cultures in 
Australia”1. 
 
The NAS has to sit within the broader policy foundations of the ‘who, what, where, 
when’ of regulation, as do all Government policies.  Two key principles sit at the core 
of Australia’s general regulatory approach: 

• A commitment to evidence based policy; and  
• A commitment to best practice regulation. 

 
The Alcohol Beverage Advertising Code (ABAC) Scheme for regulating alcohol 
advertising is a quasi-regulatory scheme, as defined by the Office of Best Practice 
Regulation (OPBR).  Guidelines for advertising have been negotiated with 
government, consumer complaints are handled independently, but all costs are borne 
by industry.  Anyone may lodge a complaint against an alcohol advertisement and 
have it independently assessed against the Code. 
                                                 
1 MCDS (2006). 
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Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) is responsible for regulating 
labelling issues as part of the Food Standards Code and they have rigorous, 
transparent processes for assessing the evidence and competing claims.  Anyone may 
lodge a proposal for mandatory warning labels and have it independently assessed 
against the evidence. 
 
We acknowledge that there are anti-alcohol groups and activists who hold the view 
that governments should ignore industry.  They are unapologetic about this.  
Obviously, we reject that view. 
 
So what does change teen drinking behaviour?  Parental and peer influence have been 
consistently shown to be the primary levers for change.  One recent review of the 
research in this area is the Parenting Influences on Adolescent Alcohol Use by the 
Australian Institute of Family Studies in 2004. 
 
Australia’s brewers have had a long and positive association with practical 
partnerships to change teen drinking behaviour, through our Rethinking Drinking 
program.  Rethinking Drinking has provided classroom teaching materials aimed at 
peer behaviour in schools since 1997 and a trial of Alcohol Information Nights 
aimed at informing parents was conducted in 2007.  Both have been independently 
evaluated as successful models for culture change over time. 
 
We welcome the Rudd Government’s recent announcement of a National Binge 
Drinking Strategy with its emphasis on outcomes.  We also welcome the broad 
concept of a National Preventative Health Taskforce. 
 
Work on a new National Alcohol Strategy (post 2009) will no doubt commence later 
this year.  This is an appropriate vehicle for reviewing and developing appropriate 
policy responses to the problems of youth binge drinking as part of a wider 
commitment to safer drinking cultures. 
 
We ask that the current bill not be supported and ask that the Committee’s views on 
matching ‘means and ends’ be considered as part of the development of the next 
National Alcohol Strategy. 
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ADVERTISING 

 
The Bill and the Second Reading speech have a particular focus on the advertising of 
consumer products.  In assessing the issues surrounding these proposals and claims… 
 
Where do we start? 
 
For industry:  The starting point for the brewing industry and their many staff and 
shareholders must be ‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’.  The ABAC Scheme for 
regulating alcohol advertising is effective, transparent (see www.abac.org.au) and 
performing well. 
 
Although the Executive Director of the Associated Brewers sits on the Management 
Committee of The ABAC Scheme, no Management Committee member makes any 
decision on an individual advertisement or a complaint against them. 
 
For anti-alcohol activists: The starting point for anti-alcohol activists is often to 
oppose any scheme which acknowledges industry as legitimate stakeholders and, for 
some, to ban advertising altogether. 
 
For legislators: The starting point for legislators should be a general understanding of 
the principles endorsed by Australian Governments for regulating businesses.  Then 
an understanding of the current scheme and the scheme proposed within the Bill. 
 
Australia’s regulatory approach 
Where advertising is concerned, the Australian alcohol industry operates within a 
‘quasi-regulatory’ system.  The term is defined by the Office of Best Practice 
Regulation (OPBR), in their current Best Practice Regulation Handbook (2007): 

“Quasi-regulation includes a wide range of rules or arrangements where 
governments influence businesses and individuals to comply, but which do not form 
part of explicit government regulation.  Broadly, whenever the Government takes 
action that puts pressure on businesses to act in a particular way, the Government 
action may be quasi-regulatory.” (p.17) 

OPBR was recently relocated as a consequence of the change of Government: 
“Mr Tanner said the Office of Best Practice Regulation has moved into the 
Department of Finance, reflecting its central role in improving the quality of 
regulation.”2

Australia’s alcohol advertising regime is consistent with the principles of best practice 
regulation3 outlined by a landmark Productivity Commission report, and is both 
effective and rigorous. 
 
