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REPORT ON PARTICIPATION BY FOOD RETAILERS IN
PROVDING NUTRITION LABELING / SAFE HANDLING

INSTRUCTION/INFORMATION FOR RAW
MEAT/POULTRY

DECEMBER 1996

I.  BACKGROUND

The U. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Food Safety and Inspection
Service (FSIS) has responsibility for the appropriate labeling of raw
meat/poultry products as mandated under the Federal Meat Inspection Act and
Poultry Products Inspection Act.

Regulations published in January 1993 established a voluntary nutrition labeling
program for single ingredient raw meat and poultry products, and allowed
quantitative nutrition information to be supplied by means of point-of-purchase
materials.  Every two years, FSIS must survey retailers for significant
participation in the Voluntary Nutrition Labeling Program.  A total of 45 major
cuts of meat and poultry have been identified to measure voluntary nutrition
labeling participation.  (See pp. 37 for a listing of these foods and an example of
the nutrition information.)

Regulations published in 1994 made safe handling instructions mandatory on all
raw meat and poultry product labeling.  The scope and design of the nutrition
labeling survey includes data which estimates the prevalence of stores that are
providing safe handling instructions for raw meat and poultry items packaged at
the retail level.

A nationally projectable survey was conducted in June 1995 to measure
compliance with these requirements.  On the nutrition labeling portion of the
survey, participation by retailers was determined to be “significant”.  At that
time, survey criteria encompassed both “new” and “old” formats for nutrition
information at the point-of-purchase.  The current survey, however, considers
only “new” materials (located within the appropriate department) as the current
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I.  BACKGROUND
(Continued)

measure of compliance.  The June 1995 survey also reported safe handling
instructions for raw meat/poultry to be less than the mandatory 100%.

This report summarizes the results of the Nutrition Labeling Safe Handling
Instructions Survey for Raw Meat and Poultry conducted in December 1996, in
order to comply with FSIS regulations that require a review of the program every
two years.

II. METHODOLOGY

A.  Sampling of Retail Food Stores

Store samples are designed to be representative of the larger universes from
which they are derived.  The extent to which data and assumptions extracted
from this sub-sample deviate from the larger actual universe produces a
“sampling error”.  The size of the sample, relative to its data universe,
predetermines the precision (i.e., degree of certainty or sampling error) of
estimates governing the final evaluation of survey data.

The United States Department of Agriculture/Food Safety and Inspection
Service (USDA/FSIS) determined that a scientifically drawn nationally
representative sample of approximately 2,000 retail food stores should be
selected to obtain the information necessary to assess compliance with the
guidelines for the voluntary nutrition labeling of raw meat and poultry.  A
sample of approximately 2000 stores provides a relatively narrow margin of
error around an observed compliance level.  For example, for a sample of 2000,
the error for an identified compliance level of 50% would be a maximum of plus
or minus 4 percentage points, with a degree of statistical confidence of 95%.  In
other words, for a compliance level of 50%, we would be 95% certain that any
and all other assessments of compliance (using the same sample size and sample
design) would provide estimates falling somewhere between 46% and 54%.
Furthermore, as the percent of compliance increases, the percent of uncertainty
decreases, with additional increases in sample size achieving only small, and
diminishing, reductions in uncertainty.

While sample size determines the precision of survey estimates, intricacies in the
sample design determine how closely the sample represents the total population.
In order to ensure representativeness to the overall national
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II.  METHODOLOGY
(Continued)

A.  Sampling of Retail Food Stores
(Continued)

population of food retailers, USDA/FSIS include four characteristics in the
selection of the sample:

•  Store Sales Volume
•  Store Type
•  State
•  County Size

Two levels representing average annual sales were established in the sample
design to segment the sale volume of retailers.  The volume factor is indicative
of both the size of the store and the portion of the market it serves.  The two
annual sales levels are:

•  Large Stores ($2 million or more in sales)
•  Medium/Small Stores (sales between $500,000 and $2

million)
 

Store Type was based upon definitions, which placed each food retailer in one of
two categories:

•  Chain (four or more stores under common ownership)
•  Independent (an independently operated  store)

The inclusion of regional variation indicators, State and County Size, provided
the means of representing highly urbanized, urbanized, rural and very rural
county factors from all over the country in the survey sample.  All states in the
continental United States were include in the sample design, as well as four
levels of county size based upon Metropolitan Areas that were established by the
Office of Management and Budget.  County size categories included:
 

•  A Counties  -  All counties belonging to the 25 largest
Consolidated Statistical Metropolitan Areas (CSMAs) or
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).

