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HB 315
ANALYSIS

Assumptions

This analysis was prepared with the understanding that the intent of the bill
was to establish an enforcement program for unit pricing arid price labeling in
the retail grocery stores. The enforcement official will be based in
Anchorage and travel to the various remote locations required to ensure
compliance with the intent of the bill. Additional supplemental support will
be provided to the other major population centers as required.

Program Summary

1 Positions:

New Positions: 1 - Weights and Measures Inspector |1

2. Other Expenditures:

Travel Funds were 1included to provide for travel to
remote locations to conduct inspections and to
return to assure correction of noted violations.

ContractualServices Required funds include the cost of a vehicle,
inspection forms, communication costs, and
equi>’ient maintenance.

Commodities Specified costs are for operating supplies.

Equipment Funds will purchase the field tools required to
perforin the necessary inspections. This includes
a calculator/computer with the capability of
reading the universal product code., (UPC) used in
product identification and pricing for scanner
systems.

2078W4985a
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1-1liStHAL SEKVILES coverage but will also travel to remote locations as
. Salary 28.236.00 necessary to conduct i?spections. ] Return trips_will _have
6. Ocrelits 4:412:84 to be scheduled to verify correction of noted violations.
1 7. SupplcT.cntal Benefits 1,730.87 S - _
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Pouch Y, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

(907) 465-3991

March 11, 1985
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Mike Davis
ATTN: Tom Moyer

FROM: Nancy Pease
Legislative Analyst

RE: Unit Pricing in Grocery Stores

Research Request 85-208
At your request, [ am providing the following information on unit pric-
ing:

e the number of states which require both unit pricing and item
pricing;

e the extent to which grocery stores in Alaska practice unit
pricing;

e information on the costs of unit pricing to grocers and the
benefits to consumers; and

= an estimate c.; the number of grocery stores in Alaska which
shelve items in their packlng cartons to avoid the cost of

handling the items.

As you know, unit pricing is the posting of the cost of a product per

unit of weight, measure or count. Unit pricing enables a shopper to
quickly, easily and accurately compare the values of the same or similar
products. The unit price of a product is usually posted with the itenm

price on the shelf or display next to the particular product. The term
"item pricing” refers to markinn or Jlabeling the numerical price on
each individual package offered _jr sale. (See Research Request 85-160
for a discussion of item pricing.)



Representative Davis
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Unit Pricing in Other States

Four of the eight states which require item pricing also require unit
pricing.l Altogether, eight states mandate unit pricing, four states
have laws regulating voluntary unit pricing, and six cities have adopt-
ed unit pricing ordinances.2

Unit pricing appears tobe an older, more widespread and less contro-
versial concept than 1item pricing.3 According to Bob Shireman of the
Caiirornia Public Interest Research Group (Cal-PIRG), unit pricing has
received less attention in California because the labor unions have not
opposed it, not necessarily because consumers find it less important.

Carolyn Polzer of the Natio. Alliance of Supermarket Shoppers stated
that her organization considv item pricing to be more important for
consumer protection and there-. has not Ilobbied actively for unit
pricing. Other consumer organizations also support the concept of unit

pricing but have not actively campaigned states to require it.4

Spokespersons for two grocers®™ associations also indicated that unit
pricing has not been a highly controversial 1issue.5 Grocers in some
states have objected to"overly specific" provisions of pricing legis-
lation such as rules for the color ofunit price tickets.

~mConnecticut, Massachusetts, Maryland and New York require both unit
pricing and item pricing.

2Unit pricing is mandatory in Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island and Vermont and regulated but
voluntary in Arizona, Florida, Ohio and Oklahoma. Cities which either
require or regulate unit pricing are: Ann Arbor, Chicago, Cleveland,
Minneapolis, New York and Seattle.

3Unit pricing was implemented in some states ten to fifteen years ago.
~Spokespersons for the United States Public Interest Research Group,
the Consumer Federation of America, Public Voice for Food and Health

Policy and the National Association of Consumer Affairs Administrators.

5The National Association of Retail Grocers and the Food Marketing In-
stitute.
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The Extent of Unit Pricing iIn Alaska

Most of the Alaska grocery stores contacted do not post unit price in-
forma tion.° Market Basket and Safeway stores do provide the unit price
of products. Managers for both grocery chains stated that the unit price
information is calculated at their company warehouses in Washington and
Oregon because their retail stores in those states are required to post
unit prices.

Costs and Benefits of Unit Pricing

Because unit pricing has not been a heated issue, none of the state
consumer divisions, consumer agencies, or grocers with which we talked
were readily able to provide information on the cost of unit pricing.
The fact that some grocery stores in Alaska and other states voluntarily
post unit prices may indicate that the grocers feel their costs of unit
pricing to be offset by shoppers® appreciation of the service. Safeway
and Market Basket stores iIn Alaska voluntarily post the unit price of
products. Spokespersons for these stores were unable to provide informa-
tion on the cost because the unit prices are calculated at their ware-
houses in Washington and Oregon.

New York and Connecticut have both required unit pricing in grocery
stores for at least eight years. Spokespersons for the state consumer
offices in both states reported that there have been no complaints from
grocers about the expense of unit pricing.

In the states contacted, consumers and state inspectors sometimes find
instances of noncompliance, but enforcement of unit pricing does not
generally appear to be a problem. A Rhode Island spokesman stated that
their requirement prescribes a penalty of up to $500 and/or a jail term
of up to six months for viola®™ ons of unit pricing; however, neither
penalty has been imposed since unit pricing ((along with other sales
regulations) was enacted over 15 years ago. Rhode Island officials
have chosen not to enforce a provision in the statute which requires
that grocers state the unit price of items in advertisements.

A spokesperson Tfor the Connecticut Consumer Affairs Office stated that
enforcement of unit pricing has not presented any problems. Surveys of
Connecticut shoppers show that middle and upper-income shoppers at
suburban supermarkets are heavy users and supporters of unit pricing
while residents of the inner cities are less likely to use unit pricing
for comparative pricing.

6U,-rs Quality Centers (13 stores), Proctors Country Supermarkets 4
stores), Prairie Market, Mark N Pak, Foodland and Fred Meyer.
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According to Cal-PIRG, the California legislature passed a measure to
“encourage”™ unit pricing and most California chain stores post some
unit prices. However a Cal-PIRG spokesman stated that the shopping
surveys in California stores have shown that unit pricing is not always
thorough or accurate, and that inconsistencies 1iIn unit pricing among
stores confuse customers. A bill introduced last year to provide
standards for unit pricing Tfailed to pass the California legislature.

Number of Warehouse Stores

The grocers with whom we spoke identified five stores in Alaska which

shelve their products 1iIn the packing cartons to avoid the cost of
handling individual items (warehouse or box stores). These stores,
estimated that their stocking methods compared to conventional stores
result in savings of 1 percent to 8 percent of their gross sales,

depending on the actual stocking and handling methods.7

The grocers were unaware of warehouse grocery stores iIn communities
other than Anchorage, Fairbanks arid Juneau. It is unlikely that many
small grocery stores stock their products in pa.ing cartons because
a warehouse operation requires a large stocking space and a high volume
of sales to operate profitably.

* * *

I hope this information is helpful, Please let us know if you have fur-
ther questions.

NP

7Some of the stores operate only partly as traditional warehouse store?.
Although they may shelve much of their inventory in cartons and offer
case lot discounts, they may also stock and handle some items indi-
vidually.



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Pouch Y, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3991

February 8, 1985
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Mike Davis

FROM: Nancy Pease , A JvX.w-
Legislative Analyst

RE: Price Labeling in Grocery Stores
Research Request 85-160

Tom Moyer of your staff asked the cost and the effectiveness of requir-
ing grocery outlets which use an electronic scanner check-out system
to clearly label each consumer package or item offered for sale with
a numerical price (item pricing).

This memorandum expands upon preliminary information which 1 trans-
mitted to Tom Moyer in a telephone conversation on February 7. As |1
indicated to Mr. Moyer, several retail associations and consumer
organizations are compiling additional information which I will for-
ward to you as soon as possible.

At least eight states require grocery outlets with electronic check-
out systems to label each consumer package offered for sale with a
numerical price.* The Ulaw has usually been requested by consumer
advocates who claim that lack of a readable price tag or stamp on
each item offered for sale hinders the consumer from making informed
choices and prevents the consumer from 1identifying pricing errors or
errors charged at the check-out counter.2 The concept of item pric-
ing has generally been opposed by retail grocers who claim that item
pricing incurs unnecessary labor costs which they must often pass on
to consumers.

NeCalifornia, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New
York, North Dakota, Rhode Island.