Indeed, as a report from the Productivity Commission4 suggests: 

“…quasi regulation can offer advantages over more formal legislation in many 
circumstances, because it allows greater collaboration between government, 

                                                 
2 http://news.theage.com.au/deregulation-key-to-productive-economy/20080226-1uz7.html  
3 See OBPR (2007). 
4 Productivity Commission (1998). 
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industry and consumers.  It also allows development of more flexible, innovative 
arrangements.” (p.53) 

The point of this detour through Australia’s regulatory approach is to dispel the myth 
that alcohol advertising is self-regulated; a claim that is often repeated by anti-alcohol 
activists with tabloid tendencies. 
 
An overview of The ABAC Scheme 

Australia has a quasi-regulatory system for alcohol advertising: Guidelines for 
advertising have been negotiated with government, consumer complaints are handled 
independently but all costs are borne by industry.  The Alcohol Beverage Advertising 
Code (ABAC) Scheme is administered by a Management Committee which includes 
industry, advertising and government representatives. 
 
From the consumer’s perspective Australia has one of the most accessible 
complaints systems in the world, accepting complaints via email, letter or fax with no 
cost to the consumer.  There is a single avenue for complaints – through the 
Advertising Standards Bureau (ASB) – which triggers two independent but parallel 
processes. 
 
Complaints received from the ASB are all assessed by the Chief Adjudicator under 
The ABAC Scheme.  The current Chief Adjudicator is Professor the Hon Michael 
Lavarch.  In turn, complaints are referred on to the full Alcohol Beverages 
Advertising Adjudication Panel unless they relate solely to the Australian Association 
of National Advertisers (AANA) Code of Ethics.  Complainants are informed of the 
referral (or otherwise) and provided with a copy of any determination.  Complainants 
who request confidentiality will be granted it and members of the alcohol industry are 
barred from either submitting complaints or adjudicating. 
 
Typically, an Adjudication Panel will consist of three members, including the Chief 
Adjudicator.  By agreement with Ministerial Council on Drug Strategy (MCDS) 
Ministers, every adjudication panel must include one Adjudicator with a Public 
Health background.  Currently, this will be either Professor Fran Baum5 or Professor 
Richard Mattick6, both of whom were nominated by the MCDS. 
 
From a company’s perspective there are four potential decision points to test 
compliance with the standards of the Code: 

1. Proposed advertisements are checked by company and advertising agency 
staff against the Code, then; 

2. Pre-vetted by non-company assessors7 using the Alcohol Advertising Pre-
vetting Service (AAPS). 

3. Any complaints (by consumers or non-consumers, e.g. the Community 
Alcohol Action Network - CAAN) are referred to the ABAC Chief 
Adjudicator. 

4. Where a complaint is upheld, the company is asked to withdraw or modify an 
advertisement (and do). 

 
                                                 
5 Faculty of Health Sciences, School of Medicine, Flinders University. 
6 Director, National Drug and Alcohol Research Centre, UNSW. 
7 Employees of the alcohol industry are barred from being AAPS pre-vetters under ABAC rules. 
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The pre-vetting of complaints is rigorous.  In 2006, 20 percent of proposed 
advertisements were rejected at this decision point, up from 13 percent in 2005.  The 
2006 ABAC Scheme Annual Report contains a full set of statistics for 2005 and 2006 
(reproduced as Attachment A) as well as the Code and the rules of the Scheme.  
Copies of previous Annual Reports along with all adjudications from the Scheme are 
publicly available on www.abac.org.au.  A copy of the current standards in the Code 
is provided as Attachment B. 
 
The ABAC Scheme is not the only set of rules governing advertising in Australia.  
Alcohol beverage advertising must also be consistent with other applicable laws and 
codes, for example: 

• The Trade Practices Act and state fair trading legislation; 
• Australian Association of National Advertisers Code of Ethics; 
• Commercial Television Industry Code of Practice; 
• Commercial Radio Codes of Practice; and 
• The Outdoor Advertising Code of Ethics. 

 
The ABAC Scheme has an extensive reach.  Of the top 50 advertisers, who represent 
the vast majority of all advertising, more than 98 percent of the spend is covered by 
companies using the ABAC system8. 
 
