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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) commissioned McLennan
Magasanik Associates formerly MMA , now SKM MMA ) to investigate retailer compliance with
the Unit Pricing Code. This report describes the results of a survey to measure the levelof
compliance with unit pricing requirements in a sample of 383 supermarkets and 17 online
grocery retailers.

The data for this report were collected by mystery shoppers, who were allocated a selection of
supermarkets and a shopping list of items to look for and record. They assessed compliance
with the Codeds requirements for:

A units of measurement
A calculation of unit prices
A display of unit prices
A prominent
A close to selling price
A legible
A unambiguous.

The sampling scheme and data collection are described in more detail in the section titled
Methodologyon page 7.

1.1. RESULTS FOR SUPERMARKETS

Table 1 shows the percentage of itemswhich displayed a unit price, used an incorrect unit or
showed an incorrect unit price by store. Foodworks and IGA had the lowest proportion of items
with a unit price ( both 92%), Foodworks had the highest percentage with an incorrect unit (6%)
and Foodworks had the highest proportion with incorrect unit prices (12%). In general, the
major stores had consistently high compliance with the criteria, and were consistent across the
sample. The stores made up of locally owned businesses displayed greater variability across the
sample.

Table 1 d Percentage of items with unit price, incorrect unit and incorrect unit price by store

Store Percentage of items | Percentage of items | Percentage of items
displaying a unit with an incorrect with an incorrect
price (%) unit (%) unit pr ice
calculation (%)
Aldi 98% 1% 5%
Coles / Bi-Lo 99% 1% 4%
Foodworks 92% 6% 12%
Franklins 94% 4% 7%
IGA 92% 2% 6%
Supabarn 97% 0% 3%
Woolworths / Safeway 99% 1% 3%
OVERALL 98% 1% 4%
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Table 2 shows the results of all the visual assessment criteria by store.IGA had the lowest
average score for compliance with the visual criteria (85%). As noted, the stores which are made
up of locally owned businesses showed the greatest variability.

Table 2 6 Summary of visual assessment criteria by store

Store Prominence | Proximity Legibility Unambiguity Average
Aldi 92% 90% 97% 95% 94%
Coles /Bi-Lo 93% 96% 97% 93% 95%
Foodworks 78% 90% 89% 90% 87%
Franklins 82% 89% 90% 88% 87%
IGA 85% 88% 88% 7% 85%
Supabarn 93% 97% 96% 93% 95%
Woolworths / 92% 95% 96% 90% 93%
Safeway

OVERALL 91% 94% 95% 90% 93%

1.2. RESULTS FOR ONLINE R ETAILERS
Seventeen online retailers were examined.

Overall, it was surprising to note how poorly many of the online supermarkets met their
requirements under the Code. Table 3 shows the overt level of compliance, that is, the number
of stores that displayed a unit price. Almost half of the online retailers displayed no unit prices
at all. Retailers that displayed unit prices for only a limited number of product categories
provided unit pricing on loose fruit and vegetable products and meat lines which are
traditionally sold by weight anyway.

Table 3 8 Online retailers & presence of unit prices

Presence of unit prices Number of online Percentage of
stores (n) online stores (%)
Displayed unit prices 6 35%
Displayed some unit prices 3 18%
Displayed no unit prices 8 47%
Total 17 100%

Using the incorrect unit was the most common error made by online supermarkets. Many
online retailers incorrectly gave unit pricing per individual product, rather than by the volume,
wei ght, l engt h, or number specified in the
O0bl ockd, 0 beaning thattbe, unitpicewas identicafto the selling price.

The major chains were more consistent in the accuracy of their unit pricing, using the correct
unit 96% of the time, compared to the other online retailers which used the correct unit only
23% of the time. The major chains also calculated the unit price correctly 91% of the time,
compared to the other online retailers which displayed correctly calculated unit amounts only
20% of the time.
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Seventy-five percent of mathematical errors made by the major chains were of two or three
cents only, and all (100%) were under ten cents. In comparison, 67% of the mathematical errors
made by the other online retailers, in the unit pricing that they did provide, resulted in an error

of over ten cents.

In summary, major online chains provided accurate unit pricing far more consistently than the

other online retailers, and tended to make smaller calculation errors when calculation errors did
occur. The most frequent i naccur andpricing,ovhenanitn e d
pricing was provided, was caused by the selling amount being used as the unit price. In
addition, when errors were made in the mathematical calculation of unit prices, other online
retailers tended to make mistakes of a greater magnitude.

All of the major retailers met the prominence, proximity and legibility criteria in their online
forms, but not all met the unambiguity criteria.

For the non-major online retailers, every item that failed the prominence criteria also failed the
other visual assessment criteria, because the unit price was misrepresented as being for the
whole item. Three of the non-major online retailers did not meet the proximity criterion, several
did not meet the legibility criteria for a variety of reasons, and t hree did not meet the
unambiguity criteria.

1.3. COMPARISON OF PHYSIC AL SUPERMARKETS TO O NLINE

As can be seen inTable 4, online retailers fared poorly in any comparison to physical
supermarkets, trailing behind on all criteria. Non -compliance among online retailers appears to
be a major issue, particularly among those not linked to a major chain.

Table 4§ All retailers & comparison of criteria

5 g |8 | |8 S| oo | E| €8
°S |z |e |S |5 |&35/5S|28 8%
Store g2 |2 |E |2 |2€|cg|s5|c3| %z
53 £ 2 > = So | =3 s 9 53
z= |9 S g c 253|552 o3
o o > > = £g
Physical store chains
Aldi 913 92% | 90% | 97% | 95% | 94% | 98% | 1% 5%
Coles / Bi-Lo 4,948 93% | 96% | 97% | 93% | 95% | 99% | 1% 4%
Foodworks 168 78% | 90% | 89% | 90% | 87% | 92% | 6% 12%
Franklins 466 82% | 89% | 90% | 88% | 87% | 94% | 4% 7%
IGA 2,292 85% | 88% | 88% | 79% | 85% | 92% | 2% 6%
Supabarn 74 93% | 97% | 96% | 93% | 95% | 97% | 0% 3%
Woolworths / Safeway 4,743 92% | 95% | 96% | 90% | 93% | 99% | 1% 3%
OVERALL 13,604 | 91% | 94% | 95% | 90% | 93% | 98% | 1% 4%
Online retailers
Online retailer linked to
major chain 74 95% | 95% | 95% | 91% | 94% | 99% | 3% 9%
Other online grocery
retailers 530 25% | 17% | 19% | 18% | 20% | 35% | 11% | 80%
OVERALL 604 33% | 27% | 28% | 31% | 57% | 42% | 10% | 29%
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1.4. RESULTS FOR PRODUCT CATEGORIES

As can be seen inTable 5, the lowest scoring visual assessment criteria for product categories
were unambiguity and prominence.

