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FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

14th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4) 
 

Wednesday 21 December 2011 
 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 6. 
 
1. Declaration of interests: Mark McDonald will be invited to declare any relevant 

interests. 
 
2. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

to take items 4, 5 and 6 in private. 
 
3. Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will take evidence 

on the Financial Memorandum of the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill 
from— 

 
John Drummond, Chief Executive, Scottish Grocers Federation; 
 
Campbell Evans, Director, Government & Consumer Affairs, Scotch 
Whisky Association; 
 
Valerie Tallon, Lanarkshire Alcohol & Drug Partnership Co-ordinator, NHS 
Lanarkshire; 
 

and then from— 
 

Mary Cuthbert, Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill Team Leader, 
Donald Henderson, Deputy Director for Public health, and Marjorie 
Marshall, Health Economic Advisor, Scottish Government. 
 

4. Land Registration (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will consider its approach 
to the Financial Memorandum of the Land Registration (Scotland) Bill. 

 
5. Criminal Cases (Punishment and Review) (Scotland) Bill: The Committee 

will consider its approach to the Financial Memorandum of the Criminal Cases 
(Punishment and Review) (Scotland) Bill. 
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6. Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will consider the 
key themes arising from the oral evidence sessions. 

 
 

James Johnston 
Clerk to the Finance Committee 

Room T3.60 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
Tel: 0131 348 5215 

Email: james.johnston@scottish.parliament.uk 
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The papers for this meeting are as follows— 
 
Agenda item 3  

Paper by the Clerk 
 

FI/S4/11/14/1 

Written submissions 
 

FI/S4/11/14/2 

Agenda item 4  

PRIVATE PAPER 
 

FI/S4/11/14/3 (P) 

Agenda item 5  

PRIVATE PAPER 
 

FI/S4/11/14/4 (P) 
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Finance Committee 
 

14th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday, 21 December 2011 
 

Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill  

Purpose  

1. The Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill was introduced in the 
Parliament on 31 October 2011.  

2. At its meeting on 16 November 2011, the Committee agreed to seek 
written evidence from a series of organisations identified in the Financial 
Memorandum as being potentially affected by the Bill.  

3. Submissions have been received from— 

 Aberdeen City Council 
 Dumfries and Galloway Council 
 Highland Council 
 National Association of Cider Makers 
 NHS Grampian 
 NHS Highland 
 NHS Lanarkshire and Lanarkshire Alcohol & Drugs Partnership 
 North Ayrshire Council 
 Scottish Ambulance Service 
 Scottish Grocers Federation 
 Scotch Whisky Association 
 South Lanarkshire Council 
 Wine and Spirit Trade Association. 

4. These submissions are contained in a separate paper. 

5. This paper contains a summary of the Bill and a copy of the Financial 
Memorandum (attached at Annexe B) and suggests some areas that the 
Committee may wish to raise with the first panel of witnesses and with the Bill 
team.  

The Bill  

6. The Policy Memorandum accompanying the Bill states that the main 
purpose of the Bill is to introduce a minimum price of alcohol below which 
alcohol must not be sold on licensed premises. The minimum price will be set 
according to the strength of the alcohol, the volume of the alcohol and the 
minimum price per unit. The formula used to calculate the minimum price of 
alcohol is set out in subsection 1(3) of the Bill.  

7. The FM accompanying the Bill states that section 1 of the Bill will 
introduce a requirement to set a minimum price of alcohol which is considered 
to carry a significant financial impact. It advises that section 2 of the Bill is a 
technical provision and will result in no financial impact and therefore is not 
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covered in the FM. Section 2 makes provision for the expiry of amendments 
made by a section that is not contained in the Alcohol Etc. (Scotland) Act 
2010 (“the Alcohol Act”).  

8. The FM refers to the modelling undertaken by the School of Health and 
Related Research at the University of Sheffield (ScHARR) and then sets out 
the costs on the—  

 Scottish Administration (paragraphs 33 to 35);  

 local authorities (paragraph 36);  

 other bodies, individuals and businesses (paragraphs 37 to 66).  

9. Paragraph 23 and 65 (and table 6) set out the estimated savings to the 
National Health Service. 

10. Paragraphs 67 to 71 set out the uncertainty around the costs and 
benefits.  

11. Members will be aware that a Business and Regulatory Impact 
Assessment (BRIA) was published on 16 November 2011 (post-dating the 
publication of the FM). This includes information from businesses on the 
financial implications of the Bill. A summary of the costs and benefits included 
in the BRIA is attached at Annexe C. 