To provide an insight as to the rigour of the complaints system we are happy to 
provide a current example of a complaint which was upheld to assist Senators to 
understand the high level of scrutiny invoked by The ABAC Scheme.  In this 
example, the issue resolves around a simple box. 
 
The company concerned in this example (Foster’s Australia) had the advertisement 
approved by pre-vetters, but it was subsequently rejected by the Adjudication Panel.  
Pre-vetting provides guidance only but does not offer a guarantee of ‘protection’ from 
future complaint.  Even though Foster’s Australia did not agree with the decision and 
wrote to the Management Committee to express their clear frustration, they 
nevertheless complied with the decision – as they always do. 
 
With their permission, we have supplied a copy of the advertisement, the adjudication 
and Foster’s letter to the Management Committee as Attachment C to assist with your 
understanding of the complex issues involved in regulating advertising. 
 
The provisions of the Bill 
We have been provided with a copy of the Bill and the accompanying Second 
Reading speech.  The Bill seeks to replace The ABAC Scheme with a new scheme 
operated by the Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA) through a 
proposed Responsible Advertising of Alcohol Division. 
 
In our view, the Bill would have the effect of lessening regulation rather than 
strengthening it.  Billboards, newspaper, magazine, cinema and internet advertising 
would cease to be regulated as the legislation only relates to television and radio.  We 
think this would be a poor outcome for consumers and for the general community.  It 

                                                 
8 ABAC (2007). 
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would also not help our member companies, who are all responsible advertisers, to 
promote an industry landscape which is much more open to irresponsible advertisers 
or ‘cowboy companies’.  So, on this ground alone, we ask Senators to reject the 
proposal. 
 
The target of many of the provisions of the Bill is obviously sports sponsorship on 
television, but its specific provisions would amount to ‘throwing out the baby with the 
bathwater’ with regard to regulation of other media. 
 
On sports sponsorship, we understand that the Committee has invited some peak 
sporting bodies to canvass views on this particular sub-set of the alcohol marketing 
mix, and we defer to their expertise.  We have confined our submission to a defence 
of advertising in general and The ABAC Scheme for regulating it in particular as this 
is our area of expertise. 
 
Nevertheless, as a general proposition our members do not want to see further 
restrictions on their ability to market consumer products which are widely consumed 
and enjoyed by the community. 
 
We also note that proposed Section 122A(3) of the Bill is poorly drafted as its 
intention is to void the entire “commercial television industry code of practice” 
including provisions not relating to alcohol at all, while the equivalent radio code is 
not similarly threatened. 
 
The Bill also seeks to strip the representatives of the brewing industry and other 
alcohol producers of any role in regulating their member companies and would have 
the effect of disenfranchising consumers as they would no longer have a process for 
lodging complaints, except on the general standards applicable to all products under 
the AANA Code.  All of this would be replaced by a narrowly based group of people 
with a public health background and a token industry representative from the retailing 
sector.  Broadcast alcohol advertising is, in the main, done by the production sector. 
 
Having ‘stacked’ the pre-approval committee even consumers are excluded as there is 
no public complaint process to calibrate their decisions against community opinion. 
 
There are two underlying assumptions in this model (a) the alcohol industry should be 
isolated from the public policy debate; and, (b) the view of the public health lobby 
should have precedence over all other public policy objectives.  These are widely held 
propositions among Australian and New Zealand anti-alcohol activists. 
 
The most audacious example of these propositions comes from the World Health 
Organization (WHO) where an Expert Committee recently made ten 
recommendations to that forum9 as part of a push for a global agreement on alcohol 
policy by Governments worldwide.  The rapporteur for this group was Professor 
Robin Room, a well known Victorian in the field.  The most astonishing of these 
recommendations is provided below:  

“9. The Committee recommends that WHO continue its practice of no collaboration 
with the various sectors of the alcohol industry.  Any interaction should be confined 

                                                 
9 WHO (2007). 
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to discussion of the contribution the alcohol industry can make to the reduction of 
alcohol-related harm only in the context of their roles as producers, distributors and 
marketers of alcohol, and not in terms of alcohol policy development or health 
promotion.” 