2In an electronic check-out system, a scanning machine identifies
each item by "reading”™ a series of bars on the package Ilabel (the
universal product code). The machine prints out a price for the
item according to a coded price list. The consumer cannot visually
check the accuracy of the machine®s accounting unless each item is
labeled with a numerical price.
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Cost of Price Labeling

A spokesperson for the California Retail Clerks Association stated
that studies show the cost of item pricing to be less than one-tenth
of 14 per item.3 The National Alliance of Supermarxet Shoppers (NASS)
has found that in a large supermarket (8,000 customers per week), the
cost of item pricing averages $5.00 per consumer per year. A spokes-
person for NASS noted that the principal expense of item pricing Iis
labor and that persons employed to mark prices on individual 1items
tend to be low paid, often part-time, employees."* A spokesperson for
the attorney general®"s office iIn California stated that studies show a
cost of $1.50 per household per year, or 3t per Tamily per week.5
Consumer advocates also claim that in places where item-pricing has
been discontinued, grocery outlets have not passed cost savings along
to consumers.5

Although the cost of item pricing to each consumer W. minimal, the
total cost to a large grocery outlet may total over $50,000 annually.7
In testimony to California Ilegislators, the vice president of Lucky
Stores stated that item pricing iIn its electronic check-out stores
required 51 extra hours of labor each week in each store. These 51
extra hours of labor, at an average hourly cost of nearly $15, added
up to $40,000 per year Tfor each store.3 Two supermarket chains
which operate 1in Alaska, Carrs Quality Centers and Safeway Stores,
have been asked to provide estimates of the costs of item pricing; |1
will forward this information to you as soon as it arrives.

3Ralph Lubick, Retail Clerks Association, Southwestern Region, Sacra-
mento, California.

~NCarolyn Polzer, National Alliance of Supermarket Shoppers, Franklin
Square, New York.

BSusan Geisberg, Assistant Attorney General, California.

5Carolyn Polzer, NASS.

7Mark Silbergeld, Consumers® Union, Washington D.C.

8Kenneth Cope, Senior Vice President of Lucky Stores, a corporation
operating 675 food stores and food departments iIn nine states. This

information was presented to the California Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee on October 1, 1984.
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Effectiveness of Price Labeling

Of the 14 state and national consumer organizations which 1 contacted,
none has thoroughly analyzed the effectiveness of item pricing 1in
facilitating consumer decisions or preventing pricing errors. How-
ever, all consumer advocacy groups endorsed tne concept of item pric-
ing. The Attorney General®s office iIn California has advocated item
pricing not as a consumer cost-saving measure, but because fair adver-
tising and free access to information are basic consumer rights. The
National Alliance of Supermarket Shoppers has attempted to demonstrate

need for item pricing for the protection of consumers against pric-

g errors. RXSS studies have shown that a customer who makes diverse
purchases totaling $50 or more (the +typical "weekly shopper™) is
billed correctly on fewer than one in Tfifteen shopping trips. This
probability of error is apparently not reduced by electronic check-out
systems because scanners may be incorrectly programmed and a single
price coding error repeated for several customers.9

The New York Consumer Protection Board found strong consumer support
for item pricing in two consumer attitude surveys conducted in 1981
and 1985. The 1985 survey, conducted as part of a sunset review of
New York®s 1item pricing law, showed that 91 percent of New York con-
sumers favor item pricing, an 1iIncrease over the consumer approval
rate in 1981. When consumers were iInformed that item pricing might
result In higher grocery costs, 76 percent of consumers said that the
benefits of item pricing outweighed the costs, while only 13 percent
responded negatively.

One consumer spokesman, Mark Silbergeld of the Consumers® Union, ex-
pressed several reservations about the effectiveness of item pricing.
With regard to the need for item pricing, he noted that ricing and
charging errors sometimes favor the customer iIn addition to sometimes

favoring the grocery store. Also,-T”~m pricing doesn"t guarantee
fewer errors; it merely gives the alert customer the chance to chal-
lenge errors. Finally, Mr. Silbergeld stated that a store"s savings

from discontinuing 1item pricing cannot be expected to show up in
lower grocery prices because the savings per grocery item is quite
small. However, the store®s total savings might be passed along to
consumers in the form of other services if the store operates in a
competi tive marker..

9Carolyn Polzer, National Alliance of Supermarket Shoppers.



Representative Davis
February 8, 1985
Page 4

Action on Item Pricing Laws iIn Other States

Spokespersons for the State consumer protection agencies in New York,
Rhode Island and Connecticut expressed general satisfaction in the
workings of their item pricing laws, although they receive occasional
complaints that stores fail to wholly comply. In several other states,
grocers have challenged item pricing laws as unfairly burdensome. In
Massachusetts, the Supreme Court upheld regulations requiring item
pricing. rn~Michigan, the enforcement provision of the item pricing
statute was recently amended to reduce a grocer®s liability for Iin-
correct pricing. Previously, a consumer could file a civil recovery
action for $200 upon discovering any price error; now, consumers who
discover a price error may seek a refund and a negotiated compensation
from the store. The Michigan Food Dealer®s Association is also lobby-
ing for an amendment that would exempt from item pricing all general
merchandise and 20 percent of food items.

According to Assistant Attorney General Sue Geisberg of Californla,
lack of definitions and enforcement provisions render that state"s
item pricing law unenforceable. California first mandated 1item
pricing in the early 1970s with the agreement of ths state®s grocers
who were frustrated by the inconsistency of local item pricing laws.
In 1981, California revised its item pricing law to address the inter-
ests of grocers, retail employees and consumers. The new law fails
to define which products are individual 1items, and sets a maximum
liability of $50 for grocers who fail to price each item. According
to Ms. Geisberg, grocers have interpreted the definition of item so
liberally that a consumer who purchases $50 worth of staple items may
fail to find a single item priced. However, Ms. Geisberg says that,
because of the limited liability of grocers, the state is reluctant
to iInitiate the "massive litigation" necessary to to obtain a court
clarification of definitions in the law.

* * *

I hope this information is helpful. I will provide additional infor-
mation as it becomes available.

NP
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MEMORANDUM December 7, 1984
SUBJECT: Mandatory Price Labeling
(Work Order No. 14-0093)
TO: Representative Mike Davis
FROM: Theresa L. Bannister

Legislative Counsel

A bill draft for mandatory price labeling accompanies this
memorandum. The two samples of legislation (one from
California, which was repealed in 1977, and one from New
York) which | used to draft the bill also accompany this
memorandum. This draft is a modification of those statutes;
you may want to review them to see if there is any par—
ticular feature of those samples which is not in this bill
draft but which you would like to include.

For your information, | used the the definition of consumer
package found at AS 45.75.390 in the present weights and
measures chapter.

Only grocery stores (or grocery departments 1in general
stores) are covered. It may be desirable to make the bill
apply to all merchandise stores; however, 1 do not know if
stores other than grocery stores will eventually use an
automatic or laser-scanning checkout system. In addition, |
have not attempted to draft a general approach, so 1 do not
know i1f it would be difficult to exclude those stores.on
which the burden would be too great or where the coverage of
the bill would not be appropriate.

I have exempted the small mom and pop kind of store and
those stores having gross sales of less than two million
dollars per year. One of the samples added language to the
second exemption which would include those stores with such
gross sales if they were affiliated with other stores whose
total gross sales exceeded the cut-off figure. I thought it
might make the enforcement a little more difficult; however,
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some larger stores might slip through the application of the
bill as i1t now stands.

Regarding the violation section, 1 did not make an exception
for unintentional errors. Intent could be required for a
violation, but that will make a violation harder to prove.
The chapter in which this bill is placed gives the enforce—
ment agency broad police powers, including the power of
arrest (AS 45.75.130). One of the samples gives a violator
a thirty-day right to cure, but that is not included in this
bill.

Also enclosed for your review is HB 339 (and CSHB 339) from
1975, which provides another approach to the situation.

IT 1 may be of further assistance, please advise.
TLB:ojb
J10/004

Enclosures
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM January 15, 1985
NUBJECT: Mandatory Price Labeling
(Work Ordex No. 14-0093)
TO: Representative Mike Davis
FROM: Theresa L. Bannister

Legislative Counsel

A revised bill draft for mandatory price labeling accom—
panies this memorandum. The draft contains the following
changes:

1. The coverage is limited to stores that use an automatic
checkout systenm. Since that factor probably automatically
excludes the small mom and pop stores, | deleted the excep—
tion for mom and pop stores. I hav*> also deleted the excep—
tion for stores under two million in gross sales.

2. I have added the definition of automatic checkout system
from the Michigan act.

3. I added the provision allowing a thirty-day cure period
for violations.

I was not able to find in the code index for Ohio a price
labelling statute which addressed the same problem as this
bill. If you have a citation or some other lead, | can try
to locate it.