The meat and seafood category had the lowest score for the visual assessment criteria, while
grain products had the highest proportion of incorrect unit price calculations.

Table 5 & Matrix for product categories

szl 2| = | €138 g | 22| 58| &%
gel 2| £ 2| 88 5g| 55| 23| &%
S 2 5 3 g | o 22| €E¢| 83| g3
< | &| - |5 |88 2% £ | £5
Product category
Beverages 763 93% | 97% 97% 93% 95% 98% 0% 5%
Dairy 755 92% | 96% 95% | 92% 94% 98% 1% 2%
Fruit and
vegetables 2,902 94% | 93% 95% | 88% 93% 98% 1% 3%
Grain products 1,754 8% | 94% 94% 89% 92% 97% 1% 7%
Meat and seafood | 2,141 89% | 92% 93% 87% 90% 98% 1% 3%
Other foods 3,769 89% | 94% 94% | 91% 92% 97% 1% 5%
Non-food
products 1,524 92% | 95% 96% | 91% 94% 98% 1% 2%
OVERALL 13,608 | 91% | 94% 95% | 90% 93% 98% 1% 4%
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2. BACKGROUND

The Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) commissioned McLennan
Magasanik Associates formerly MMA , now SKM MMA ) and its subcontractor, McNair
Ingenuity Research, to carry out a survey to measure the level of compliance with unit pricing
requirements in supermarkets and online grocery retailers.

The purpose of the unit pricing survey was to measure how compliant supermarkets and online
retailers were with their obligations to show unit prices under the Retail Grocery Industry (Unit
Pricing) Code of Conduct, often referred to as the Unit Pricing Code (the Code).

1.1. THE UNIT PRICING CODE

Unit pricing was common practice in many countries overseas before it was introduced in
Australia in 2009. The Unit Prices Directive had been adopted by the European Commission in
1998, and unit pricing was present in many states in America in various mandatory and
voluntary forms. In 2008, the ACCC held a public inquiry into the competiveness of retail prices
for standard groceries, holding hearings, inviting submissions and releasing a report i n July
2008. This inquiry included a cost benefit analysis of unit pricing and one of the resulting
recommendations was the introduction of mandatory, nationally consistent unit pricing in
Australia. 1

The Retail Grocery Industry (Unit Pricing) Code of Cond uct (the Code) was mandated by the
Trade Practices (Industry Cod&4Jnit Pricing) Regulations 2009which commenced on 1 July 2009.
The Code operates under the Trade Practices Act 1974yhich enables mandatory or voluntary
codes of conduct regulations to be introduced in support of competition, fair trading and
customer protection.2 Grocery retailers to which it applies were given until 1 December 2009 to
comply.

The Code requires unit pricing to be displayed in both physical grocery stores and online
grocery retail sites, by grocery retailers who sell a minimum range of grocery items. The Code
also specifies the eligibility of store -based grocery retailers under the Code, based on whether
the retail premises are used primarily for the sale of food -based grocery items, and by the area
of floor space dedicated to the sale of such items.

1.2. UNIT PRICING STUDY

The study included supermarkets in metropolitan, regional and rural areas which were subject
to the Code. Two of the conditions of the Code germane to this assignment were the
requirements to:

1 have more than 1,000 n% of floor space allocated to the sale of foodbased groceries

1 sell all of the following types of groceries:
0 bread

1 Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC). 2008. Report of the ACCC inquiry into the competiveness of retail prices
for standard grocerieSource: http://www.accc.gov.au/content/index.phtmli?itemld=838251 . Last accessed: ©ctober 2010.
2 Industry code regulations are made under Section 51AE .
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breakfast cereal

butter

eggs

flour

fresh fruit and vegetables

fresh milk

meat

rice

sugar

packaged food, other than food mentioned above.

O OO0 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOoOOo

Supermarkets that did not meet either of the above criteria were excluded from this study.

Online sellers were also included; though obviously exempt from the area threshold, if they sell
the full rang e of items, they are subject to the Code.

Mystery shoppers were recruited to visit selected stores, and were asked to assess various
aspects of compliance including:

T units of measurement
T calculation of unit prices
T display of unit prices.

The data collectedwas then analysed to identify trends and issues in non-compliance.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. SAMPLING

For the purposes of this study, the ACCC choseto survey a sample of 400 stores, including both
supermarkets and online grocery retailers.

As 17 eligible online grocery retailers were identified, 383 supermarkets were required to make
up the remainder of the quota.3 The selection of stores took place in two parts:

1. Identifying locations
2. Proportional sampling of stores.

3.1.1. ldentifying locations

Using a national database of dl residential addresses across Australia, an evenly distributed
selection of 100 addresses was taken (starting from a random location), and the resulting 100
postcodes were used as markers. A selection of the closest supermarketsvas identified for each
postcode, making up a cluster of stores for each postcodewith each cluster to be visited by a
single mystery shopper. The exact mix of stores was then chosen in line with the proportional
sampling scheme for each chain.

3.1.2. Proportional sampling of stores

The main supermarket chains across Australia have more than 3,500 stores nationwide.Table 6
shows the approximate number of stores for each of the major chains, as well as the number of
Code eligible stores for each chain.

Though IGA stores represent about a third of actual stores nation-wide, many of these fall
under the store area threshold requirement (of at least 1,000m2), and therefore are not subject to
the Code. Most Foodworks stores were similarly ineligible, as were some Aldi stores, while
Foodlands and Spar were excluded altogether on this basis. While the initial sampling scheme
used the number of stores in each chain,proportional quotas for each chain were devised using
only Code eligible stores. Though Supabarn has only a few stores, it was included at the request
of the ACCC.

As the method of identifying location is exactly proportion al to the population distribution, and
as the supermaket quotas are proportional to reflect numbers of eligible stores nationwide, our
results can be extrapolated to a wider scenario.