 
•  B Counties  -  All counties not included in A that are

either over 150,000 population or in CMSAs or MSAs
with population of at least 150,000.
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II.  METHODOLOGY
(Continued)

A.  Sampling of Retail Food Stores
(Continued)

•  C  Counties  -  All counties not included in A or B that are
either over 40,000 population or in MSAs with over
40,000 population.
 

•  D Counties   -  All other counties.

B.  Data Collection

Data collection for the assessment of the prevalence of nutrition labeling
information compliance was completed by Retail Diagnostics, Inc., an
independent market research contracting firm located in Oradell, New Jersey.

RDI conducts a monthly syndicated observation service in a sample of food
stores.  The retail food store listings used by the contractor are comprehensive
and subject to a continual updating process which reflects store openings, take-
overs, and other developments.  To obtain this sample, the RDI sample was sub-
sampled as needed, and additional sample stores selected for those components
not ordinarily covered by RDI’s syndicated survey.  A scientifically drawn,
nationally representative sample of retail stores based upon sales volume, store
type, state, and county size, was selected by RDI.  A sample of 2000 food
retailers was designated to accommodate the survey criteria and reflect the test
design.  (See Table 1 and Table 2.)  A breakdown of the store sample by County
Type within State is included on page 33 of this report.

After receiving training in the contract requirements and data collection, field
representatives were asked to enter and survey each of the 2,000 retail food
stores in the sample.  Data was collected during a two-week period beginning in
mid December 1996, within the two reassessment period required by
regulations.   Field representatives inspected raw meat and raw poultry
departments to determine the on-site status of nutrition labeling information for
these products.  Vehicles displaying information (e.g., signs, posters, brochures,
notebooks, pamphlets, etc.) were studied and relevant data were recorded on a
form, custom designed by RDI specifically for use in this survey.   Data were
reviewed for accuracy and completeness, entered into a computer, tabulated by
the contractor, and delivered to USDA/FSIS.
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II.  METHODOLOGY
(Continued)

C.  Basis of Reporting

Data descriptive of compliance are reported on two bases:  Store Count and All
Commodity Volume.  Store Count represents the actual number of sampled
stores visited in the survey.  AACV data, on the other hand, are weighted
estimates that represent annual store sales volumes and reflect the percent of the
market serviced.  Furthermore, ACV data approximates, more representatively
than Store Count, the percent of the population exposed to the nutrition labeling
information.  While USDA/FSIS determined that substantial compliance would
be met if at least 60% of the food retailers sampled provided nutrition labeling
(as specified in the guidelines) for at least 90 percent of the foods they sell, the
agency strongly believes that ACV data provides valuable information and
should also be reported.

For example, a store count compliance estimate of 60% means that 60% of the
stores sampled provided nutrition labeling information.  An ACV compliance
estimate of 60% is interpreted to mean that the stores providing nutrition
labeling information sell 60% of all products sold in all stores.  A second,
equally appropriate interpretation of a 60% ACV compliance estimate is that at
least three out of five of all consumers are being exposed to the nutrition
labeling information.

III. RESULTS

The aggregate percentages for previous compliance determinations that were
derived from Nutrition Labeling Information Survey of June 1995 were deemed
significant and substantial for raw meat/poultry (66.5% Store Count / 72.2%
ACV) with regard to the 60% compliance goal and the presence of both “old”
and “new” nutrition information vehicles.  In June 1995 vehicles with the “new”
nutrition information had just recently been printed/manufactured and had just
begun to be distributed to stores via the efforts of the Food Marketing Institute
and other organizations.  Therefore, not all stores had access to the “new”
vehicles at that time.  Fair credit was given to any store, which displayed a
vehicle, “old” or “new” as an indicator of intent to comply.  For assessment
purposes, a store which displayed the “old” format vehicles was no less
compliant than a store which displayed the “new” format vehicles.  When
discounting the use of “old” vehicles, compliance was much lower (53.7% Store
Count / 59.1% ACV) for all stores in the survey.