Some of the more interesting features of the Michigan
statute that you asked me to review are the following:

1. the Michigan law applies to all consumer items
(excluding, among other items, mail order sales, motor vehi—
cles and parts, live plants and animals, and individual
greeting cards with a readable code);
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2. a store can choose not to individually mark 25
classes of items as long as certain notices are given (Sec.
445.353(3) and (4));

3. one section makes it illegal to charge a higher
price (than that on the label) as a result of electronic
identification (Sec. 445.354);

4. Section 445.359 (at pages 41-42 of the attached
copy) sets up an additional enforcement tool, the use of an
assurance of discontinuance by the alleged violator. Since
the bill already has a 30-day period to cure, 1 do not
believe this provision would be very helpful.

ITf you wish any of the above included in the bill, or if you
wish to discuss any of the above in more detail with me,
please contact me.

TB:ojb
J10/096



What Is The Effect Upon Shoppers
When Items Prices Are Removed?

The Michigan Study
Provides the Answer!

This is ihc smrx of a research studm,that
some shop_ﬁer_s ave called ihc "Nixon
Tapes” of ine ilem pncmﬁ controversy. Just
as, Richard Nixon fought to concéal in-
criminating informationy” contained in  his

tapes, the ‘supermarket industry which com-

missioned this research study, ‘would prefer
_thtat as Tew people as possible learn of Its ex-
istance.

It all started in 1976; the first electronic
scannersand. computerized cash registers
were being introduced by several suger-
markets as an experiment in a few of their
stores, But, no sooner had the first scanners
been installed in 60 supermarkets, than con-
troversy errupted. Several of the chains, anx-
ious t0 see how the scanners would work
without item _pricing, removed the prices on
merchandise in five 0f these stores. The shop-
Pers In these stores suddenly found
hemselves squinting at small shelf price
signs, and they wcre |_ha{)[|):y about it.

oon, chains like Giant Food, a Maryland
based operator, saw their .vondcrful experi-
ment being met head-on by heated opposition
from customers, consumér groups and (heir
own unionized store employees.

. The forces that opposed (he removal of
item prices complained that their removal
made it more difficult to determine_product
prices. Giant and the qther experimenters
responded that the exclusive use of shelf signs
made it much more likely that shoppers
would get the benefit of "unit” pricing infor-
mation” that was also included on theSe shelf
price signs. , , ,

Consumers complained that without price
markings, they were unable to refer to the
prices on previously purchased items and
make .comparisons from week_to week in
planning “their purchases. The ~chains
counteréd with the argument that (he more
detailed cash register {ape produced by the
computers made’It easler for the shoppérs to
keep track of the prices of their past pur-
chases.

As the controversy got hotter the super-
markets looked for & way to prove that they
were right, and that the’consumers fighting
for item pricing were wrong. As consumers
started to beat on (he doors 0f their local and
stale ligislators, the chains decided that the
best way to prove their case was through
research conducted by well known scholars of
high reputation a id mtegrlty: Hurriedly, the
supermarket indtstry's Public Policy Com-

mittee on the UPC Code commissioned a
team of university professors to conduct such
a research study. They were given the objec-
tive of determining thie effect of Ihe elimina-
tion of item pricés on shog;pers‘ apility to
make food purchases effectively. The feam
consisted of Professors Gilbert D. Harrell
and John W. Allen from M|chl?an State
Umversnﬁ, and Professor Michael D. Hull
from the University of Vermont.

The research conducted by this, team of
scholars consisted o f personal interviews with
shoppers in three different cities. In each city
shoppers who had made purchases in stores
with shelf prices only (SPO] were interviewed
and an equal number of shoppers who_ had
made purchases in conventional item pricing
stores were Interviewed. The interviews were
conducted with shopped in the supermarket
aisles, while they were enteri.g and leaving
the supermarket, and through “telephone in-
terviews with shoppers in their homes. A total
of 2820 interviews were made.

The Research Findings
When the team of researchers repo.'ed
their findings to the supermarket industry
committee which had commissioned therh
and paid them, some of the committee
members were dumbstruck. The findings
speak for themselves:

Use of Prices _

The study found that while 71 percent of
the shoppers in conventional supermarkets,
with item pricing, looked at the price marking
when they made their purchase selection, on-
ly 58 percent of the toppers did (his in shelf-
price-only stores. To quote from the findings:
't 1s concluded Ihal jhe store. type /Shelf-
Price -Only - versus ilem ncmg store] Is
related to Whethershoppers look at the prices
of items before selecting them.

Difficulty In Seeing Prices

. Approximately I percent of the shoppers
in item pricing sfores regorted some difficulty
in seeing prices, while 40 petcent of the shop-
Pe_rs in shelf-prlce-onlg stores complained of
his, The study concluded: " There Isa signifi-
cant relationship between the ability to see
prices and store type, SPQ store shoppers
complain that it ismore difficult.”

Unit Prices

The study found that the same number of
shoppers in bath type stores, 87 percent, did
not use unit pricing information. The conclu-
sion s that there are ng differences in shop-
pers' ability to determine unit prices when
they elect to do so In shelf-price-only stores
versus conventional stores.

Comparison Shopping Behavior

Shoppers were asked if they had compared
the price of the Product to (Rat of any other
product, Thlrt}/- wo percent said they had in
conventional 1t*-t pricing stores, but only 21
pcicer.! com'-;, i priceS in shelf-price-only
stoles. To  utc the studgf: I} IS concluded
that a g .r percentagé of conventional
store shoppers as opposéd to SPO shoppers
make price comparisons.

Knowledge Of The Price Of Items Placed In
The Shopping Cart ,

_ When shoppers were asked the price of
items in their sthpmg cart, 4.4 percent of
the conventional ilem pricing store shoppers
were in error, while 8.4 percent were in error
in shelf-price-only stores. "It Is concluded
that there were differences between shelf-
price-only and conventional store shqppers
regarding the absolute percentage o fprice er-
ror% for~products they selected from their
carts.”

Price Determination In The Home
In the last Phase of the research, shoppers

were called at home and asked the price of
items they had previously, purchased. The
correct price was reported by 44,2 percent of
the shoppers in conventional item pricin
stores, while only 18.8 percent of the shelf-
;ﬁrlce only shoppers_gave the correct answer.

he study stated: "Tnhese results are reliable
and it 1s concluded that SPO respondents ex-
hibit less accurate price determination ability
in the home than do conventional store shop
pers.

_The Aftermath ,
The * Michigan State Stydy" as it soon
became known, left the pricé removal ex-
perimenters without a leg to stand on. It gave
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Should Advertised Prices
Really Be Special?

New York, N.Y. - The NewsPa er Advertis-
ing Bureau recently completed. a research
stidy to show the Supermarket industry the
effect of supermarket advertising on ‘their
sales, One of the highlights of the study was
the finding that advertising items at regular
prices can double their salés!

_The Ad Bureau study covered 20 adver-
tisements run by 17 supermarkets. The sales
of each of Ihe 479 items appe_armg in these
ads was checked two weeks prior fo the ap-
pearance of (he ad, and during the week In
which the ad appeared. _

For advertised items whose pri"~s were cut
sales almost ,tr||oled when ' they received
featured space in Ihe ad. But, for items adver-
tised at regular prices, sales almost doubled
when they received the same amount of
space; and sales were a third hlf;her than
ususal when they were given one fine below

The

the Qpponents of price removal all the am-
munition the,{ needed, and soon the ex-
e

fContinued from page 7)

perimenters like Giant Food, backed down
and called the experiment off, ,

That was In 1976 when the whole idea of
electronic scanning was ’(ust an experiment,
In 1976 the supermarkets that tried to
eliminate item Rncmg had little to gain by try-
ing to force the isste in their féw scanner
equipped stores. They had little to lose by
putting the price markings back on the mer-
chandise in these few stores and hecaing the
voice of an outraged public. But that” was
1976, and none of (his is true today.

Today there are more than 3200 suEer-
markets equipped with scanners and, in-store
computers. Supermarket chains with hun-

Keep The Victories
Coming!

The ability of NASS to rof(ect the rights
and interests of_ supermarket shoppers
degend_s on YQU! The ,truq le to obtain the
protection v Item pncmg gislation Is just
one example of the urgent need for funds to
suBPort ASS' "tally important ob{e,ctlv,es.
o TS B e
) , . bufors I mor
will receive thg 1%@1 Guige to Coupons and
Refunds. Don't delay, NASS needs your

help!

the featured items. .
. The message these findings seem to be giv-
ing supermarket advertisers is that it often
pays to feature items,at regular prices!
he National Alliance™ of Supermarket

Shoppers believes that advertising items at
regular prices can amount to a deceptive
practice ‘in that shoppers normally expect
supermarket ads to include only those items
whose prices have been reduced. Those who
advertise items at regular prices should be re-
quired to say sol

The suFermarket industry should carefully
consider the results of including regular pric-
ed items In thelr newspaper a vertlsmg.
Shoppers won't be fooled for long and the
net result may be that shoppers will'no longer
give these newspaper ads the same attention
%l]ven to them in'the past. It is like (he story of

e “hoy who cried wolf!" —"If regular

pricer arc included in the ads, we shoppers
will not believe that the real SRECJ&|S are a
bargain! —And we're sure that this isn't what
the “supermarkets want to accomplish with
their advertising!