3 Data from 384 physical stores was collected by mystery shoppers, asone shopper visited an extra store.
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Table 6 8 Number of stores by chain and target

Chain Approximate Approximate number Quota to
number of stores of Code eligible be visited
nation -wide stores
IGA 1,200 361 66
Coles/ Bi-Lo 750 750 136
Woolworths / Safeway 730 730 133
Foodworks 390 29 5
Aldi 200 149 27
Foodlands 100 0 0
Franklins 85 75 14
Spar 76 0 0
Supabarn 5 5 2
Total 3,536 2,099 383
3.2. PRODUCT SELECTION

To ensure that the full range of product categories was tested, a sample basket of 3%rocery
items was defined. The basket of items spanned a broad range of grocery categories and
included specific grocery products identified by the ACCC as those to which retailers
frequently applied an incorrect unit of mea surement. The broad product categories suggested
by the ACCC were:

1 beverages

o fruit juice
0 soft drink
9 bread and grain-based products
0 bread
o flour
o muffins
0 pasta
0 rice
1 dairy
0 butter

o fresh milk
T fruit and vegetables
apples
bananas
carrots
frozen berries
nuts
onions
potatoes

0 tinned peaches
I meat and seafood

O OO0 O0OO0OOoOOo

o bacon
o chicken
o fresh fish
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0 mince

0 sausages

o tinned tuna
9 other foods

0 baked beans
canned soup
chocolate
coffee
eggs
herbs
pasta sauce
sugar
tea bags
weethix
1 non-food items
pet food
toilet paper
toothpaste
washing powder.

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOoOOo

o

O O o

Precise products were specified by brand name, pack size and type, to facilitate analysis.

3.3. STORE VISITS

McNair Ingenuity Research recruited 100 mystery shoppers, one per cluster of stores from
SurveyVillage and McNair Ingenuity Research panels. Mystery shoppers are not employees d
they are research volunteers who are remunerated by a stipend. All mystery shoppers were
aged 18 and over and signed a confidentiality agreement with McNair Ingenuity Research.

The shoppers were directed to visit the specific supermarkets selected in their area within a
required date range 0 usually a few days only. Few shoppers achieved this timetable, and some
mystery shoppers had to be replaced because they did not complete the assignment, or did not
follow instructions.

Detailed briefing notes were prepared for shoppers. Each shopper was assigned a particular
cluster of stores, and was given a list of items to find and assess in each store. As shown in the
example in Figure 1 taken from the briefing n otes, shoppers were asked to recod the selling
price, the unit price, the unit used for the unit price, and to assess four visual criteria:

1 prominent

9 close to selling price
1 legible

1 unambiguous.

They were also askedto take a photo of the corresponding pri ce tag, where possible.

In some instances, shoppers were unable to complete a store visit as store management or
security asked them to leave. Shoppers had previously been instructed to comply with
directions if such a situation arose, and another attempt was made to visit the same store after
an interval of approximately ten days (with no attempt to take photos on this occasion). If the
second attempt was also unsuccessful, the store was replaced by another of the same chain.
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Shoppers who felt that their store visit could be compromised by taking photos (as this
sometimes drew the attention of store security) were asked to make additional notes for all
basket items, in lieu of photos (as some information was to be derived from the photos).

If the preferred basket item was not available, shoppers were instructed to select an appropriate
substitute, and to record all pertinent details of the substitute item.

Shoppers returned their completed lists and accompanying photos to McNair, where the data
was collated into a database and verified.

A pilot study was conducted in Sydney and Melbourne on 9 and 10 July 2010. The main
fieldwork was conducted between 20 July and 24 August 2010. Additional store visits for
verification purposes were conducted in August 2010.

Figure 1 6 Briefing notes 6 example of shopping list

Prominent: Is Legible: Is the unit

the unit price easily price legible? YIN

seen? YIN

M 5 ;S
3 4
5 10 n
12 17 18
Your name: s 24 o5
Store: 26 3
Suburb:
Unit Prom-
Size Price price | [Lh inrent Substitute required)

Example Ig $3.90 | $0.39 | 100g N
Pura Light Start fresh milk 2 litre
Western Star butter 2509
White Wings Plain flour Ikg
Chocolate American style muffins (bakery) 4 pack
Helgas Mixed grain bread 8509
San Remo Spaghetti 5009
Sunrice Long grain white rice F g
Granny Smith apples (loose) kg
Bananas kg
Carrots (loose) T
Potatoes (washed, loose) )
Onions (brown. loose) kg
Goulburn Valley tinned sliced peaches i B25g
Creative Gourmet Frozen Blueberries 5009

Nuts (loose) - Walnuts
Red snapper or other fresh fish

Substitute: To be filled in when the preferred item is not available.

When a product is substituted, all information about the new product must be recorded, in
addition to the other questions. The brand, product, product size, unit price and selling price
of the substitute item are to be recorded in this final column. For example, if you have to
replace Pura Light Start fresh milk with Dairy Farmers Lite White fresh milk, write in Dairy
Farmers Lite White, 2Its, selling price $5, unit price $2.50 /It and then fill in the other columns
as normal.

Refer to Table 1 and the Background section for instructions on when and how to substitute
for the preferred item.
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4. SAMPLE SUMMARY

4.1. SUBSTITUTE AND MISSI NG ITEMS

As a basket of 37 items was the target in each of the 384 stores visited, the maximum sample
size would be 14,208 items. However, one of the perennial problems with this type of research
is that the target products may not be available in all stores. Mystery shoppers were given
instructions on when and how to select a substitute product, if the selected basket item was
unavailable or was being sold only as part of a sales promotion not subject to the Code.Figure 2
is an excerpt from the briefing notes, illustrating the common types of sales promotion, and
advising shoppers on how to treat each type. Figure 3 shows an excerpt from the briefing notes,
which describes when and how to select a substitute.

Figure 2 ¢ Briefing notes 0 sales promotions

Table 1 — What to do if the required item is ONLY available as part of a promotion or bundle
Name of Example Notes Unit
promotion pricing
required
Multibuy ] A multibuy may include a Yes—
variety of flavours of the proceed to
same product, but the weight | record
or volume will be the same information
for each normallv.
Kirks or Decp Spring Varieties 1.25 Litre
W10 per teve
Promotion The products offered in this | Replace
where different 7 promotion are from the same | product
items are sold brand. but are of different with the
for a single price weights generic or
home
brand
equivalent.
Bundle A bundle of completely Replace
different grocervitems are product
sold for a single price with the
generic or
home
brand
equivalent.
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Figure 3 0 Briefing notes 8 choosing a substitute product

Whatdo I do if the preferred item isn’t available?