III.  RESULTS
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(Continued)

The criteria for the December 1996 survey were shaped by different
circumstances.  By the time of the December 1996 survey, the “new” format
vehicles had been in distribution for a period of time deemed sufficient for all
stores to have had access to them.  Therefore, the December 1996 survey criteria
restricted crediting compliance to only those situations where the “new” vehicles
were in use.  If a store used only the “old” vehicles, it was regarded as non-
complying.  Therefore, a comparison of compliance results between June 1995
and the current survey necessarily reflects the different criteria used to assess the
data.

The percent of stores which were using “new” vehicles in June 1995 (53.7%) is
slightly lower than the percent of stores using “new” vehicles during December
1996 (57.7%).  The present survey did not include a measure of the number of
stores still using “old” format vehicles.  Stores which did not comply in this
survey either had no nutrition information present in the store or had only “old”
format vehicles at the time of the survey.  The 8.8 percentage point decrease in
compliance represents a decline in voluntary participation in the program by
food retailers.

The December 1996 survey results for raw meat/poultry indicates that voluntary
nutrition labeling compliance by food retailers has dropped from 66.5% in June
1995 to 57.7% in December 1996, or a drop of almost 9 percentage points.  (See
Table 3.)  On a store count basis, the current compliance level of 57.7% slightly
exceeds the 53.7% benchmark for the “new” vehicles present 18 months ago.
Based upon ACV (All Commodity Volume) the margin widens by 11 percentage
points to 60.9% in December 1996 versus 72.2% in June 1995.  (See Table 4.)
On an ACV basis, December 1996 compliance just achieves the target goal of
60%; on a store count basis, December 1996 compliance still falls short of the
target goal by over 2 percentage points.

Examination of the data in greater detail shows that large chain stores continue
to outperform independents by a wide margin (64.2% versus 44.8% on a store
count basis and 64.3% versus 48.5% on an ACV basis).  Similarly, large stores
continue to outperform medium/small stores by a similar margin (61.7% versus
39.7% on a store count basis and 61.9% versus 38.0% on an ACV basis).  (See
Table 5.)  A/B counties only slightly outpaced C/D counties in terms of overall
compliance  (57.9% versus 57.1% on a store count basis and 61.9% versus
58.3% on an ACV basis).  (See Table 6.)

In order to meet the compliance standard a store needed accurate nutrition
labeling in some form for 90% of all the major cuts of raw meat and poultry
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stocked in that store.  Looking at the compliance range detail (Table 7) it is
interesting to note that 32.3% of the stores were not in compliance for any of
their raw meat/poultry products. The remaining 10% of the stores had sporadic
nutrition information, which never achieved the required level of covering 90%
of the survey items stocked in their stores.

A look at the broad categories of raw meat/poultry reveals that Beef/Veal,
Pork/Lamb, and Chicken/Turkey all achieved similar levels of compliance
(61.9%, 61.0%, and 63.1% respectively based on store count).  (See Table 8.)
The net compliance level of all raw meat/poultry is generally lower (57.7%) due
to the fact that a store could be in compliance on beef/veal and not pork/lamb or
chicken/turkey or any other combination thereof.  The net compliance was
determined by taking all of the survey items stocked in the store and determining
if a 90% level was achieved across all of these items.  The date indicates that
there were instances of individual category compliance within stores where the
store did not achieve net compliance encompassing all of these items.

The most common vehicle for displaying labeling information when present
continues to be the poster (91.5% of all complying raw meat/poultry labeling).
(See Table 11, Table 12, and Table 13.)  This figure is significantly larger than
the corresponding figure from June 1995 (66.3%) and may represent a trend
towards utilizing this method for providing nutrition information at the retail
level.  However, it is also important to note that more stringent criteria were in
effect in the December 1996 survey which may have some effect upon the
reported percentages.  In June 1995, other forms of nutrition labeling (such as
“label affixed to package”) were recorded even if posters were also present.  In
the current survey, other forms of nutrition labeling were only recorded if the
primary forms (poster, panel, pamphlet, brochures, and notebooks) were not
present.  Therefore, a comparison of the percentages between the two studies
must be made with an awareness of the different methodologies and the
subsequent differences in the base numbers from which the percentages were
derived.
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IV.  SAFE HANDLING INSTRUCTIONS LABELING

The measure for compliance for safe handling instructions labeling required that
the store have the appropriated “safe handling instructions” label affixed to each
and every item stocked in the fresh meat/poultry category, including but not
restricted to, the 45 items included in the nutrition labeling portion of the survey.
The presence of this labeling is mandatory and the target goal is 100%.