Recommendation 10 reads: 

“Recognizing that alcohol is a special commodity in terms of its toxic and 
dependence-producing properties, with serious implications for public health, and 
that mechanisms should be developed to protect the public health interest 
concerning alcohol in trade, industrial and agricultural decisions, the Committee 
recommends that WHO…”10

We reject both of the underlying assumptions implicit in the Bill’s approach to 
advertising.  We believe that Australian brewers have a legitimate role in the public 
policy debate concerning a full range of overlapping policy areas and gratefully 
acknowledge that, in our experience, the preference of most Australian 
parliamentarians is to involve and engage all stakeholders, rather than deliberately 
exclude them as this Bill seeks to do, expressed here in a recent report of the 
Victorian Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee (DCPC): 

“Good public health policy that minimises alcohol-related harms relies on a 
partnership of Government, health professionals, health service providers, 
community organisations and the alcohol industry.  The recommendations contained 
in the Final Report both assume this positive relationship and seek to strengthen 
it.”11

 
ABAC has been tested 
Australia’s regulatory approach to alcohol advertising has been subjected to intense 
scrutiny.  The ABAC scheme operates in a well-defined framework of regulatory and 
ethical standards, and has been subjected to intense scrutiny by three quite different 
review processes, all reporting within the last five years: 

• National Committee for the Review of Alcohol Advertising (NCRAA) 
(2003): undertook a detailed examination of the regulatory environment of 
Australian alcohol advertising.  The NCRAA report provided a large number 
of recommendations to improve The ABAC Scheme and alcohol advertising 
more broadly.  An agreement on many improvements to the scheme was 
reached between MCDS Ministers and the ABAC Management Committee 
and these have been implemented. 

• NSW Alcohol Summit (2003): recommended aligning ABAC with the 
National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) recommendations 
for responsible drinking, which has been implemented. 

• Victorian Parliamentary Inquiry (2006): by the DCPC12 examined 
strategies to curb harmful alcohol consumption.  The Inquiry recommended, 
among other things, that the ABAC Scheme develop a website to allow the 
dissemination of ABAC determinations to the general public.  An ABAC 
website (www.abac.org.au) has been developed and provides copies of 
determinations and a range of other information for the general public. 

 
                                                 
10 WHO (2007). 
11 DCPC (2006). 
12 Ibid. 

 10

http://www.abac.org.au/


Summary on advertising 
Australia has a robust, transparent scheme for regulating alcohol advertising which is 
quasi-regulatory.  Guidelines for advertising have been negotiated with government, 
consumer complaints are handled independently but all costs are borne by industry.  
This approach is consistent with the processes set out in Australia’s Best Practice 
Regulation Handbook. 
 
Although industry (and government) representatives administer The ABAC Scheme, 
they play no role in assessing any advertisement against the standards set out in the 
Code, nor are they advertisers themselves. 
 
A user pays pre-vetting service provides guidance to companies about a proposed 
advertisement’s compliance with the Code (but offers no guarantee against complaint, 
much to the frustration of advertisers).  In 2006, 20 percent of proposed 
advertisements were rejected at this stage, proving that the scheme has teeth. 
 
A separate Adjudication process is currently chaired by Professor the Hon Michael 
Lavarch, and Panel determinations are publicly available on www.abac.org.au. 
 
We reject the underlying assumptions in the Bill and believe that industry associations 
have proven themselves as good regulators in this field.  The narrow focus of the 
Bill’s alternative scheme on broadcasting (particularly TV) would see all print, 
cinema and internet advertising become ‘open slather’ for advertisers. 
 
The ABAC Scheme has been tested by three major review processes initiated by 
Governments, reporting in the past five years. 
 
If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. 

 11

http://www.abac.org.au/


LABELLING 

 
Current policy settings 
The Food Standards Code regulates the labelling of consumer products in both 
Australia and New Zealand.  The Code is managed by Food Standards Australia New 
Zealand (FSANZ). 
 
FSANZ operates within the Food Standards Australia New Zealand Act 1991: 
 
Object of Act 
The object of this Act is to ensure a high standard of public health protection 
throughout Australia and New Zealand by means of the establishment and operation 
of a joint body to be known as Food Standards Australia New Zealand to achieve the 
following goals:  

(a) a high degree of consumer confidence in the quality and safety of food produced, 
processed, sold or exported from Australia and New Zealand; 

(b) an effective, transparent and accountable regulatory framework within which the 
food industry can work efficiently;  

(c) the provision of adequate information relating to food to enable consumers to 
make informed choices; and 

(d) the establishment of common rules for both countries and the promotion of 
consistency between domestic and international food regulatory measures without 
reducing the safeguards applying to public health and consumer protection. 