If the preferred item cannot be found, select the nearest equivalent size for the same brand of the
product. This must be noted in the Substitute column of the shopping list. If there is no near
equivalent size for the same brand, select a product from among the generic ("home brand”)
products of the same tvpe.

Example:

If vou can’t find a 500g packet of San Remo brand spaghetti, then choose either a 750g packet of
San Remo brand spaghetti OR a 500g packet of generic spaghetti. Remember torecord the details
of the substituted item in the Substitute column of the shopping list.

If the preferred item is being offered as part of a promotion or bundle as described below at the
time of the store visit, choose a generic product as a substitute.

Shoppers made 2344 substitutions in stores where the preferred item was not available. A
breakdown by product is shown in Table 7. Toilet paper, bacon, fresh fish and eggs were the
product categories in which the basket item was most likely to be substituted.

Table 7 & Substitutes by product

Product Target quota Number of Percentage of
(N) substitute substitute products
products (n) (%)
Toilet paper 384 279 73%
Bacon 384 242 63%
Fresh fish 384 219 57%
Eggs 384 215 56%
Muffins 384 146 38%
Nuts 384 106 28%
Tinned peaches 384 102 27%
Milk 384 92 24%
Herbs 384 57 15%
Bread 384 57 15%
Frozen berries 384 55 14%
Butter 384 45 12%
Pasta 384 43 11%
Pasta sauce 384 43 11%
Sugar 384 42 11%
Chocolate 384 40 10%
Soft drinks 384 38 10%
Washing powder 384 38 10%
Pet food 384 37 10%
Coffee 384 36 9%
Tinned tuna 384 36 9%
Beef mince 384 35 9%
Toothpaste 384 34 9%
Tea bags 384 32 8%
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Product Target quota Number of Percentage of
(N) substitute substitute products
products (n) (%)
Fruit juice 384 31 8%
Chicken fillets 384 30 8%
Baked beans 384 30 8%
Rice 384 29 8%
Canned soup 384 27 7%
Flour 384 27 7%
Weetbix 384 26 7%
Sausages 384 18 5%
Carrots 384 16 4%
Potatoes 384 15 4%
Apples 384 11 3%
Onions 384 11 3%
Bananas 384 4 1%
OVERALL 14,208 2,344 17%

For three basket items, the high level of substitutions has caused some issues with the
verification of the unit price calculation, as the size of these items are typically described on the
pack in two different ways:

1 teaddescribed in bags or in grams

1 eggs & described by number of eggs (eg dozen or half dozen) or by weight of each egg or
weight of the pack

9 toilet paper & described in number of rolls or number of sheets per roll.

Shoppers typically recorded one dimension but not the other. Where possible, the correct
specification has been matched to the specific substitute item, though this was not possible in all
cases. For this reason, it ispossible that the proportion of mathematical errors has been
overestimated for these products in the stores where a high proportion of items were
substituted.

In some stores, shoppers were unable to locate an appropriate substitute for the unavailable
basket item. This was most common in the nuts, fresh fish and muffin product categories, as
shownin Table84These items have been coded as O6mi ssi

In some cases, shoppers located an inappropriate substitute, and these have also been coded as
6 mi s sandregchiuded from the analysis. This occurred where shoppers selected a subsitute
from a different product category in error, or recorded details for an item that would have been
exempt, such as one reduced for quick sale, or as prt of an ineligible promotion . Unfortunately
many shoppers chose a bread item that was part of awid espread promotion where different
items are sold for a single price, which is the reason for the high proportion of missing bread
items (17%).

4 This total includes 20 items for which insufficent data on the substitute product was collected by the shopper. These items could
not be further verified, and therefore have been deemed to be
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Table 8 6 Missing items by product

Number of Percentage of ,
Target _ . Final quota

Product items not found items not found

qguota (N) (n)

(n) (%)

Nuts 384 98 26% 286
Fresh fish 384 98 26% 286
Muffins 384 88 23% 296
Bread 384 65 17% 319
Herbs 384 25 7% 359
Beef mince 384 21 5% 363
Frozen berries 384 17 4% 367
Eggs 384 16 4% 368
Bacon 384 15 4% 369
Carrots 384 15 4% 369
Chicken fillets 384 14 4% 370
Sausages 384 14 4% 370
Potatoes 384 13 3% 371
Onions 384 11 3% 373
Milk 384 10 3% 374
Baked beans 384 8 2% 376
Bananas 384 7 2% 377
Pasta 384 7 2% 377
Canned soup 384 6 2% 378
Sugar 384 5 1% 379
Apples 384 5 1% 379
Weetbix 384 5 1% 379
Toilet paper 384 5 1% 379
Tinned peaches 384 4 1% 380
Fruit juice 384 4 1% 380
Flour 384 4 1% 380
Toothpaste 384 4 1% 380
Tinned tuna 384 3 1% 381
Butter 384 3 1% 381
Chocolate 384 3 1% 381
Pet food 384 2 1% 382
Rice 384 2 1% 382
Pasta sauce 384 2 1% 382
Coffee 384 2 1% 382
Soft drinks 384 1 0% 383
Washing powder 384 1 0% 383
Tea bags 384 1 0% 383
OVERALL 14,208 604 4% 13604

As Aldi stores predominantly sell its own product lines, almost three quarters of the basket
items had to be replaced, as shown inTable 9. For all other stores, this proportion was around
10%.
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Table 9 6 Substitutes by store

Store Target quota Number of Percentage of
(N) substitute substitute products
products (n) in store total (%)
Aldi 1,036 756 73%
Coles / Bi-Lo 5,032 693 14%
Foodworks 185 19 10%
Franklins 518 63 12%
IGA 2,479 290 12%
Supabarn 74 8 11%
Woolworths / Safeway 4,884 515 11%
OVERALL 14,208 2,344 17%

Aldi also had the highest proportion of missing items, that is, where no suitable substitute
product could be identified. Coles / Bi -Lo and Woolworths / Safeway both had low levels of
missing items, which is unsurprising given their size , market share and the large number of
product lines typically available in the larger stores. The breakdown by storeis shown in Table
10.