The Ad Bureau study should also serve asa
warning to smart shoppers to check the
newspaper ads carefully. The 0n|¥] way 0
co_mbatt this type of deception Is to knowyour
rices
P If a supermarket in your area starts to in-
clude regqular price items in (heir ads, com-
plain to the management, and send this infor-
mation along to N'A.S.S. at 591 Middle Neck
Road. Greaf Neck, N.Y. 11023,
VIEWPOINT welcomes your comments and
opposing _views. Address them to View-
Rl%nt/lpii)%éc' P.0. Box 1149, Great Neck,

Michigan Study!

dreds of stores, look lon m% at the prospect
of saving 530,000 to 3%0,, 0 per store _in
labor costs by eliminating item' pricing. To
them, it means millions of dollars of addi-
tional profits. For_this reason. thr> would
rather fo(rjget the findings of fhe Michigan
State Study. , ,

But, for’supeynaritet-shtgjpers who would
rather bear,rtieS3 to 55 per”par cost of hav-
ing  their Vorcrtcs—price marked, the
Michigan_ State Study is the most important
ammunition they have in the battle to_keep
glemgprlcmg. It is still as valid today as it was
in 1976, It"shows beyond a doubf, that the
elimination of item prlc_lng has a significant
adverse effect on the ability of constimers to
shop effectively.

NASS

If you don't want to forget the results of
the Michigan State; StudY as (he supermarket
industry would like }/ou 0, then take out this
Page, make copies o it and send them to your
ocal and state legislators to further support
our campaign for item pricing legislation.
The A.C.C. and N.AS.S. Urge all our
members to stand up for their rights as super-
market shoppers, *x

It you would like to have your own cogyof
the ,|ch|%1an State Study; send $6.50" to:.
Division 0T Research - Betkey Hall, Graduate
School of Business Administration Mlchlg%an
State University, Hast Lansing, M| 48824,
and ask for éhe studg/ bg this r]ame: Universal
Product Code: Pricé Removal and Consumer
Behavior in Supermarkets.

Contribution for Action
YES' I stand up for Shoppers’ Rights.

Enclosed is my contribution to NASS.

N [J155.00
Name

Address.

1310.00

Zip.

Send your contribution to: N.A.S.S., 591 Middle Neck Road,
Great Neck, N.Y. 11023.

sComribuiou of S3 or more swill receive ihe IM | Cuidt 10

I ions and Refunds.



National Alliance of Supermarket Shoppers

a non-profit organization with 50,000 members nationwide
working to protect the rights and interests
ofsupermarketshoppers on a local, state andfederallevel

N.A.S.S. To CodA.div.te. Item Pricing CampcUgn

Great Neck, N.y. - The National Alliance of Supemaldiet Shoppers has announced
that 1t is spearneading the |Mgit for state legislation requiring supermarkets to
pat individual price markings on their pAoduets. ) )

Supermarkets all over the country are converting tc computerized cash Aegisters
equipped with electronic scanners. At the pAesent time, there are moAe than 5,000
supermarkets that have this equipment and industry sources estimate that by 1986
one-half of the supermarkets will bs using these computerized checkout .

"The problem for consumers is nor the equipment, but rather ttk supermarket
operators who have installed the computers and also have removed individual item
price markings,”™ explained Barbara Spanton, N_.A_S.S. Deputy Director. "This lias
beccme possible because the scanner identifies the individual item from its Universal
Product Code (UPC Symbol) and then the computer provides the price frcm its memory
and sends it to the cash register. With individual price markings no longer necessary
in order to ring up a consumer®s purchases, many supermarket operators view the
elimination of item pricing as a quick way to cut costs and increase profits.

"For supermarket shoppers who find that the supermarkets in their area are
eliminating item prices, the consequences are grave," camented Spanton. "Their
ability to effectively comparison shop- between items in different aisles, between
canned and fresh, between fresh and frozen- is substantially diminished. Their
ability to recognize that the computer price rung up on the cash register may not
be the same as the price on the shelf is substantially diminished. All of this
adds up to consumers being placed in the position of “shopping blind®, without
the benefit of the pricing information they have a right to receive. For shoppers
who have physical problems and can® stoop down to look ~t bottom shelf price signs
or who can"t see top shelf signs, the consequences are even more disastrous.

"The supermarkets that are eliminating item price markings are telling their
customers that computers don"t make mistakes.™ Spanton continued., "but N.A_.S.S.
files hold an enormous number of letters from consumers testifying t.o the fact that
computers are just as fallible as cashiers and, "/hen they make a mistake, the
error is made again and again until someone catches the “computer® error.

"At a time when consumers are increasingly interested in shopping effectively
and saving money, we refuse to allow thoughtless supermarket operators to eliminate
item pricing,"” stated Barbara Spanton. "To prevent this, we are working with local
consumer groups and providing them with the information they need to get legislators
interested in this issue. In addition, we are serving as a clearinghouse for item
pricing information and we are publishing a newsletter that will be sent to every
interested consumer organization."”

Individuals, legislators and_consumer groups that are interested in the item
prglcmg_lssue can obtain more information by writing to: Barbara Spanton,
e National AtUan.ee of Supermarket Shoppers, 1200 Hempstead Turmpike,

Franklin Square, Nev Vork, 11010.
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Canada Consumers

Prefer Hem Pricing

By JOSIE NEWMAN
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Cootinned from Page 2

com laints in reIatron {0 scanners

ons mers make their buying decisions at the shelf, not later on
owant tP c?r (rlces the ea§e ier? iger
40

cku[% Bv &/ B
rrnuovrr 71 ey, erecar s{a Ta& H
annin cou Inator for Dominio ores orty-five of Canada
ominion Stores have scanner checkouts

Paul Ho n, store. operations director for Lobla s Canadian
stores, sc ed at th« Co sumern ssocra(fdpntfwrlirn swta{sanners

r{yerent W '[ customers wanted, g/e Wou € |ns them
hey provide spee ler service and cost cuttrng HOUS'[OH sald.

The onsum Hrouep ersrstent ressure on rovrncral grovern
ments o mainfai sup rmark 1S rezﬂn esults
n o Pntarro ores I both provinces
volun anly p rrce



National Alliance of Supermarket Shoppers

ITEM PRICING COST ESTIMATE-----—---———-——-

There are approximately eight thousand(8,000) customers per
supermarket. The food industry said that is costs about forty
thousand dollars ($40,000) per year to item price. This works

out to nearly five ($5.00) dollars per consumer per year.

One (1) error on a scanner order could cost the consumer Tfive ($5)
dollars, and our information shows that the consumers are more
that willing to pay for the peace of mind of knowing what each

item will cost at the point of selection.

12( 0 Hempstead Turnpike, Franklin Square, NY 11010 (516) 328-6222



SUPERMARKET
CHAIN*

VONS

RALPHS

TOTAL

ALPHA BETA

TOTAL

*AS OF OCTOBER 1,

DATA ON CUSTOMER COMPLAINTS RE:

NO. OF
CALIF.
STORES

174

121

295

283

578

STORES IN CALIFORNIA.

tAHXMI U

ITEM PRICING

1983
CUSTOMER NO. OF COMPLAINTS
TRANSACTIONS TOTAL ITEM PRICING %
147,800,000 7,046 180 2.6%
100,000,000 120
247,800,000 30U
-.0000012- I

HAD ONLY ONE WRITTEN
IN 1983.

ITEM PRICING COMPLAINT

1984 THESE THREE CHAINS WERE OPERATING A TOTAL OF 472 SCANNING

California Retailers Association



Promotion News

Study Finds Scanner Error
Hiking NJ Shoppers’ Costs

By JUDY GREENWAJUD
TRENTON. N.J. — A *urvey of 10 aupermarketa. with scuners,
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BarW noted thaf the r}umber of supermarkets with scanners in the
state Had grown from five stores Six years ago to  today.
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Most in Poll Want Price Marking

NEW YORK — A total of 79% of New. York consumers beljeve
items shou th markeé rtndrvrdual wrth gr%rrces evennr?surﬁrcermarf(ets

With s¢anners opr [ rstert e c(? ltem a rce
AT
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resprnaent J)OsraTr] tlﬁ (hacf hopped in a 1ood store that Use



ity

A Position Paper From
TheNatiopalAlliance of
Supermarket Shoppers

The National Alliance of Super-
market Shoppers is strongly in lavor
of state legislation which would re-
quire retail food stores to place in-
dividual item price markings on
each product offered for sale to the
public.