 
 
Anyone can initiate a proposal for a new standard, for no cost, without needing the 
assistance of any further legislative intervention to do so. 
 
In July 2000, an application (A359) for health warnings on alcohol labels was rejected 
on the evidence by FSANZ, which was then known as the Australia New Zealand 
Food Authority (ANZFA): 

“ANZFA has made a full assessment of this application and has rejected it for the 
following reasons: 

• Scientific evidence for the effectiveness of warning statements on alcoholic 
beverages shows that while warning labels may increase awareness, the 
increased awareness does not necessarily lead to the desired behavioural 
changes in ‘at-risk’ groups.  In fact, there is considerable scientific evidence 
that warning statements may result in an increase in the undesirable behaviour 
of ‘at risk’ groups. 

• In the case of alcoholic beverages, simple, accurate warning statements, which 
would effectively inform consumers about alcohol-related harm, would be 
difficult to devise given the complexity of issues surrounding alcohol use and 
misuse, and the known benefits of moderate alcohol consumption.” 13 

The full Statement of Reasons issued by ANZFA is provided as Attachment D.
                                                 
13 Note: The current Food Standards Code prohibits alcohol producers from making claims to 
consumers about health benefits of moderate alcohol consumption (e.g. reduced risk of heart disease 
from middle age onwards). 
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There is a current application before FSANZ (A576) for warning labels on drinking 
during pregnancy and all interested stakeholders have had the opportunity to make 
submissions on the Initial Assessment.  A Draft Assessment is likely to be released by 
FSANZ in May of this year. 
 
International comparisons 
In 1997 there were only nine countries with any form of mandatory warning labelling: 
six Latin-American countries, South Korea, the USA and Zimbabwe14.  By 2007, this 
number had risen to only 1815.  
 
FSANZ reports16 that: 

“There is no international consensus on the use of warning labels on alcoholic 
beverages nor consistency of format and/or wording,” and that “The European 
Union (EU) has recently decided not to require standard EU-wide legislation for 
alcoholic drinks to carry warning labels (including for pregnant women).  Instead, 
Members States are urged to develop their own requirements with respect to 
warning labels on alcoholic beverages.” 

The same report records that warnings on pregnancy will be mandatory from October 
2007 in France.  Finland was also cited for proposals to label in the FSANZ summary, 
but media reports suggest that this will now not proceed: 

YLE News, 16 January 2008: The Health and Social Services Minister Paula Risikko 
announced that she is proposing scrapping plans to introduce warning labels on bottles 
and cans containing alcohol.  The Minister does not believe that the labels would have 
much of an impact on excessive drinking in the country or contribute to harm reduction. 

 
Standard drinks labelling 
Australia has led the way in the development of the concept of a ‘standard drink’.  In 
Australia and New Zealand a standard drink contains 10g of alcohol.  This measure 
differs in other countries, e.g. 14g in the USA and 19.75g in Japan.  Although the 
Food Standards Code requires mandatory labelling for standard drinks, industry has 
gone further than required by law; Australia’s major brewers have introduced a new 
graphic logo for standards drinks to ensure that consumers can readily count their 
drinks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We believe that the concept of standard drinks, and readily identifiable standard 
drinks logos, provides a sensible foundation to educate consumers about alcohol use 
and misuse over time. 

                                                 
14 ICAP (1997). 
15 FSANZ (2007), minus Finland 
16 Ibid. 
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The Bill’s proposed Section 87A 
Senator Fielding’s private members bill seeks to amend the Food Standards Australia 
New Zealand Act 1991 by creating a new Section 87A which reads: 
 
“87A Publication of alcohol standard or variation 
 
(1) A standard must be made in accordance with Section 87 to provide for the 

labelling of alcohol products and food containing alcohol to provide for: 
 (a) the consumption guidelines of the National Health and Medical Research 

Council; 
 (b) the unsafe use of alcohol; 
 (c) the impact of drinking on populations vulnerable to alcohol; 
 (d) health advice about the medical side effects of alcohol; 
 (e) the manner in which the information may be provided, (including provision in 

text or pictorial form). 
 