Table 100 Missing items by store

Store Target quota Number o f Percentage of Final
(N) items not found | items not found sample (n)
() (%)
Aldi 1,036 123 12% 913
Coles / Bi-Lo 5,032 84 2% 4,98
Foodworks 185 17 9% 168
Franklins 518 52 10% 466
IGA 2,479 187 8% 2,292
Supabarn 74 0 0% 74
Woolworths / 4,884 141 3% 4743
Safeway
OVERALL 14,208 604 4% 13,604
Ref: SH51898October 2010 15 SKM MMA
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5. ANALYSIS AT AGGREGAT E LEVEL

In this section of the report, results have been aggregated for each storechain, to allow overall
high level comparisons. In the next section, results by product category will be discussed.

5.1. PRESENCEOF UNIT PRICES

Of the 13,606 items surveyed across all stores, 8% displayed unit pricing. The breakdown by
store is shown in Table 11. The highest result was for the major chains of Coles / Bi-Lo and
Woolworths / Safeway, with 99% of eligible items displaying a unit price. The lowest result
was for Foodworks and IGA, with 92% of items displaying a unit price.

Table 110 Presence of unit prices by store

Store Eligible Number of items | Percentage of items
items (n) | displaying a unit displaying a unit
price (n) price (%)
Aldi 913 898 98%
Coles / Bi-Lo 4,948 4,905 99%
Foodworks 168 154 92%
Franklins 466 440 94%
IGA 2,292 2,121 92%
Supabarn 74 72 97%
Woolworths / Safeway 4,743 4,712 99%
OVERALL 13,604 13,302 98%

5.2. ACCEPTABLE UNITS

For each item surveyed, the displayed unit was compared to the list of accepted units for the
specific product category, as defined in the Code. Of the items that displayed unit pricin g across
all stores, 1% of items used an incorrect unit in their unit pricing , As shown in Table 12
Foodworks had the highest proportion of errors.

Table 124 Incorrect u nit s used in unit pricing by store

Store Items displaying a unit Percentage of items with
price (n) an incorrect unit (%)
Aldi 898 1%
Coles / Bi-Lo 4,905 1%
Foodworks 154 6%
Franklins 440 4%
IGA 2,121 2%
Supabarn 72 0%
Woolworths / Safeway 4,712 1%
OVERALL 13,302 1%
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5.3. CALCULATION OF UNIT PRICES

For each item, a unit price was derived within the database (based on the stated selling price
and the size of the item), and this was compared to the displayed unit price, to assess its
mathematical accuracy. A margin of one cent either way was allowed for rounding.

Overall, an incorrect unit price was displayed for 4% of items, as shown in Table 13. Foodworks
again displayed the highest percentage of mathematical errors, with 12% of its surveyed items
showing an incorrect amount. Woolworths / Safeway and Supabarn had the fewest incorrect
unit prices displayed, with 3% showing an incorrect amount.

Table 134 Incorrect unit price calculation by store

Store Items displaying a unit Percentage of items with
price (n) an incorrect unit price
calculation (%)
Aldi 898 5%
Coles / Bi-Lo 4,905 4%
Foodworks 154 12%
Franklins 440 7%
IGA 2,121 6%
Supabarn 72 3%
Woolworths / Safeway 4712 3%
OVERALL 13,302 4%

The incorrect prices were broken down into the reasons for the error, where possible. Apart
from straightforward errors, the following situations were also recorded:

1 the calculation was mathematically correct, but for the incorrect unit for that category 8 this
occurred most often when an incorrect unit had been used, but also when the correct unit
had been used, anda decimal point had been misplaced

1 the calculation was mathematically incorrect, but would have been accurate if the accepted
unit for the product category had been used 6 this occurred when an incorrect unit or an
alternate acceptable unit had been used

9 the selling price of the item had been duplicated as the unit price, for product categories in
which this was not acceptable (such as those not sold by weight)

9 for multi -buy promotions subject to the Code the unit price for a single full price item was
shown instead of the unit price for the promotional item .

The magnitude of the error was calculated by working out the difference between the displayed
unit price and the correct unit pr ice, and then dividing that by the correct unit price, thereby
giving a normalised value that can be easily compared across categories.In the next section of
this report, the significance of the mathematical errors is shown for each store plotting the
frequency of the error against its magnitude. The value of 150% has been used as the upper
limit, as showing values of -99% and +99990% on one graph makes itlifficult to distinguish the
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real distribution. The example in Figure 4 shows how to read the graph. Errors at +90% are
indicative of a decimal place error.

Figure 4 6 Example of a magnitude plot

25% - | This means that 23%

of errors had a —_—
maghnitude of >150%

20% -
S
o 15% -
s
Fry
g This means that
= 10% — 0 e |
g 10% of errors had a

. .o magnitude of 37%
5% -
L 2R 4 L L 2R 2 9006 * L * *

-150% -100% -50% 0% 50% 100% 150%

Magnitude of error

5.4. PROMINENCE

Compliance with this visual criterion was defined as:

1 the label can be seen from a standing posiion
1 the relevant label is obvious and clearly visible.

If the shopper needed to search for the unit price, or if the label was angled away from the line
of sight (eg facing straight ahead or down on lowest shelves), the item was deemed to be non
compliant.

Overall, 91% of labelswere judged to be prominent. The breakdown by store chain is shown in
Table 14. Foodworks and Franklins were the worst performers for this criterion.

Table 14 6 Prominence by store

Store Eligible items (n) Percentage of items

displaying a prominent
unit price (%)

Aldi 913 92%

Coles / Bi-Lo 4,948 93%

Foodworks 168 78%

Franklins 466 82%

IGA 2,292 85%

Supabarn 74 93%
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Store Eligible items (n) Percentage of items
displaying a prominent
unit price (%)

Woolworths / Safeway 4,743 92%

OVERALL 13,604 91%

5.5. PROXIMITY TO SELLING PRICE

Compliance with this visual criterion was defined as having the related selling and unit prices
near to each other. Non-compliance included the absence of a unit price, or having it on a
different label to the selling price , situated away from the selling price label.

Overall, 94% of items were judged compliant on this criterion. The lowest level of compliance
for proximity was for IGA, as shown in Table 15.