Summary o fihe Situation: Super-
markets all over the country are convert-
ing to_ computerized cash re([;|sters and
scanning equipment. More than 4,000
supermarkets will be operating with this
type o fequipment by the end o f this
year, In states where consumers are not
protected by qu|slatlon, many super-
markets are no longer putting individual
item price markings on theirmerchan-
dise. « Consumers are _awakenmgz.to this
threat and are demanding protective
legislation.

« Thefollowing states have enacted
consumer protective legislation requir-
ing item price markings; Minnesota,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Uhode
Island, New York, and Michigan.

ltem pricing legislation is vitally necessary to protect the in- Without ilem pricing, there is no practical way to de-
terests o f consumersfor these reasons: termine whether the price that is rung up on the cash

- he correct price, and the consumer has les:
et errors.

Withour item pricing, consumers find it very hard to
make needed price comparisons.

pderating influence of item pricing,
an quickly change the prices of mer-
s already on the shelves. This could
0 an increasingly rapid round of food

without thg

ithout ilem pricing, consumers have problems keep-
ng track of the value nf the items in their shopping

Alliance, of Supermarket Shoppers

Turnpike, Franklin Square, N.Y. 11010
(516) 328-6222

per Sent To You By:



My name is Kenneth W. Cope. lam Senior Vice President,
Administration of Lucky Stores, Inc., Dublin, California.

Lucky Stores operates 675 food stores and food departments
in nine states. About 700 of those stores use scanning equipment
TO CHECK OUT CUSTOMER PURCHASES. 350 OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STORES
AND 192 OF THE SCANNING STORES ARE IN CALIFORNIA.

California is the only state of the nine in which we operate;
THAT MANDATES THE MARKING OF INDIVIDUAL PACKAGES OF MERCHANDISE
OFFERED FOR SALE. THUS WE HAVE A BASIS FROM WHICH TO MEASURE
THE COSTS OF PRICE MARKING UNDER THE PRESENT CALIFORNIA LAW.

Although we believe the present law places an unnecessary
BURDEN ON FOOD RETAILERS, AND THUS ULTIMATELY ON CONSUMERS IN
California, we have nevertheless made conscientious efforts to
comply with that law. Our analysis indicates that compliance
in our California scanning stores requires about 51 hours more
LABOR EACH WEEK IN EACH STORE THAN IN A COMPARABLE SCANNING STORE
in Arizona, Nevada or any of the other states in which we operate.
These 51 extra hours, at an average hourly cost of nearly $15,

ADD up TO $40,000 A YEAR FOR EACH STORE. FOR THE 192 SCANNING

STORES WE NOW HAVE, THE TOTAL COST IS ABOUT %7\ MILLION A YEAR.

This annual cost will rise to almost $9 million by the end of

THIS YEAR, AS WE INSTALL SCANNING IN ANOTHER 30 TO 35 OF OUR CALIFORNIA
STORES.

Food retailing is among the most intensely competitive
OF ALL BUSINESSES. FOR THAT REASON, THERE IS GREAT INCENTIVE
FOR THE FOOD RETAILER TO PASS ON ANY COST REDUCTION TROUGH LOWER

PRICES. ON THF OTHER HAND, FOOD RETAILERS OPERATE ON VERY NARROW



PROFIT MARGINS, LEAVING LITTLE ROOM FOR THE RETAILER TO ABSORB
COST INCREASES. He MUST PASS THEM ON TO THE CUSTOMER OR HE WILL
NOT SURVIVE.

Th1l $7*5 MILLION COST OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE PRESENT LAW
THA™ 1 MENTIONED EARLIER IS ALREADY BEING PAID BY CALIFORNIA CONSUMERS.
ANY CHANGES IN THE PRESENT LAW WHICH REQUIRE MORE INDIVIDUAL PACKAGES
TO BE MARKED WILL INCREASE THAT COST.

There is nothing in our experience to suggest that our
CUSTOMERS - ABOUT C.,4 MILLION EACH WEEK IN OUR CALIFORNIA SCANNING
STORES “ CARE AT ALL WHETHER THE INDIVIDUAL PACKAGES ARE PRICE
MARKED OR NOT. CUSTOMER COMPLAINTS ARE RARE, AND MORE OFTEN RELATE
TO A MARKED ITEM THAN TO ONE THAT 1S NOT MARKED. THERE HAS BEEN
NO ADVERSE REACTION FROM OUR CUSTOMERS AS WE HAVE INTRODUCED SCANNING,
either in California or in other states that don "t require price
MARKING . In FACT, SALES OFTEN INCREASE AS CUSTOMERS RECOGNIZE
THE ADVANTAGES OF FASTER CHECKOUT. PRICE MARKING IS SIMPLY NOT

AN ISSUE WITH OUR CUSTOMERS.



A PROPOSED ITEM PRICING LAW

LI

SECTION 1. Definitions as used in this
proposal:

(a) “ Automatic Checkout System" means an elec-
tronic device, computer, or machine which determines
the price of a consumer item by using a product identi-
ty code, and shall include an automated optical scan-
ner.

(b) "Consumer Commodity” means any food, drug,
device, or cosmetic and other article, product, or com-
modity of any other kind or class, which are customari-
ly produced for sale to retail agencies or instrumentali-
ties for consumption by individuals, for use by in-
dividuals for personal care or in the performances of
services ordinarily rendered in or around the
household, and which are usually consumed in the
course of such consumption or use.

(c) "Sale at Retail" means the transfer of an interest in
a consumer item by a person regularly and principally
engaged in the business of selling consumer commodi-
tlels to a buyer for use or consumption and not for re-
sale.

(d) "Total Price" means the full purchase price of the
consumer commodity without regards to units of
weight, measure, or count, excluding sales tax and con-
tainer deposit.

The term "Consumer Commodity" shall not be
misconstrued to include the shelf, carton, or crate in
which the commodities were received at the retail
establishment.

SECTION 2. Item Price Marking:

The total price of consumer commodities offered for
sale at retail shall be clearly, conspicuously, and plainly
displayed in Arab;: Numerals, so as to be readable and
understandable by visual insFection, and shall be
stamped upon or afflxed dlrecty upon each individual
consumer commodity. If a consumer commodity is
canned, bottled, boxed, or bagged, but sold in quan-
tities o more than one in the containers in which the
product came from the manufacturer or distributor,
the price may be marked on the outer containers rather
than on each individual items; such items could include
single pieces of bubble gum, penny candy, single
cigars, and similar items but not to the distortion of the
basic intended protection of this proposal to the con-
sumer.

SECTION 3. Exceptions to Section 1,
Definition [b]:

(a) Consumer commodities subject to the packaging or
labeling requirements of the Federal Alcohol Adminis-
tration or to any pricing requirements by Federal Law.
(b) An ilem of'goods offerrd for sale through a vend-
Ing machine.

(c) Anitem of goods sold only by prescription.

(d) Prepared foods intended for I- .mediate consumﬂ-
tion such as fast food restaurant., and like establish-
ments.

(e) A consumer item purchased by mail through a
catalog order, or which is not otherwise visible for in-
spection by the consumer at the time of the sale, and
which is ordered or requested by the consumer, if the
price of the item is on the consumer's written-order or
request, or on a bill, invoice, or other notice which
describes or names the item and which is enclosed with
the item.

0 Liveanimals.

g) Greeting cards sold individually which have a
readable coded price on the back of the card.

(h) Magazines sold with a sale price visually printed on
the cover at the time of printing.

(i) Merchandise ordered as a gift by a consumer which
Is sent by mail or other delivery service to a person
other than the consumer by the retailer at the request of
the consumer.

SECTION 4. Evidence of Violation.

(a) It shall be primafacie evidence of a violation of this
act if any retailer using an automatic checkout system
0r magnetic scannln? of the Universal Product Code
system for checkout fails to comply with Section 2.

(b) It shall be primafacie evidence of a violation of
Section 2 if a price charged or attempted to be charged
as a result of electronic identification o1 calculation by
an automatic checkout system exceeds the price re-
quired to be indicated pursuant to Section 2.

(' Each violation with respect to a particular con-
sumer commodity on any single day shall be deemed a
separate offense.

SECTION 5. Remedies.

Any Berson who violates any provisions of this act
shall be fiusd not more than one hundred dollars for
the first offei.*e nor more than five hundred dollars
for each si'b«eouent offense. Each viola.io-, with
respect to a particular consumer commodity on any
single day shall be deemed a separate offense.
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1Questiqn: Why has item pricing
legislation "Mddenly become of vital
importance.'