(2) A standard or a variation to a standard made in accordance with subsection (1) is 

a disallowable instrument for the purposes of the Legislative Instruments Act 
2003. 

 
(3) The standards required by subsection (1) must comply with any directions given 

by the Minister in accordance with section 15.” 
 
This design seems unworkable as Section 87 relates not to the making of standards, 
but to the publication17 of them as well as describing the extent of the role of the ANZ 
Food Regulation Ministerial Council vis á vis the Authority. 
 
The powers to make a standard are endowed under completely different Sections of 
the Act.  For a standard to be accepted it would have to be developed in accordance 
with all the steps outlined in Section 54 (e.g. the whole of Part 3, Divisions 2 & 3) and 
Section 87 only applies to Step 10 in this process. 
 
So, in our view, a standard cannot be made “in accordance with Section 87” and 
the rest of the words fall away at this point as essentially meaningless in assessing 
outcomes. 
 
However, that aside, the rest of the proposal is at best vaguely worded and begs a 
number of questions for which no guidance is provided in the Second Reading speech 
(the Bill has no Explanatory Memorandum) for example: 

• The Australian Drinking Guidelines, published by the NHMRC would simply 
not fit on a label, given that there are 43 separate Guidelines and 5 explanatory 
footnotes currently in force. 

• The literal reading of 1(b) is that labels should “provide for the unsafe use of 
alcohol”.  Surely, this is not the intention? 

• The intention of Section 87A(2) is unclear.  We can only note that Section 87 
(8) of the current Act provides for the opposite, i.e. “Standards are legislative 
instruments, but not subject to disallowance or sunsetting.” 

 
                                                 
17  Section 87 is reproduced at Attachment E. 
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Summary on Labelling 
The brewing industry has implemented the roll-out of new Standard Drink logos on 
containers as a foundation for educating consumers about their drinking choices. 
 
The current Act provides rigorous, transparent processes where anyone can make an 
application for mandatory labelling of alcohol products. 
 
Any application will be assessed strictly on the evidence by an independent trans-
Tasman Authority (FSANZ) which was set up for this purpose. 
 
The proposed new Section 87A would be a move away from evidence based 
processes and could be viewed as a vote of no confidence in FSANZ processes. 
 
As it stands, the new Section 87A is unworkable and good intentions are not sufficient 
reason for supporting poor legislation. 
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PEERS AND PARENTS 

 
Australia’s brewers can endorse the goal of the proposed legislation, expressed in the 
Long Title of the Bill: “…to create a culture of responsible drinking, and to facilitate 
a reduction in the alcohol toll resulting from excessive alcohol consumption.” 
 
We agree that binge drinking among young Australians is of particular concern.  
However, we also believe there are more direct measures available to address the poor 
drinking choices of young Australians than those outlined in the provisions of the Bill, 
which begs the question… 
 
What influences youth drinking decisions? 

There is considerable academic literature available on this point.  The consensus is 
that the primary influences on youth drinking behaviour are ‘peers and parents’. 
 
There are varying views as to the extent of the influence of alcohol advertising on the 
drinking decisions of young people and these have been debated at length within 
recent inquiries.  A useful overview of this question is set out in Section Eight of the 
extensive (1423 page) report of the Inquiry into Strategies to Reduce Harmful Alcohol 
Consumption, published in 200618.  This exhaustive Inquiry was conducted by the 
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee of the Victorian Parliament and took nearly 
two years to complete: 

“The Committee conducted more than 102 Public Hearings and meetings in 
Victoria, other Australian States and Territories and in Europe, eliciting the expert 
opinion and experience of legislators, community leaders, researchers and experts, 
drug and alcohol workers, medical and legal professionals, ambulance officers, 
police, public servants, administrators, alcohol manufacturers and retailers, 
regulators as well as young people and individuals whose lives have been powerfully 
affected by the consequences of harmful alcohol consumption.” 