Table 150 Proximity by store

Store Eligible items (n) Percentage of items
displaying a unit price
close to the selling price
(%)
Aldi 913 90%
Coles / Bi-Lo 4,948 96%
Foodworks 168 90%
Franklins 466 89%
IGA 2,292 88%
Supabarn 74 97%
Woolworths / Safeway 4,743 95%
OVERALL 13,604 94%

5.6. LEGIBILITY
Compliance with this visual criterion was defined as:

1 easy to read from a standing position
1 used clear font
9 printed in dark ink.

Non-compliance with this visual criterion was defined as:

1 obscured by other signage, the clips that attach the label to the shelf, or other obstructions
1 printed in small, compressed, or overly fancy font

1 messily handwritten

T printed in pale, light coloured or faded ink.

Overall, legibility scored the highest level of compliance of all the visual assessment criterig
with a score of 95%. The highest results were for Aldi and Coles / Bi-Lo, as shown in Table 16.
The lowest level of compliance for legibility was for IGA.
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Table 160 Legibil ity by store

Store Eligible items (n) Percentage of items

displaying a legible unit
price (%)

Aldi 913 97%

Coles / Bi-Lo 4,948 97%

Foodworks 168 89%

Franklins 466 90%

IGA 2,292 88%

Supabarn 74 96%

Woolworths / Safeway 4,743 96%

OVERALL 13,604 95%

5.7. UNAMBIGUITY
Compliance with this visual criterion was defined as:

1 displayed the unit price

9 easy to relate unit price to individual product and the relevant selling price
9 clearly stated price per unit of measurement

1 used standard units of measurement and standard abbreviations.

Non-compliance included incorrect or ambiguous use of units, omission of units or currency
symbols, and non-standard units or abbreviations.

Overall, this was the lowest scoring visual assessment criteria. The lowestlevel of compliance
with unambiguity was for IGA, as shown in Table 17.

Table 17 6 Unambiguity by store

Store Eligible items (n) Percentage of items
displaying an
unambiguous unit price

(%)

Aldi 913 95%

Coles / Bi-Lo 4,948 93%

Foodworks 168 90%

Franklins 466 88%

IGA 2,292 79%

Supabarn 74 93%

Woolworths / Safeway 4,743 90%

OVERALL 13,604 90%
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5.8. STORE SUMMARY FOR VI SUAL ASSESSMENT CRIT ERIA

Table 18 shows the reaults of all the visual assessment criteria by store.

Table 180 Summary of visual assessment criteria by store

Store Prominence | Proximity Legibility Unambiguity Average
Aldi 92% 90% 97% 95% 94%
Coles / Bi-Lo 93% 96% 97% 93% 95%
Foodworks 78% 90% 89% 90% 87%
Franklins 82% 89% 90% 88% 87%
IGA 85% 88% 88% 79% 85%
Supabarn 93% 97% 96% 93% 95%
Woolworths / 92% 95% 96% 90% 93%
Safeway

OVERALL 91% 94% 95% 90% 93%
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6. ANALYSIS AT STORE LE VEL

In this section of the report, product resu lts for each supermarket chain are shown, along with
any comments about store trends.

For each product, the number of eligible items is given, followed by the results for the visual
assessment criteria and the proportion of items displaying a unit price. T hese fields are all based
on the number of eligible items. The last two columns of the table show the results for the
accuracy of the unit price displayed. As they relate specifically to those items that did display a
unit price, these columns are not basal on the total number of eligible items for that product,
but are instead based on the number of items displaying a unit number, as shown in Figure 5.
They are shown in italics to differentiate them from results based on all eligi ble items.

Figure 56 Example of a product matrix

Based on the number of items
Based on the number displaying a unit price

of eligible items
y WA

5| < S |3 g | 28| 58| &%

8, & | £ | o |2c|E8|82 |25

Category Product _g 2 .OE) g S _E S % g 5 g | g 3 o E

s 8 IS X = S S99 | 20| 08| 83

z= S ) g c 2z |58 8 o o

o a ) > = £g
Dairy Milk 27 89% | 93%| 89% 96% 92% | 96% 0% 0%
Butter 27 96% | 100% | 100%| 100% 99% | 100% 4% 7%

6.1. ALDI

Ninety -eight percent of items surveyed at Aldi displayed a unit price. Data collected from Aldi
stores had a high degree of substitute items asit retails predominantly its 0 wn product lines.

Items without a unit price were mainly eggs, soup and tea bagg, all in the other food category.
One handwritten example is shown in Figure 6, though this would appear to be the exception
rather than the rule. This example also failed the proximity and legibility criteria.

Figure 6 d Aldi 0 no unit price shown

Only 1% of Aldi products used an incorrect unit o the main product categories concerned were
sugar (in kg) and frozen berries (in 100g), as shown inFigure 7. Unit errors were not recorded
for any grain products, meat products, beverages or non-food products, or for most fruit and
vegetable products.
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Figure 79 Aldi dincorrect unit used

Five percent of Al di ds uni t prices were dee
proportion of these errors were for herbs, which were grouped together for a single price,
regardless of weight, as shown in Figure 8. Note that this is not a promotion, but the regular
display for herb product lines seen in all Aldi stores.

Figure 8 8 Aldi & multiple items grouped on one label

As this is an exceptional case, herbs have been omitted fromFigure 9, showing the frequency of
the magnitude of errors for Aldi. Errors occur on both sides of the Y axis, indicating that errors
were both higher and lower than the correct unit price (the Y axis represents 0% error); 73% of
errors were higher than they should have been, while 27% were lower. Twenty -three percent of
errors were out by 150% or greater 8 many of these were unit prices that were mathematically
correct for the incorrect unit, for example, a frozen berries product had a displayed unit price of
$1.34/100g 6 the correct unit price would have been $13.38/kg. While the displayed unit price
was mathematically correct for the unit used, the unit was incorrect, leading to a large gap
between the displayed unit price and the calculated unit price (which used the correct unit).
Twenty -three percent of errors were in the +10% range.
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Figure 9 8 Aldi 9 significance of mathematical errors
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Aldi scored highly on prominence, legibility and unambiguity overall.  Figure 10 shows example
of non-compliance for the visual assessment criteria, which typically fail on more than one
count. The examples below could not easily be read from a standing position (prominence
criterion), or were obscured (legibility criterion).