Answer: The rapid introduction of new
computerized cash registers and the elec-
tronic scanning of universal product
codes, is for the fust time allowing
supermarkets to eliminate (he price
stamps and slickers that have always
been placed on supermarket-packaged
merchandise. . _ _

Electronic scannm% equipment is
designed to read the thick and thin black
lines that make up the universal product
code printed on most Supermarket pro-
ducts. When the cashier passes the UPC
code over the scanner, a signal is sent to
the store’s computer. [he computer then
identifies the ﬁroduct, searches its
memory for the price, and then sends all
of this information back to the cash
register where it appears in the display
window and, simultaneously, is recorded
on x:e register tape. o

This computer technology is impor-
tant. and brings many benefits to super-
market operations. But, like so many
other good things, there is also an in-
herent danger: With price information
being called up automatically from a
computer's memory, the supermarkets
may be tempted to eliminate individual
item pricing.

2 (%uestion; Don't shelf signs provide
the same information asilem price
markings?
Answer: This is an argument made by
the supermarkets, but'if you have ever
visited a supermarket, consider ¥our .
own experience. Have you ever found it
difficult to read the small-print shelf
signs? How about the ones that are on
the top shelves, or the lower shelves?
You didn't stoop down to read them?
Have you ever found a shelf sign miss-
ing? What about the shelf signs that are
under the wrong items? How are people
with poor 'eyesight to read these 5|%ns?
With the average sugermarket contain-
ing more than 12,000 different items,
can we place all our faith in shelf signs?
The answer is simple: We can't!

3 Question: Can'tshoppers mark their
purchases with a grease pencil
provided by the store?
Answer: Using a grease pencil to mark
every item can turn a 20 minute shopp-
ing trip into an hour-long ordeal. But,
this is another argument used by the
supermarkets to defend their actions.
The only problem is it doesn't take into
consideration human nature nor the

thefacts. Decidefor yourself:

desire of most shoppers to make their
shoppmg trips as quickly and efficiently
as possible.
Question: If the computer does
4 make a mistake and overcharges a
customer, doesn’t the detaile
register tape allow the customer to
spot It and claim a refund?

Answer: In theory it might, but let's be
practical. Most customers with many
items can't keep track of the prices that
flash onto the cash register display. But,
even if they did suspect the computer
made a mistake, and had rung up an
amount that was higher than the price
on the shelf sign, (hey would have to
leave their groceries at the checkout
counter and run back down the aisles to
verify the ~'ce. Even if you don't con-
sider the proolem of holding up the
checkout line, you can't reasonably ex-
pect consumers to do this. Nor can you
expect them to carefully check a yard-
long re%lster tape when they return
home. Except for the few advertised
specials, what would they check it
against?

Question: Do ?he benefits to (he
£7 supermarket of computerized scan-
A ning depend on eliminating individu-

al item pricing?

Answer: AbsoluteIK net. Industry
sources state that the most significant
benefits cf this new equipment— perhaps
a* much as 90% of the benefits— have
nothing to do with individual item
pricing. The proof of this is the fact that
scanning .eqmpment and computers are
being rapld%/ installed in stores in all of
the states where laws require item pric-
ing. These are the states of Minnesota,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, New York and Michigan. In
these states, item pricing and scanning
live comfortably side by side.

guestion: If this new technology

6 doesn't depend on eliminating item
pricing, why do (he supermarkets
Seem 0 determined to do away with
It?

Answer: GREED!!! By elimina ing the

jobs of a few part-time clerks who mark

the items, (hey see a picture of greater
profits. This extra measure of labor sav-

Ings have been sold to them by the

manufacturers of all this new electronic

equipment.

7 Question; Doesn’t (he elimination of
ilem pricing hold forth Ihe promise
of lower prices?

Answer: Yes, but it is only a promise,

and it is coupled with a tremendous

danger. Few people believe that the
elimination of the salaries of a few pan-
time clerks will lower food prices in any
way chat could be felt by the averagie
consumer: nor do many people feel that
whatever labor savings there are will be
passed along to the consumer. But, it is
a fact (hat whea co turners are
presented with both sides of this issue,
they overwhelmingly cast their vote in
favor of item pricing. It is a service that
they are more than willing to pay for.

%uestion: The supermarkets deny
that they would use the compute™*to
rapidly increase prices, especially for
merchandise already on the super-
market shelves. Can we believe
them?
Answer: At the beginning of the
gasoline crunch, the oil companies and
station owners denied they would in-
crease the price of gasoline already in
their tanks. But they certainly did, and
we paid dearly for it. Once item prices
are gone, and supermarkets have the
power to reprice merchandise, the public
will have no protection other that, man-
datory price controls, something few
people want any part of.
uestion: Can’t shoppers "vote wit;(

9 their feet," and show their disap-

proval by not shopping at super-

magkets which eliminate item pric- .

ing?
Answer: For a variety of understandable
reasons, most consumers shop at one
food store, usually a supermarket near
their home. If thiS store were to
eliminate item pricing, they would have
no choice, and would not be able to
register their "vote." And if one store in
an area eliminates item pricing, com-
petitive pressures may force every store
to do likewise, and that calls off the
election altogether.

Question: Do the relatively small
savings to the supermarkets from
eliminating item pricing outweigh
(he dangers to consumers?

Answer: If you have read up to this
point, we hope you will agree that the

answer Is
N O [

Don’t Allow This Menace
To Sweep Over The
Consumer

8

Support Item Pricing
Legislation



THE DANGERS
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Take a look at consumers in any supermarket, and
you will find that most do their comparison shopping
by physically comparing the individual price mark-
ings of package against package, can against can.
Sometimes this is relatively easy when competing
products are close to each other. But often, they are
compared with items at a distance, or with alter-
native selections in other aisles. When item pricing is
eliminated, this becomes much more difficult, if not
impossible, for most shoppers.

With food prices skyrocketing, and comparison
shopﬁing becoming increasingly important, especially
for those with low and fixed incomes, the elimination
of item pricing which makes comparison shopping
difficult is a public outrage.

DANGER 02—WITHOUT ITEM
NG, CONSUMERS HAVE
LEMS KEEPING TRACK QOF

L FTHE ITEMS IN THEIR

SHOPPING CARTS.

“ It's like shopping in the dark," said one con-
sumer. Many shoppers, confronted by a store with
no item prices,vgo about their shopping with a sense
of uneasiness. When they get to the cash register,
they have no way of checking to see if they are over
their budget, or whether they have enough money to
pay for their purchases.

m=
'T'rnmé

THE

As the cashier quickly passes each item's UPC
code over the electronic scanner, and as lights and
numbers flash on and off on the cash register, the
consumer stands idly by . . . helpless. If she didn't
mark each item with its shelf price, she has no way
to check whether the price that appears momentarily

on the cash register is the same price that was on the
shelf sign. Gone is the "chain of confidence” that
was always present when a shopper checked to see
that the price on the item was the same as the price
on the shelf or in her advertisement, and then
watched as the cashier rang up the same price on the
register.

It is true that computers don't make many mis-
takes, but the supermarket employees who program
the computer, and who push the buttons that raise or
lower the prices, do make mistakes. But unlike a
mistake made by a cashier who pushes the wrong
button on the cash register, such a computer mistake
is often repeated tens and hundreds of times until
some consumer spots it, and then takes the trouble
to call up the store and report it. Unfortunately,
stores have no way to make a refund to the hundreds
of customers who were overcharged by an employee
who programmed the wrong price into the computer.
It is obvious that the possibilities for frauds against
the public are significantly increased when item
pricing is eliminated. * Ldidn't know the wrong price
was put into the computer” sounds very much like
“ldidn't know the gun was loaded."

If the supermarkets were only to need to push a
few buttons on iht'ir computer, and change shelf
signs in order to increase hundreds or thousands of
prices, there is little to stop them from making sub-
stantial across-the-board price increases. In situations
where three or four chains have a virtual monoPOIy
on an area's food supplg, the consumer has little
Protectlon.lf the stores decide to play “ follow the
eader” with a round or price increases supposedly
necessary because of inflation, increases in the con-
sumer price ir.dw.., or increases in the price of oil or
utilities. If the fires of inflation were to once again
reach the 18970 levels we have recently seen, there is
little doubt that the ability of supermarkets to raise
prices of items that are already on their shelves
would contribute to an unprecedented spiral of food
price inflation.
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ltem pricing

It's the subject of a controversy
for shoppers and supermarkets

Dv (*Af* SIONIRACX focrfevitor
u ShiMUKai 1>y At AN JACOQSON

rn irm pricing. lke mdrvrdualmarkrngofrrch
product on"grocery ttorc abefvr* war never
| 3vnar|rsr?gre before the advent of lupcrtrarket

-Mr*sodfrom Payi DI

equrpment tothe state S

h the Introduction of scannrng e
ment In's Store does not automaticall

Out no* Ihal scanner* - k
ur ment whrch reads. ihe ttkh and thrn black a however removalof Item prices ha»
Erarole? \e Accgrdrng to
ads in Ihar natronssu efmarkets, some con- %mpBed with scannrng equrpmenthave slopped
er groups are crusading for stale legislation [t
at would make Item pricing mandatory.
Currently, some 1.100 of The & vt'sn.w .
supermarkets have installed this eq pmenl.