On page 425, the Victorian Inquiry states: 
“The Committee acknowledges that the issues and debates pertaining to alcohol 
advertising and its regulation are complex ones.  Notwithstanding the highly 
persuasive sources and arguments in favour of stricter (statutory) interventions, the 
Committee believes any firm links between alcohol advertising and increased or 
harmful alcohol consumption (particularly among young people) remain 
inconclusive.  As contributing authors to a leading Australian textbook on alcohol 
policy have recently remarked, ‘The effect of advertising restrictions on [young 
people’s] drinking is best considered an open question…” 

While there is no consensus about the impact of advertising there is strong agreement 
within academic literature on the impact of peers and parents in influencing youth 
drinking decisions. 
 
The following summary of the available literature is worth reproducing in full here: 

“Parents, Family, and Peers 

Young people’s attitudes toward drinking, their drinking patterns, and the likely 
outcomes are most influenced by parents, family and peers.  Parents have been 

                                                 
18 DCPC (2006). 
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identified as the leading factor in decisions young people make about alcohol 
(Bjarnason et al., 2003; Kuntsche & Kuendig, 2006) and parental drinking habits 
provide the model and help shape behavior in youths.  Parents’ acceptance of 
drinking and whether they consider it normative behavior also play a role (Donovan 
et al., 2004; Hellandsjø Bu, Watten, Foxcroft, Ingebrigtsen, & Reilling, 2002; 
Milgram, 2001; Wood, Read, Mitchell & Brand, 2004) Moreover, they are effective 
at modifying other influences on their children’s drinking (Nash, McQueen & Bray, 
2005). 

Family structure and functioning are important factors in the development of a 
range of social behaviors among young people, including alcohol consumption.  
Young people who have a close relationship with their parents and are surrounded 
by strong family support are less likely to experience problems than those whose 
families are not intact or lack adult support and supervision (Bjarnson, et al., 2003; 
Hellandsjø Bu et al., 2002; Milgram, 2001; Sanchez-Sosa & Poldrugo, 2001; 
Turrisi, Wiersma  & Hughes, 2000; Vakalahi, 2001; Wood et al., 2004). 

There is no doubt that peers and friends also play an important role(Borsari & 
Carey, 2001; Geckova & Van Dijk, 2001; Milgram, 2001; Miller & Plant, 2003; 
Wood et al., 2004).  Peer approval has a significant part in shaping youth drinking 
habits, particularly in the adolescent year (Milgram, 2001; Wood et al., 2004) and 
peer influence emerges as the most consistent predictor of adolescent drinking 
(Gaughan, 2006).”19  (p.152) 

In 2004 the Australian Institute of Family Studies published a report entitled 
‘Parenting Influences on Adolescent Alcohol Use’20 which is a very readable 
overview, drawing lessons for public policy from existing research.  This report was 
commissioned by the Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing and 
provides a concise summary of the overlapping influence of peers and parents: 

“Although the influence of peers on adolescent alcohol use was not a major focus of 
this review, it has been included in the model because, as shown in Section 6, peer 
influence can be a primary risk factor.  In the model, peer alcohol use is depicted in 
close proximity to adolescent use.  There are many studies that have shown that 
peers have a more important direct influence than parents on ongoing alcohol use.  
However, other research has taken a wider perspective and suggests that parents 
influence the selection of peers at the outset.  The model indicates the bi-directional 
nature of parental monitoring, peer influence, and adolescent alcohol use.  Each of 
these three factors continually exert bi-directional influences.” (p.84) 

The Institute of Family Studies report (in Section 8) also examines six examples of 
prevention/early intervention programs, three American and three Australian.  
Although laudable and showing promise, none of the Australian examples were 
alcohol specific. 
 
The Institute of Family Studies report21 includes six conclusions for policy and 
practice with the fourth conclusion being: 

“Parent education and family intervention programs should be supported in 
Australia to assist parents to gain skills for encouraging their adolescents to delay 
initiation to alcohol use and to adopt less risky patterns of use.  Intervention and 
prevention programs should receive best practice evaluations.” (p.92) 

Australia’s brewers have taken up the challenge on both ‘peers and parents’ through 
our continuing Rethinking Drinking project. 
                                                 
19 Stimson et al. (2007). 
20 Hayes et al. (2004). 
21 Ibid. 
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Rethinking Drinking: Peers 
Since 1993, Australian brewers have been involved in supporting classroom teachers 
by providing quality teaching materials under the Rethinking Drinking banner. 
 