Eighteen months ago in the June 1995 survey, a safe handling compliance level
of 92.2% was achieved at the aggregate level.  The data for the current survey
indicates that the level of compliance in this mandatory area has remained
essentially the same, rising slightly to 93.3%.  (See Table 18 and Table 19.)  All
of the meat and poultry categories performed within a 1 to 1.5%  range of their
previous June 1995 results.  Large chain stores remained essentially the same
(+0.5%), with large independents and medium/small independents exhibiting
only slightly better increases (+1.7% and 2.0% respectively).
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 Table 1
NUMBER OF STORES SAMPLED BY

STORE SALES VOLUME AND STORE TYPE

Chain Stores Independents Total
(Volume Class)

Large Stores
($2 Million or More
Annual Sales)

1320 314 1634

Small Stores
(Between $500,000 & $2
Million in Annual Sales)

- 366  366

Total  (Store Type) 1320 680 2000

Table 2
NUMBER OF STORES SAMPLED

BY COUNTY SIZE

County Size Number of Stores Sampled

A   782

B   612

C   303

D   303

Total 2000
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Table 5
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION
SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE

RESULTS BY STORE TYPE/SIZE

Total Stores Sampled
Chains Independents Total

Large 1320 314 1634
Medium/Smal
l

  - 366   366

Total 1320 680 2000

Total Qualifying Stores
Chains Independents Total

Large 1320 313 1633
Medium/Smal
l

  - 363   363

Total 1320 676 1996

Total Complying Stores
Chains Independents Total

Large  848 159 1007
Medium/Smal
l

  - 144   144

Total  848 303 1151

Complying Stores Percent of Qualifying Stores - By Cell

Chains Independents Total
Large  64.2%  50.8% 61.7%
Medium/Smal
l

  -  39.7% 39.7%

Total  64.2%  44.8% 57.7%
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Complying Stores Percent Volume of Qualifying Stores - By Cell

Chains Independents Total
Large  64.3%  51.0% 61.9%
Medium/Small   -  38.0% 38.0%
Total  64.3%  48.5% 60.9%
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Table 6
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION
SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE
RESULTS BY COUNTY SIZE

Total Stores Sampled
Total

A/B Counties 1394
C/D Counties   606
     Total 2000

Total Qualifying Stores
Total

A/B Counties 1394
C/D Counties   602
     Total 1996

Total Complying Stores
Total

A/B Counties    807
C/D Counties    344
     Total  1151

Complying Stores Percent of Qualifying Stores - By Cell

Total
A/B Counties  57.9%
C/D Counties  57.1%
     Total  57.7%
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Complying Stores Percent Volume of Qualifying Stores - By Cell

Total
A/B Counties  61.9%
C/D Counties  58.3%
     Total  60.9%
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Table 7
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION COMPLIANCE
COMPLIANCE RANGE DETAIL

BY STORE TYPE/SIZE - STORE COUNT -NEW VEHICLES

Percent
Range Large Chain

Large
Independents

Medium/Small
Independents

Total
Stores  %

 90% or more    848 159 144 1151  57.7
80% -89.9%      14     2     -     16    0.8
70% -79.9%      14     2     2     18    0.9
60% -69.9%      24     2     5     31    1.6
50% -59.9%      15     4     4     23    1.2
under   50%      84    17    12    113    5.7

None    321  127  196   644   32.3
Total 1320  313  363 1996 100.0

COMPLIANCE RANGE DETAIL
BY COUNTY SIZE - STORE COUNT -NEW VEHICLES

Percent Range
A/B

Counties
C/D

Counties Total Stores %
  90% or more    807  344 1151  57.7
80% -89.9%      11      5     16    0.8
70% -79.9%      13      5     18    0.9
60% -69.9%      15    16     31    1.6
50% -59.9%     12    11     23    1.2
under   50%     82    31    113    5.7

None    454 190   644   32.3
Total 1394 602 1996 100.0
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 Table 9
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION

SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE BY MEAT CATEGORY

Meat Category
Total Stores

Carrying
# Stores

Complying
%

Compliance

All Meat Items 1996 1151 57.7

Beef / Veal 1985 1229 61.9

Pork/Lamb 1954 1191 61.0

Chicken/Turkey 1847 1165 63.1
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Table 10
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION

SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE BY TYPE OF MEAT

Type of Meat
Stores

Carrying
Stores

Complying
%

Compliance
Ground Beef 1893 1212 64.0
Other Beef 1973 1225 62.1
 Veal 1022   731 71.5
     Beef/Veal 1985 1229 61.9

Pork 1949 1188 61.0
Lamb 1222   821 67.2
     Pork/Lamb 1954 1191 61.0

Chicken 1716  1102 64.2
Turkey 1376   897 65.2
     Chicken/Turkey 1847  1165 63.1

All Raw Meat & Poultry 1996 1151 57.7
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Table 12
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE TYPE - RESULTS BY STORE TYPE/SIZE

STORE COUNT

Vehicle Type Large Chain
Large

Independents
Medium/Small
Independents Total

Posters 874 170  139 1183

Pamphlets,
  Brochures,
     Notebooks

  75   13   22  110

Net 949 183 161 1293

% OF STORES

Vehicle Type Large Chain
Large

Independents
Medium/Small
Independents Total

Posters 67.6 13.1 10.8 91.5

Pamphlets,
  Brochures,
     Notebooks

  5.8   1.0  1.7   8.5

Net 73.4 14.1 12.5  100.0
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 Table 13
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE TYPE - RESULTS BY COUNTY SIZE

STORE COUNT

Vehicle Type
A/B

Counties
C/D

Counties Total

Posters 817 366 1183

Pamphlets,
  Brochures,
     Notebooks

  75   35  110

Net 892 401 1293

% OF STORES

Vehicle Type
A/B

Counties
C/D

Counties Total

Posters 63.2 28.3 91.5

Pamphlets,
  Brochures,
     Notebooks

  5.8   2.7   8.5

Net 69.0 31.0  100.0
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 Table 15
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

NUTRITION LABELING INFORMATION

NUMBER OF MEAT ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY STORE TYPE/SIZE

Number
of Items Large Chains

Large
Independents

Medium/Small
Independents

Total Stores
#            %

1-5     7   4  23   34    1.7
6-10   17   5  52   74    3.7

11-15   86  32  76 194    9.7
16-20 217  77  89 383  19.2
21-25 296  80  53 429  21.5
26-30 281  55  37 373  18.7
31-35 251  38  22 311  15.6
36-40 107  18    7 132    6.6
41-45   58    4    4   66    3.3
Total 1320 313 363 1996 100.0

NUMBER OF MEAT ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY COUNTY SIZE

Number
of Items A/B Counties C/D Counties

Total Stores
#            %

1-5     25     9   34    1.7
6-10     52   22   74    3.7
11-15   109   85 194    9.7
16-20   245 138 383  19.2
21-25   309 120 429  21.5
26-30  274   99 373  18.7
31-35  229   82 311  15.6
36-40  101   31 132    6.6
41-45    50   16   66    3.3
Total 1394 657 1996 100.0
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Table 16
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

BEEF & VEAL CATEGORY

NUMBER OF ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY STORE TYPE/SIZE

Number
of Items Large Chains

Large
Independents

Medium/Small
Independents

Total Stores
  #               %

1-5   43   22   95   160    8.1
6-10  429 150 170   749  37.7

11-15  631 115   80   826  41.6
16-19  213   25   12   250  12.6
Total 1316 312 357 1985 100.0

NUMBER OF ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY COUNTY SIZE

Number
of Items A/B Counties C/D Counties

Total Stores
#                 %

1-5   109   51   160    8.1
6-10   485 264   749  37.7

11-15   598 228   826  41.6
16-19   195   55   250  12.6
Total 1387 598 1985 100.0
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Table 17
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

PORK & LAMB CATEGORY

NUMBER OF ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY STORE TYPE/SIZE

Number
of Items Large Chains

Large
Independents

Medium/Small
Independents

Total Stores
  #               %

1-5   219   71 177   467  23.9
6-10   630 193 133   956  48.9

11-16   460   43  28   531  27.2
Total 1309 307 338  1954 100.0

NUMBER OF ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY COUNTY SIZE

Number
of Items A/B Counties C/D Counties

Total Stores
#                 %

1-5   300 167   467  23.9
6-10   638 318   956  48.9

11-16   430 101   531  27.2
Total 1368 586  1954 100.0
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Table 18
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