Figure 100 Aldi 0 visual assessment criteria examples

Table 190 Product matrix for Aldi

S :\O\ ;é\ < § TS| o | E ~ g ;\O\
el T | 3| £ |3 |&gg|ES|58|&T
Category Product é 0| g < g 88| ° 2|85 83 8 -%
S2| E | 2| 2|8 |S¢e|£8|8%|53
Dairy Milk 27 89% | 93%| 89% 96% 92% | 96% 0% 0%
Butter 27 96% | 100% | 100% | 1009 99% | 100% 4% 7%

Grain
products Flour 25 96% | 92% | 100% | 100% 97% | 100% 0% 0%
Muffins 8 | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 100% | 100% 0% | 25%
Bread 26 85% | 92%| 88% 92% 89% | 92% 0% 4%
Pasta 27 | 100%| 93% | 100% | 100% 98% | 100% 0% 0%
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- | €1 8| o |2 |2s|og|lE-]|88
szl T | 5| &8 |gs 2858|888
O o < = o og | Q|82 | B8 20
Category Product 2 | 9 g s |82 | SQ|&8%| 23| 8%
S| £ | = > | § So|l=208|5%|53
z=| ¢ 2 g | £ 25|55 8 o2
a o =) > = £8
Rice 27 89% | 82% | 100% | 100% 93% | 100% 0% 7%
Fruit and
vegetables | Apples 27 | 100% | 85% | 93% 89% 92% | 100% 0% 0%
Bananas 27 | 100%| 89% | 100% 93% 96% | 100% 0% 0%
Carrots 21 | 100%| 86% | 95% 86% 92% | 100% 0% 0%
Potatoes 23 | 100%| 87% | 100%| 100% 97% | 100% 0% 0%
Onions 23 96% | 87%| 91% 83% 89% | 100% 0% 0%
Tinned
peaches 28 89% | 82% | 96% 96% 91% | 96% 0% 7%
Frozen
berries 21 95% | 100% | 100% | 100% 99% | 100% | 10% | 14%
Nuts 10 | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 100% | 100% 0% | 10%
Meat and
seafood Fresh fish 16 | 100%| 88% | 100% 88% 94% | 100% 0% 0%
Tinned tuna 28 89% | 86% | 93% 93% 90% | 96% 0% 0%
Chicken
fillets 27 96% | 93% | 100% 93% 96% | 100% 0% 0%
Sausage 28 89% | 93% | 100% 93% 94% | 100% 0% 0%
Bacon 26 85% | 96% | 96% 96% 93% | 96% 0% 0%
Beef mince 27 85% | 93% | 100% 93% 93% | 100% 0% 0%
Other foods | Weetbix 26 92% | 88% | 96% 96% 93% | 96% 0% 4%
Baked beans 26 96% | 96% | 100% | 1009 98% | 100% 0% 0%
Tea bags 27 85% | 78% | 89% 89% 85% | 89% 4% 4%
Coffee 28 89% | 89% | 96% 93% 92% | 100% 0% 0%
Eggs 26 85% | 85% | 88% 88% 87% | 88% 0% 0%
Pasta sauce 28 93% | 96% | 100% | 100% 97% | 100% 0% 0%
Canned
soup 27 74% | 85% | 93% 89% 85% | 93% 0% | 16%
Chocolate 28 93% | 96% | 100% 96% 96% | 100% 0% | 11%
Sugar 24 92% | 83% | 100% | 100% 94% | 100% 8% 8%
Herbs 12 | 100%| 92% | 100% 75% 92% | 100%| 17% | 100%
Beverages | Fruit juice 27 93% | 100% | 100% | 100% 98% | 100% 0% 4%
Soft drinks 28 96% | 93% | 100% | 100% 97% | 100% 0% 7%
Non-food
items Toilet paper 25 92% | 88% | 100% 96% 94% | 100% 0% 8%
Washing
powder 28 93% | 86% | 100% | 100% 95% | 100% 0% 0%
Toothpaste 26 85% | 92% | 100%| 1009 94% | 100% 0% 0%
Pet food 28 93% | 96% | 100% | 100% 97% | 100% 0% 0%
OVERALL 913 | 92% | 90% | 97% 95% 94% | 98% 1% 5%
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6.2. COLES/BI-LO

Only 1% of Coles / Bi-Lo items did not display a unit price & this mostly occurred for eggs,
tinned peaches and toilet paper. Some Coles / BiLo promotions included a unit price for a
single item only, as shown in Figure 11.

Figure 110 Coles/ Bi-Lo 9 single unit price used for promotion

Only 1% of Coles / Bi-Lo items used an incorrect unit d the most affected products were nuts
(commonly shown as per 100g), bacon (100g) and rice (kg). Some examples are shown iRigure
12. Most of the fruit and vegetable categories recorded no incorrect units, with the glaring
exception of nuts. In the non-food category, toilet paper was listed in a variety of acceptable
units plus the surprising 100g.

Figure 120 Coles / Bi-Lo d incorrect unit used
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Four percent of unit prices were deemed to be mathematically incorrect for Coles / Bi -Lo.
Mathematical errors were recorded across all product categories, but were particularly common
for bread, bacon and chocolate.
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Sixty-three percent of errors were higher than they should have been, and 37% lower. As seen
in Figure 13, the clustering around the Y axis indicates a high number of relatively small
magnitude errors. Thirty -one percent of errors had a magnitude in the +10% range.

The small cluster of high magnitude errors (above 150%) were mainly for soup, rice, sugar and
muffins, and typically occurred when the wrong unit was used.

Figure 130 Coles / Bi-Lo 9 significance of mathematical errors
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Coles / Bi-Lo scored well on the legibility and unambiguity criteria, with the highest scores of
all stores. It was also amongst the highest for all other visual assessment criteria.
Prominence was lower for grain products.