This project was prompted by the fact that although Australian governments officially 
embraced harm minimisation as the policy approach for alcohol, there were few 
practical materials available to teachers to implement the policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 1997, the first edition of Rethinking Drinking: You're in Control, was launched 
after extensive trials.  The original research and development task for these kits was 
undertaken by the Youth Research Centre at the University of Melbourne and fully 
funded by members of the Associated Brewers to the tune of $1.3 million.  The 
resulting classroom teaching kits provide lesson plans, student workbooks and 
provide a series of ‘discussion starter’ role plays on DVD involving common 
examples of peer group behaviour.  The initial trial of the teaching materials was 
independently evaluated by Deakin University. 
 
In 2004 a second edition was launched after a review of the materials to make them 
culturally appropriate for indigenous Australians.  This review was a joint project led 
by the Federal Government.  The second edition kits were mailed to all schools in 
October 2004 and extra copies can be purchased from the Australian Council of 
Health, Physical Education & Recreation (ACHPER) – www.achper.org.au. 
 
We are happy to provide copies of these kits at the Committee’s request. 
 
Rethinking Drinking: Parents 

Following the release of the Australian Institute of Family Studies report on parenting 
influences, the Alcohol Education and Rehabilitation Foundation initiated a round of 
grants aimed squarely at this ‘hard to reach’ target audience. 
 
Australia’s brewers, through the Associated Brewers Inc, took up the challenge of 
adapting the Rethinking Drinking materials for this purpose, as the brand was already 
well established and the materials already complied with the stringent Principles for 
School Drug Education. 
 
The result was a web-based resource available to Australian schools wanting to host 
an Alcohol Information Night for students and their parents.  The site provided 
examples of agendas plus a range of downloadable resources.  One special feature of 
the trial was the ability to secure the attendance of a local General Practitioner to 
answer health-related questions, by arrangement with participating Divisions of 
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General Practice.  This project was jointly funded by industry and the Alcohol 
Education Rehabilitation Foundation Ltd (AERF). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The trial of fourteen participating schools across three states concluded late last year 
and has been independently evaluated by Quantum Research.  We received the 
evaluation in February and copies of the report are available upon request. 
 
Feedback from the trial was very positive.  An overwhelming majority of attendees 
reported an increased knowledge and awareness of alcohol issues.  Importantly, the 
evaluation revealed that almost 90 percent of participants had a decreased tolerance 
for risky alcohol use among peers following the Information Nights, and the majority 
reported feeling an increased sense of community responsibility for addressing youth 
alcohol issues. 
 
Changing behaviour is a long and complex process and programs like Rethinking 
Drinking represent concrete steps towards a responsible drinking culture.  The 
Associated Brewers has always been committed to targeted evidence-based initiatives 
involving practical partnerships between stakeholders.  Positive outcomes such as this 
reinforce the success of this approach. 
 

The web-based resource can be viewed at www.rethinkingdrinking.org. 
 
Summary on ‘Peers and Parents’ 
Advertising is not the primary influence on the drinking behaviour of young people.  
Peers and parents are the key drivers for changing behaviour. 
 
When harm minimisation was adopted as the standard for schools education, Australia’s 
brewers stepped in to develop classroom teaching materials to support the policy. 
 
When parents were identified as a major gap in alcohol education, Australia’s brewers 
stepped in to develop Alcohol Information Nights to inform and encourage families to 
discuss the issue. 
 
Both sets of Rethinking Drinking materials have been independently evaluated as 
successful contributions to the field. 
 
The current National Alcohol Strategy embraces the theme of ‘Towards Safer Drinking 
Cultures’ and industry supports this objective.  We would hope that the Senate Committee 
would express support for the use of practical partnerships such as Rethinking Drinking as 
supplements to the Government’s recently announced ‘binge drinking strategy’. 
 
Culture change will take time, but the impending design of Australia’s next (post 2009) 
National Alcohol Strategy provides a good vehicle for considering the views of the 
Committee. 
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ATTACHMENT C – ABAC DETERMINATION: EXAMPLE 
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ATTACHMENT D – STATEMENT OF REASONS: ANZFA 
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ATTACHMENT E – EXTRACT FROM FSANZ ACT 1991 
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