ALCOHOL MINIMUM PRICING - Q & A
In other European countries they have higher levels of consumption and much lower prices.  This disproves the alleged correlation between price and consumption.

There is strong evidence of a link between price and consumption across different countries and over time.   That doesn’t mean it’s the only factor; social and cultural factors also play a part.  That is why we need a package of measures.  But the evidence is clear that a minimum price can be effective in reducing consumption and harm.

Minimum pricing is illegal (i.e. against EC competition law and international trade law)

The Scottish Government will not bring forward proposals that it does not consider to be legal.

The EU Commission recently recognised the right of member states to pursue public health objectives and welcomes, in principle, all initiatives which aim to reduce harm to public health, in particular alcohol related harm.
It is competent for different parts of a member state that exercise devolved powers to exercise these powers, provided that it is compatible with the constitutional arrangements within the member state and EU law.

Minimum pricing will damage Scotch whisky exports

Minimum pricing treats all products fairly on the basis of alcoholic content and applies only to products at point of sale in Scotland.  There is therefore no basis for other countries to discriminate against Scotch whisky.  To do so would be against GATT, WTO and EU rules and the Scottish Government will continue to support Scotch whisky in challenging any such discriminatory action. 

A minimum price will not reduce consumption

There is strong evidence that shows that a minimum pricing would reduce consumption, reduce alcohol-related harm and save lives.

Why should the sensible majority be punished because a minority are drinking too much?

Moderate drinkers – those who drink within the sensible drinking guidelines - would only be marginally affected by a minimum price. For example, if a 40p minimum price combined with a promotions ban was introduced, a moderate drinker’s spend on alcohol would go up by just £11 per year (21p per week), but that of a harmful drinker, who tends to buy more, cheap alcohol, would go up by £137.

Currently, alcohol misuse costs every taxpayer around £500 a year or the equivalent of £10 a week. By using minimum pricing as part of a wider package of measures to reduce consumption, this will also reduce the strain and cost to public services and the economy. With this solution everybody will feel the economic and social benefits through healthier, happier, safer families and communities.   

It is too simplistic to say that cheap drink is the cause of Scotland’s drinking problem. Buckfast, for example is relatively expensive and is alleged to be the drink of choice for drinkers who are prone to disruptive behaviour when drunk. Minimum price does not tackle problem drinks like this.

Buckfast is only one of a number of drinks which are misused and accounts for only 0.5% of alcohol sales in Scotland. It is clear from the evidence that cheaper, stronger drinks, such as white cider, super strength lager and supermarket own-brand vodka, are favoured by harmful and hazardous drinkers and cause significant health and social harm.

Minimum pricing, while not the only solution to tackling Scotland’s problem with alcohol, will help reduce consumption, particularly among harmful and hazardous drinkers.   

For example, a minimum price of 40p per 10ml unit of alcohol would result in around a 50% increase in the price of a 700ml bottle of supermarket own-label vodka, to about £10.50 a bottle.

Strong supermarket cider would double in price, from under £3 for three litres to £6.60. 

Introducing minimum price could cost hundreds of jobs in the drinks industry.

While minimum pricing means people will consume less alcohol, those who buy cheap products will pay more and so alcohol industry revenues are unlikely to be adversely affected. 

In addition, it is estimated that the introduction of minimum pricing will have a positive impact on Scotland’s workforce by improving public health and subsequently resulting in a reduction of the number of work days lost (by almost 30,000 by year 10).

 As alcohol is an addictive substance and so does not behave as an ordinary commodity. Those who drink most heavily (and are therefore most likely to be dependent) will not be price sensitive.
 

A considerable body of evidence from many studies does show that the heaviest drinkers (as well as young people) are most price sensitive
. A similar effect can also be seen for tobacco, an even more addictive substance. A 10% increase in the price of cigarettes on average reduces demand by 4% in high-income countries such as the UK
 and, as with alcohol, younger people are more price sensitive
.

Furthermore, the whole point of minimum pricing is that it would prevent heavy drinkers from switching to cheaper per-unit alcoholic products, since it would mean that all drinks were priced fairly according to their strength.
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