In stores with conventional systems and
cash registers, cashiers punch [n categories and

rhog]t hew| g dctegn thnw Is

1. Robert Wunde Ie vice
|rsfor8upermar et!
eneral Corp thick operates tbe Pathmark
chain eapUloa, "This |a the Qrst time su
kets are talking about UkInJ information
from the consumer, rather than givin
more. Of course, this is ulde from th
Hero prices art duplicate Information whic
also supplied by shelf labelsand b
tailed scanner cash rrgliter tapes.!
AIthough Pathmark stores are equi

ance to correcterrors A

Hut In stores which have scanner systems
cashiers simply pass food produ
over Ihe scanners, sending sign,
computer The computer Ide
searches us,memory for the prices sod sends
price information bach to the cash register
where it appears on a window the shopper views
and is recorded to |he Tvgister tape

rta ttatweescaaned an I'ﬂ v a re ﬂCI or
urs?eea p ; %le \ IYV

Dorothy Suauber, consumer affairs director
for Foodirama. Inc. (ShopRite), reported a aim |-
Iar srtuatron In (canoerc ulpped hopRite

Wrthout tkw moderstU
ewesar;rsea prtmg uupe

w%fuaga ar ves ) th? ghl[r\g Iat[hapncebtf?m
Athough many chains continue Hem pricin

ry Hem pricing legislation.

Karen Drown, vice president of communica-
trons or the Food Marketio
en slales pass |e |s|at|on
based on 0ew technorogy, we are |ocked in.
laws remove our chancé (0 experiment with bel-

ivin consumersprrce Infonnatroo

%fﬁe‘m%mhrer how Iong it took to gel blue

don | want Io hpave tore

Currently there are four Kern pricing brIIs
0| eoomprarnlthatlttluu

rwmrhn

Oth er -hot bed*‘ of actrvrt
.ee Einrner Him pricing coor
National Alliance of Supermar et Shoppers (the

) are West Vrrglnra aod
ncmg Iegrslatron has

have |tem prrcmg bills
to consrder before lhe end of the ye .

political arm of tolu
merican Coupon Clu

rrhanIs Assocratron com mented,
CoI rado wherelrnn

f Wt In other states have led
ent ol expensive stale monitoring
r’ctrseased consumer costs

"We think educatronal cust*ner relatrons
programs, not mandatory

r&esota New Verb* ftorth
HmmSatPRICINGPag 02 »

onnalro\ﬁ% oustomey grgrﬂged

m netsoAr
JANUARY 4 1984

they're up todale and ran be found
uvé‘é Mccohlélteh%\ﬂlﬁ"nt%dm;
tems caa he iﬁentm
c?rston\(er acrrtMt |%;?JH ro teq*
ssmHtag»far.heuPP.t rehu
urt? of ton 0
drrecth W‘ateﬁ K%r iain
Fourpment r Ihe elimuaOca o0

Wundejrte aﬁided *When ws 'c

eversorg C%E reme hnergt C! eCrE(O

TE CUWI E -

tt\lrlruat qu I(SJ?nter con rﬂgn
i %cgrnerg;s.ﬁr o
0900 aia than
T |
GG R i
¢ ezl
Also, accorgrn%to Wurwlerla Its

far }aster o compuirtlut-

rice accura
gr W ane o roe 300.W0
ama jr the itoce t ie/tea

e i
ded Uca h Sr?can arl eacﬁérv /
S Ndl eﬁgu

mer said, "Sho
ave t%th onsrde

|rsop|g

« 0

e grocery Iis

b o

e s e
ea ed Heta §nclag reB?m erratocta
ease peat

y er et truethem but raref
I-alsuc?r requcala. y
.

" 6ti*h atodlea shg\w
<‘< "**>' >y U <KU<»»|
Accordrn t0 one stud étl in
Ie m%u}fsc? {B/ea ta
, nslcash grs " lf? Fes%
i using a scanner »j
e ﬁeanrd s
or 17108 U g ty
|omermr¥ I ckargr rIIh wron,
erce}ornl_a Krca\?/ et%rr
uir.trepraboo of a prirr lacor-
yoctly priced or unprkvd leim, un-

lh vlduar agn
rfor We comau[glcr

=N

i iR T
%ao ﬁm’hrro i o

s 00

that haferedrm

ar 20
mix

e
nrrro e Z%LLQ noo
g l%e% reEorhadltlizeldt (I)rresno
W nin avoroy the con: umerm

re /(-)\r%ea Ifa?mlﬁ surﬁerm%ket chain
p |nts per mi toatcurtomar

ew Jerse O%rce

n Eonsume A Ellr‘S does Invite
consumer comment

aietiel ?"h%‘éE%ﬂ’ﬁ”@&fS“‘
t Indust
?HQ' uters

n
PSS stores ghe aalsle tsrvey
|cate elneg errors can CO t *

V{]ever aaep rt released i

ewstoth axtr eure{Jqn h*
ﬁfctrcorcproa acanntes'at cl

OnASﬁcoglqsln O%a%?rrgreNe\{aV(JJe[asey
\%/erchrgrgt jdcue Pe ﬁgaantl |prrcrhg
i
maing egrgrlces( ncrggﬁJ )
| ﬁtac@hahrro (}hgﬁ i .

onally nwno [tem pric
C{H\/l ucwI rorm

%Irﬂp aIbIa_

360 ucta wcrw 10 arked

lg] e would aveto remem-
er has el nrrc wewche]k
accsuraeyaft%ee ou %hattto A
ome of the errors urned u|
(h r\Iew Jerse ? P
roten apefrun nrra ver

Ived at

'ggno%daatstheeprrewulgr pnce o 1119
ts

B oﬁlejgrheq\ﬂaj

arqeo 0C ntslfor each ar
A'id cent lettuce coupuo howe?
ont e regular tape as a Octn

trIIactIp with two prices on
E}hr?c%aor ?lgel9 u?anoeg atlt Efgbﬁ

PR A et
arket oh‘rcr ﬁ%tscounlcd

son?e @Et e atrs% 1o came,
e key Into Use register by
A

i aHQdFE'r%%dd%‘é Tgfc%nbc'ﬁﬁ"‘ >

torouinera
?o( troaﬁr reSLPmeth rr\f1
are crontrself
correc he wanner

ontbe's eI »*nehntn a|

C n It nal
a&uona ETWEEH Items

ﬁb&ﬁ " \<aa between brand*w
hels rt «uouor*outo

*plarnttr'(at

anexr ra% ﬁape unﬂla therrcart
full

cIurucaI addrng device or a grease

EH
ootﬁaerrﬁ% %1
And |na||y (he mdoslry response
markets will raue prim c- uckpy
"No one * going lo raiK Ihir pncei
when a shofpet s betweru Um bread

Routine weekly price adrun
menu (items that go 00 and off sate
well aa Uvoa« whewe prices are be-
ing moreased or decreased (or other
rearocs) are usually made wfxo the
stores arc closeitor at least, durtog
off boor* when businc** u alow

Said another market spokesman,

“out managersoertarnly don't say
to themselves. 'We l rairo Ihe
at 130 and then again at 4 4k" the
busutru we're in Is very cunipii-
tive We won tchange pner* unless

M-rh IM lu vice president of the
that its easier lu raise
ces. roo Competmon sa b>gwurd

"I1 people don't like what we re
doing, they can make their ficnng*
known by shopping another store
Unlike public ofltciah wlw arc
elected every twoor lour sear*
moerv MOIM R VYTV deV ®



im O AO 1W A

A PRICE!

"2A000 01234

The symbol above appears on most every item found in retail
stores today. Zt identifies a particular item to a central
computer in the store when it is eread" by the computer®s
electric eye at the checkout counter. The computer then sends
the price of that particular item to tha cash register.

Under this system, individual price tags are supposedly
unnecessary. However, despite some of the advantages of
automated checkout in supermarkets, price tags remain crucial
to shoppers.

ITEM PRICING 1S: "the practice of marking said price upon
each and every individual item for sale
in all retail stores,"

ITEM PRICING MUST DE RETAINED FOR OUR CITIZENS!

ITEM PRICING 1S: COMPARISON SHOPPING
It is possible to compare fresh, frozen
and canned foods from different parts of
a large supermarket only when you have
individually priced items.

ITEM PRICING 1S: MONITORING COMPUTER ERROR
the only logical way to determine
whether the price that is scannud on the
register agrees with the shelf price is
with individually pricod item3.