CHICKEN & TURKEY CATEGORY

NUMBER OF ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY STORE TYPE/SIZE

Number
of Items Large Chains

Large
Independents

Medium/Small
Independents

Total Stores
  #               %

1-5   569 142 220   931  50.4
6-10   639 157 120   616  49.6
Total 1208 299 340 1847 100.0

NUMBER OF ITEMS STOCKED - RESULTS BY COUNTY SIZE

Number
of Items A/B Counties C/D Counties

Total Stores
#                 %

1-5   649  282   931  50.4
6-10   649  267   916  49.6
Total 1298  549 1847 100.0
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Table 20
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

SUMMARY OF SAFE HANDLING LABELING COMPLIANCE
BY MEAT CATEGORY

ALL STORES

Meat Category
# Stores

Carrying
# Stores

Complying
%

Compliance

Ground Beef 1883 1805 95.9

Other Beef 1973 1887 95.6

Veal 1022   999 97.7

Pork 1949 1874 96.2

Lamb 1222 1193 97.6

Chicken 1716 1638 95.5

Turkey 1376 1340 97.4

Other Meat  981   952 97.0

Other Poultry  550   526 95.6

Aggregate 1996 1863 93.3
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Table 22
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

SUMMARY OF SAFE HANDLING LABELING COMPLIANCE
BY MEAT CATEGORY

LARGE CHAIN

Meat Category
# Stores

Carrying
# Stores

Complying
%

Compliance

Ground Beef 1269 1247 98.3

Other Beef 1314 1293 98.4

Veal   833   821 98.6

Pork 1307 1282 98.1

Lamb  974   965 99.1

Chicken 1105  1079 97.6

Turkey  959  945 98.5

Other Meat  608  599 98.5

Other Poultry  306  297 97.1

Aggregate 1320 1269 96.1
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Table 23
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

SUMMARY OF SAFE HANDLING LABELING COMPLIANCE
BY MEAT CATEGORY

LARGE INDEPENDENT

Meat Category
# Stores

Carrying
# Stores

Complying
%

Compliance

Ground Beef 296 279 94.3

Other Beef 311 290 93.2

Veal 108 105 97.2

Pork 305 288 94.4

Lamb 145 135 93.1

Chicken 282 267 94.7

Turkey 230 222 96.5

Other Meat 279 271  97.1

Other Poultry 157 150 95.5

Aggregate 313 285 91.1
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Table 24
USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING

INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

SUMMARY OF SAFE HANDLING LABELING COMPLIANCE
BY MEAT CATEGORY

MEDIUM/SMALL INDEPENDENT

Meat Category
# Stores

Carrying
# Stores

Complying
%

Compliance

Ground Beef 318 279 87.7

Other Beef 348 309 88.8

Veal  81   73 90.1

Pork 337 304 90.2

Lamb 103   93 90.3

Chicken 329 292 88.8

Turkey 187 173 92.5

Other Meat  94   82 87.2

Other Poultry   87  79  90.8

Aggregate 363 309  85.1
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
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USDA NUTRITION LABELING/SAFE HANDLING
INFORMATION STUDY DECEMBER 1996

SAMPLE COMPOSITION BY COUNTY SIZE WITHIN STATE

                                                      P E R C E N T  O F   S T A T E   S A M P L E                  SAMPLE
   STATE                                    A                 B                 C                  D              TOTAL         SIZE

 ALL STATES       35.0    29.6    17.7    17.7    100.0   2000

 ALABAMA           5.0    57.5    20.0    17.5    100.0     40
 ARKANSAS            .    40.0    20.0    40.0    100.0     25
 ARIZONA          58.6    17.2    17.2     6.9    100.0     29
 CALIFORNIA       77.6    15.9     4.0     2.4    100.0    208
 COLORADO         45.8    12.5    16.7    25.0    100.0     24

 CONNECTICUT      27.3    72.7       .       .    100.0     22
 DC              100.0       .       .       .    100.0      5
 DELAWARE        100.0       .       .       .    100.0      4
 FLORIDA          46.1    34.3    13.7     5.9    100.0    102
 GEORGIA          41.4    19.0    13.8    25.9    100.0     58

 IOWA                .    34.8    26.1    39.1    100.0     23
 IDAHO               .    30.0    30.0    40.0    100.0     10
 ILLINOIS         67.1    12.3    11.0     9.6    100.0     73
 INDIANA          18.2    43.2    18.2    20.5    100.0     44
 KANSAS           25.0    25.0    10.0    40.0    100.0     20