Figure 14 shows an example of non-compliance for the visual assessment criteria. The examples
below were obscured or hard to read (legibility criterion), or were ambiguous or omitted the
unit (unambiguity criterion) .
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Figure 140 Coles/Bi-Lo 0 visual assessment criteria examples
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Table 200 Product matrix for Coles / Bi -Lo
L ;\E’\ — 3 c S = | = 8 ;\‘;
sglg |§ |€ |2 _|&g2|2258|5%
S aHl 5 = o Do | EQ |8 | BT | go
Category Product 2 g |2 g = 58| SQ| 583|223 | 8%
S5 |3 |® |& |3%8|/2¢/ 82|53
Z E S - 5 S @© oD | c £ §
Dairy Milk 136 95% | 99% | 100% | 97% 98% | 100% | 1% 2%
Butter 134 | 96% | 99% | 98% | 95% | 97% | 100% | 1% 1%
Grain
products Flour 136 | 96% | 96% | 98% | 94% 96% | 100% | 1% 1%
Muffins 120 87% | 94% | 96% | 90% 92% | 97% 2% 5%
Bread 122 89% | 92% | 95% | 90% 92% | 98% 0% 19%
Pasta 136 91% | 97% | 97% | 93% 95% | 98% 0% 8%
Rice 136 | 92% | 98% | 99% | 95% | 96% | 100% | 2% 4%
Fruit and
vegetables | Apples 136 | 96% | 98% | 99% | 94% 97% | 100% | 1% 2%
Bananas 135 | 96% | 96% | 99% | 91% | 96% | 100% | 0% 1%
Carrots 134 88% | 98% | 93% | 93% 93% | 100% | 0% 1%
Potatoes 136 96% | 98% | 99% | 93% 97% | 100% | 0% 0%
Onions 136 97% | 97% | 99% | 93% 97% | 100% | 0% 1%
Tinned
peaches 135 | 88% | 92% | 92% | 88% | 90% | 95% | 0% 7%
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S < . 3 s = —~ | = e
selt |y |E | |23 (28|58 5]
Sl 5 = o Do | 5L |22 | B8 | 50
Category Product 2 g2 g = 28| SR | 583|223 | 8%
Es|E | =% > | § So|e2d |82 |53
z= |9 2 b c 25|55 8 o2
o o ) > = £g
Frozen
berries 136 | 96% | 98% | 96% | 94% 96% | 98% | 0% 4%
Nuts 109 | 97% | 97% | 99% | 95% 97% | 100% | 7% 10%
Meat and
seafood Fresh fish 129 | 98% | 97% | 98% | 94% 97% | 100% | 0% 0%
Tinned tuna 136 | 96% | 96% | 98% | 93% 96% | 98% 1% 2%
Chicken
fillets 134 | 96% | 96% | 99% | 93% 96% | 100% | 0% 1%
Sausages 136 | 90% | 96% | 98% | 92% 94% | 100% | 0% 1%
Bacon 135 | 87% | 94% | 94% | 93% 92% | 97% | 2% 11%
Beef mince 136 | 94% | 94% | 96% | 90% 94% | 100% | 0% 1%
Other foods | Weetbix 135 | 87% | 96% | 98% | 94% 94% | 100% | 2% 3%
Baked beans | 136 | 93% | 96% | 97% | 96% 96% | 99% | 2% 2%
Tea bags 136 | 96% | 99% | 99% | 95% 97% | 100% | 1% 8%
Coffee 135 | 95% | 98% | 99% | 96% 97% | 100% | 2% 2%
Eggs 133 | 87% | 93% | 91% | 90% 90% | 94% | 0% 1%
Pasta sauce 136 | 92% | 99% | 98% | 96% 96% | 100% | 0% 4%
Canned
soup 135 | 90% | 93% | 100% | 96% 95% | 100% | 0% 3%
Chocolate 136 | 90% | 95% | 96% | 91% 93% | 100% | 0% 18%
Sugar 136 | 86% | 98% | 98% | 96% 95% | 100% | 2% 2%
Herbs 135 | 87% | 96% | 96% | 90% 92% | 99% | 1% 3%
Beverages | Fruit juice 136 | 93% | 99% | 99% | 96% 97% | 100% | 0% 4%
Soft drinks 136 | 96% | 99% | 99% | 94% 97% | 99% | 0% 4%
Non-food
items Toilet paper 135 | 89% | 92% | 94% | 82% | 89% | 96% | 1% 7%
Washing
powder 135 | 93% | 96% | 98% | 94% 95% | 100% | 0% 0%
Toothpaste 136 | 93% | 98% | 99% | 96% 97% | 100% | 1% 2%
Pet food 134 | 96% | 98% | 99% | 96% 97% | 100% | 0% 1%
OVERALL 4948 | 93% | 96% | 97% | 93% 95% | 99% 1% 4%

6.3. FOODWORKS

Unlike the major supermarket chains, Foodworks stores are typically smaller independent
stores. Though all stores surveyed met the minimum area requirement for the Code, only 7% of
Foodworks stores nation-wide are subject to the Code, meaning that unit pricing is unlikely to

be a high priority across the chain.

Fresh fish was not sold in the Foodworks stores, and so has been omitted from the analysis.

Foodworks had the lowest proportion of unit prices displayed, with only 9 2% of items surveyed
displaying a unit price. This was more prevalent in the other food category and the grain
products category. Examples areshown in Figure 15.
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Figure 150 Foodworks & no unit price shown

Foodworks had the highest proportion of incorrect units (6%), and also the highest proportion

of mathematical errors of all stores (12%), though asthis store represents only a small part of
the overall quota, these proportions are based on only small samples. Unit errors were mainly

found in the other foods category, where item size was sometimes used instead of an accepted
unit, for example expressed in 110g instead of 100g, or 425¢ instead of 100g.

Mathematical errors tended to be higher (53%) than lower (47%). Several items in the other food
category would have been accurate if the correct unit had been usedd for example, a unit price
of $0.38/kg for baked beans is mathematically incorrect for the selling price of $1.63 and a
product weight of 425¢g. The correct unit price would be $0.38/100g & in this case, substituting
the correct unit would resolve this error. The selling price was also used as the unit price for
some items. Figure 16 shows the significance of the mathematical errors for Foodworks. Twenty
percent of incorrect unit prices had an error magnitude of greater than 150%. Thirty -three
percent of errors were in the range of +10%.
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Figure 16 0 Foodworks @ significance of mathematical errors
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Figure 17 shows examples of non-compliance for the visual assessment criteria, for which
Foodworks was amongst the lowest on all criteria. The examples below could not easily be read
due to the small font size and the colour scheme (pale text on dark background), or were
obscured (legibility criterion).

Figure 170 Foodworks @ visual assessment criteria examples

Table 21 6 Product matrix for Foodworks

52T | |€ |8 |82 |28 |5¢g|5¢T

o | < & o Do | Ee| o= | 85| 25

Category Product 22|22 g e S8 | 92| 55| 09| 8=
Es|E = > E | Ss|=8|5 8| E=

zZ= |9 < 2 s | 8 o2

a a - 5 S el = 8

Dairy Milk 4 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 0% 25%
Butter 5 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 0% 0%
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