ITEM PRICING IS: TOTAL EXPENDITURE AWARENESS
Shoppers can only keep track of the value
of the items in their carts, and what
their total expenditures will be with
individually priced items.

ITEM PRICING 1S: LESS RELIANCE ON "SHELF TAGS"
d:eif tags are often difficult, 1if not
impossible lo read and aro frequently
inaccurate or misplaced.

ITEM PRICING 1S: AWARENESS OF PRICE
Fluctuation of prices will only be
apparent from shopping trip to shopping
trip, week to week, and store to store,
with individually priced items.

We applaud the retail industry in the use of scanners for
scheduling, inventory control and the added efficiency in
expediting check-out procedures for the consumer, however,
ITEM PRICING MUST BE RETAINED FOR OUR CITIZENS!
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and J
wennovow storeb”use.asshe said

mtun unv in mwn " We niani-ea to
spend our usual 1S0-JIM. v
Alter having been there ualy aabort
while, wc began to notice that prices
were not marked on many of the pro-
ducts. Inquiring of a floor man, wa
were told that such'.marking was no

longer necessary, because %f the little.

code-lines printed on each package,
making possible the new "JIffy-qulck"
checkout procedure, so highly adver-
Used as a customer convenience.

I'would like 1» suggest, sir, that you
are making a very serious merchandis-
ing error.

1. People like the "old ways."

2.People like to take aproduct from a
shelf and Instantly see the price on It,
not fumble around trying to find a
shelf label which may or may not be
Fresent, which may or may not clearly
dentify Ihe exact product, which may
reler to a shell below, and which Is
always a problem for the short sighted

MMERCIAL APPEAL

mWam |I' chen- wio Is t*iaDtDt

-.bisXihyetroo thefecultyttMemphis

Janer to t Memphis store trier t per
"'tI'oM ? M inting shopping trip.
cof the nearly-as-blind-as-a-bat, who

sometimes actually have to crawl about
mn all fouri trying to "read the shelf."

hand, with a price label on It, and com-

P*r« PrIM with those of similar

products op end down the line - with

ont alotofcomplicated memory work.

4. People like to paw through their

carl from time to time and work up a

rough esilmate of how much they are
SEending, Inorder to determine when
they are reaching thelryjimlit of
aflordabllity. .

5. Peoplejust might be so ungracious
astoharbor the dark suspicion — most
unwarranted, of course — mat the
whole new system Is just another
scheme by a businessman to further rip
off tbe Amerlcao public by getting the

shoppers, at the finish line, to find out
that they have run up a much bigqer
bill than they had anticipated, and also
lo get rid of some now-onnecessary
stockboys and even some checkout per-
sonnet (alwars passing along the sav-
logs, naturally, to I consumer — In
the form of locreaseo prices). Such, at
leajt, were some of the comments 1
heard from other disgruntled cart-
pushers— although I'kept telling them
that no businessman would everdream
of doing things like that (kept telling
them, that Is, until | was threatened
with a punch In the month by what
looked like atruckerbut wasobviously
some klod of a Commie pinko).
j. People like the old ways!

Now, 1am aware that your Mg "sell-
ing point"on the new "jiffy quick" aa-
chines Isthat the checkout lines can be
speeded up, and also so that one can
receive a beautifully Itemlted list of
purchases (although, with no priceson
the packages when YOU get them home,
the Itemized list Is little more than an
attractive souvenir, suitable for fram.

fng, when It comes to trylog to check
the list for accuracy, as people used to
beablelodol.lam aware ofall that, as |
say,because there are signsallover the
store telling me about these wonderful
conveniences.

Perhaps the lines do go just a little
faster — although | can remember
checkout artists whose fingiers and

hands fairly flew (now, ales, all relegat-

ed to that great cash re%ister In the sky.
and replaced by what always seem to be

teenagerswhohave Justenough Intelli-

gence to slide a box across a slot, make

change, and take much smaller pay-

checks home, 111 bet, than the old-time
wizards used to command?.
Andso.bidden beneath all that pious
"how welove the eustomer-and "want to
Kelp him getam faster"— once be has
sta\éed longer, that Is, and spent more
sve | not detected thi* real purpose
of the machines! Honestly, now)

May 1suggest, then, that If speeding

ble and humanitarian — then you can
still keep right on pasting on the price

UF tbe line isyour only purpose — no-
e

Memphis, fenn., Monday, August 30,1962

Vnprices’Won' Play Here, Says Shopper

labels. Why not) Not only will you

avoid all the customer Irrilatiun | not-

ed above.butalsoyou can rehlre all the
stockboys and Fut them back towark In
properIY labeling the products, aod
then relabeling them each day as you

raise your price. The "old-pro” check-

out clerks can be brouHht back, too, so
that we may have the pleasure of
watching them once again blazing
away.Thus,gou would be helping Im-
mensely In the present unemployment
crisis, and would really have an adver-
tising gimmick that you could use.
Several ofthe cart-pusbers towhom 1
spoke Su'd that they would neveragain
return. And one poor fellow, who was
slowly going mad trylog to guess ai the
price of a package be was bolding, and
tearing his hair and rolling bis eyes In
a most frightful fashion (none of the
floor men to whom he appealed bad
any ldea of tbe price, of course), was
actually starting to curse so offensive-
ly, about the whole outfit, that | felt
obliged to move m> Alt outof earshot.

Of course, Il might be my middle

years that bother me so about these
new electronic dinguses. Why, 1 can
even remember when one didn't have
to do his own work In a grocery store,
be simply went up to a nice man who
stood bevind a counter, told him what
was wanttl, and the men went and got
It. (Or, one could Jusi telephone the
store, and the deslt-' Items would be
delivered‘byayoun%steronablc?/cle'
And, specking of telephones, with all
their pushbutton automation (best
days, why, I can even remember a mat
velously advanced system, which Wt
may reach again some day, wherch;-
one simply spoke his desired number
and the call wer.t through! (Natural!)
few people today believe meata ll» het
tell them of that ruturlstl.
technique.)
But, to wind this up, you wiU nt.
have the pleasure of our compan.
again, asyou have probably susptcte.
(or several minutes now. Nor the com
pan),I mightadd, of agood manyothe:
eople whom I overheard last evenin *
nless, ol course, you change, act) <
us "gt. home again"



QUALITY CENTERS

1341 Fairbanks ~ .ceet Anchorage, Alaska 99501 (907) 277-6639

John J, Cairns.
Executive Vice President

April a, 1985

Representative Mike Navarre, Chairman
House of Labor and Commerce

Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Representative Navarre:

House Bill No. 315 "Unit Pricing of Consumer Commodities" 1is

poor

1.

legislation for the following primary reasons:

Legislating mandatory item pricing (price labeling) 1is
inflationary and builds unnecessary costs into the marketing
of food.

The minimum additional cost to the consumers of Alaska for
mandatory price marking (price labeling) in Carrs stores
would be $1,091,916.00 annually. The number could be as
great as $1,485,000.00 annually and will go up each year
as labor rates 1increase.

Consumers have demonstrated by their patronage that they
would rather have LOWER PRICES than mandatory price marking.

Carrs stores average over 200,000 customer transactions vreekly,
and we do not have a record of a single customer request for
price labeling in the nast year.

Price disclosure information is already available to the
consumer in three places in Carrs stores:

(a) Shelf tag by each item;
(b) Customer readout window at the checkstands; and

©) Itemized receipt tape.
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IT any item scans at a higher retail than that shown
on the shelf tag, the consumer is given that item FREE.

The State Department of Weights and Measures checks our
stores regularly for scanning accuracy. The consumer
presently has an effective safeguard against being overcharged.

4. House Bill 315 as it is proposed will raise prices by
making it impractical for Carrs to continue to pass alor.g
"manufacturers® deals and allowances™ to Alaska consumevs.

Carrs presently has up to 500 items available at a "te.noorary
price reduction” for periods of two weeks to one month.
Mandatory price labeling of every package would force Carrs
to abandon this program because of the additional cost.

I plan to be at the hearing on Wednesday, Anril 10, 1985, at
1:15 p.m. to testify against House Bill 315 as legislation not
in the best interest of Alaskan consumers.

JJC:mas
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April 8, 1985

The Honorable Mike Navarre

Chairman, House Labor and
Commerce Committee

State Capitol, Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: 11B315
Dear Chairman Navarre:
Fred Meyer, 1Inc. 1is very concerned regarding the above

bill relating to unit and item pricing. We oppose any such
mandatory legislation in the retail market place.

Due to a prior legislative commitment 1in Oregon, | cannot
appear before your committee on Wednesday, April 10. In
the event of another public hearing, 1 will testify for
Fred Meyer.

CheryI”~D. Perrin
Vice President
Government Affairs

CDP:clb

In the Northwest, it's MY-TE-FINE!.
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