 KENTUCKY         10.5    34.2    15.8    39.5    100.0     38
 LOUISIANA           .    56.4    23.1    20.5    100.0     39
 MASSACHUSETTES   55.6    27.8    16.7       .    100.0     36
 MARYLAND         71.1       .    13.2    15.8    100.0     38
 MAINE               .    30.0    50.0    20.0    100.0     10

 MICHIGAN         44.4    30.6     9.7    15.3    100.0     72
 MINNESOTA        33.3    18.5    18.5    29.6    100.0     27
 MISSOURI         47.7     9.1    13.6    29.5    100.0     44
 MISSISSIPPI         .    37.0    18.5    44.4    100.0     27
 MONTANA             .       .    54.5    45.5    100.0     11

 NORTH CAROLINA      .    56.4    30.8    12.8    100.0     78
 NORTH DAKOTA        .       .    57.1    42.9    100.0      7
 NEBRASKA            .    58.3       .    41.7    100.0     12
 NEW HAMPSHIRE    44.4       .    33.3    22.2    100.0      9
 NEW JERSEY       94.5       .     5.5       .    100.0     55

 NEW MEXICO       40.0       .    40.0    20.0    100.0     10
 NEVADA              .    54.5    27.3    18.2    100.0     11
 NEW YORK         62.6    25.2     9.2     3.1    100.0    131
 OHIO             36.3    38.6    16.3     8.8    100.0     80
 OKLAHOMA            .    51.7    17.2    31.0    100.0     29
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                                                      P E R C E N T  O F   S T A T E   S A M P L E                  SAMPLE
   STATE                                    A                 B                 C                  D              TOTAL         SIZE

  OREGON              .    66.7    20.0    13.3    100.0     30
 PENNSYLVANIA     51.2    30.0    16.5     2.2    100.0     91
 RHODE ISLAND        .   100.0       .       .    100.0      7
 SOUTH CAROLINA      .    62.5    20.0    17.5    100.0     40
 SOUTH DAKOTA        .       .    50.0    50.0    100.0      8
   
 TENNESSEE           .    62.0     6.0    32.0    100.0     50
 TEXAS            48.5    26.5    10.6    14.4    100.0    132
 UTAH                .    75.0       .    25.0    100.0     12
 VIRGINIA         28.1    45.6     8.8    17.5    100.0     57
 VERMONT             .       .    63.6    36.3    100.0     19

 WASHINGTON       53.7    24.4    12.2     9.8    100.0     41
 WISCONSIN        29.3    24.4    26.8    19.5    100.0     41
 WEST VIRGINIA       .    42.9    57.1       .    100.0     14
 WYOMING             .       .       .   100.0    100.0      7
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USDA NUTRITION LABELING /  SAFE  HANDLING
INFORMATION STUDY  DECEMBER 1996

45  Major Meat/Poultry Items

The following meat/poultry items were used as the basis for determining
if a store was in compliance with Nutrition Information Labeling.

Beef & Veal
Beef Items
Ground Beef  (81% or more Lean)
Ground Beef  (70% - 77%  Lean)
Brisket, Whole
Chuck, Arm Pot Roast
Chuck, Blade Roast
Rib Roast, Large End
Rib Steak, Small End
Top Loin, Steak
Loin, Tenderloin Steak
Loin, Sirloin Steak
Eye Round, Roast
Bottom Round Steak
Round, Tip Roast
Top Round, Steak

Veal Items
Shoulder, Arm Steak
Shoulder, Blade Steak
Rib Roast
Loin Chops
Cutlets
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Pork & Lamb
Pork Items
Ground Pork
Shoulder, Blade Steak
Loin, Country Style Ribs
Loin, Rib Chop
Center Chop, Loin
Top Loin, Chop
Top Loin, Roast
Loin, Tenderloin Roast
Loin, Sirloin Roast
Spareribs

Lamb Items
Shoulder, Arm Chop
Shoulder, Blade Chop
Shank
Rib Roast
Loin Chop
Leg, Whole

Chicken & Turkey

Chicken Items
Whole
Breast
Wing
Drumstick
Thigh

Turkey Items
Whole
Breast
Wing
Drumstick
Thigh