12. Members may wish to explore the following issues with witnesses and 
the Bill team— 

Consultation 

13. In its submission, the SWA states that it was not consulted on the 
financial assumptions made in relation to the Financial Memorandum. 
(para.11) 

Cost on the Scottish Administration 

14. Para.33 of the FM states that research to inform the potential impact of 
setting a minimum price per unit was undertaken by ScHARR at a cost of 
£56,000 for the initial report and £31,000 for the updated report (excluding 
VAT). It states that these costs are not costs associated with this Bill but with 
the Alcohol Act.  

Costs on individuals 

15. The Wine and Spirit Trade Association (WSTA) expresses concern that 
the FM does not assess fully the impact that minimum unit pricing will have on 
the majority of consumers in Scotland, particularly those on the lowest 
incomes. It states that it believes the most effective way to address the 
problem is to focus attention and resource on those who mis-use alcohol 
rather than the majority of responsible drinkers (para.2.4) 
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Costs on businesses 

Reduction in sales 
16. The SGF is quoted in the FM (paragraph 53) as stating that its members 
estimated that a minimum price per unit of 50p would result in a reduction in 
sales of 10% and a 70p minimum price per unit of 50p would have an 
estimated reduction in sales of 25%. 

17. The FM states (paragraph 53) that the SWA estimated that a minimum 
price per unit of 50p would result in a reduction of Scotch whisky sales in 
Scotland by 23%. As a result, the SWA estimated that whisky sales in the 
Scottish off-trade would be reduced by at least £30 million a year. Note, 
however, that the BRIA quotes the SWA as estimating that a minimum price of 
50p would result in a reduction of Scotch whisky sales in Scotland by 15% 
which equates to a reduction in sales of £23 million.1 

18. In its submission to the Committee the SWA indicates that— 

“The information in the Financial Memorandum (para 53) is outdated 
and refers to information supplied in response to a questionnaire for 
input to the BRIA [Business & Regulatory Impact Assessment] for the 
Alcohol Etc (Scotland) Bill.” (para.9) 

Impact on small businesses  
19.  The SGF believes that the larger multiples will disproportionately benefit 
from any hypothetical increase in profit resulting from minimum pricing (para. 
4.5). It states, for example, that it would expect that some producers would 
take the opportunity under minimum pricing to increase their prices to trade in 
order to benefit from the increased revenue determined by a retail price 
increase. The SGF points out that this will erode any expected financial gain 
for smaller and independent retailers which have less bargaining powers with 
producers than, for example, supermarkets. (written submission para.16) 

20. In its written submission (para.18), the SGF claims that— 

“larger multiples have already proven..how easy it is for them to 
circumvent the will of the 2010 Alcohol Act by advertising that they can 
still offer multi-buy deals, illegal in Scotland, by delivering them straight 
from a warehouse in England to the consumer’s door.” 

Impact on jobs 
21. The SWA states that those companies whose business model is heavily 
weighted towards supplying own-label and value brands are likely to be 
significantly impacted by the introduction of minimum pricing. It estimates that 
this could put at risk around 250 – 400 jobs. (para.22)   

Impact on Scottish whisky exports 
22. The SWA states in its submission that an econometric analysis of the 
markets in South Korea and France suggests a potential £85 million reduction 
                                            
1 http://scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/1094/0122806.pdf 
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in exports in these two markets alone. Widening that assessment, it calculates 
that Scottish Whisky exports could fall by 14.5% (£500 million) annually. 
(para.18) 

23. The SWA states that any negative impact on Scottish whisky exports will 
have a direct impact on the Scottish economy, pointing out that the industry 
currently spends £1.1 billion annually with local suppliers and that investment 
of some £1 billion in production and manufacturing capacity has occurred in 
the last four years. (para.21) 

Internet and cross-border sales 
24. Paragraphs 56-7 of the FM considers the loss of trade due to cross-
border alcohol tourism and increased internet sales. In particular, paragraph 
57 states that in relation to internet sales, the Scottish Government concludes 
that the vast majority of consumers will not be affected as they are unlikely to 
purchase the type of alcohol that will be affected by a minimum pricing policy 
through the internet.  

25. In its submission, the SGF states that— 

“The FM underestimates the potential of minimum unit pricing to drive 
up cross-border and internet sales.” (para.4.2) 

26. It advises that the online grocery sector is expected to more than double 
in size over the next five years from £4.8 billion in 2010 to £9.9 billion by 2015 
(para 4.2) and indicates (at para.19 of its written submission) that “there was a 
55 percent increase in UK online alcohol sales between April 2010 and April 
2011.” 

27. The WSTA states that it is “unrealistic” for the Government to assume 
that consumers will not seek to purchase their alcohol from internet providers 
based outside Scotland where they can take advantage of better offers. 
(para.7.4) and points to a recent report from the British Retail Consortium 
showing that online sales are a significant and growing part of UK sales. 

Cross-border concerns 
28. The SGF expresses concern about the impact on retailers situated close 
to the border with England and states (at para.20 of its written submission 
note) that “some retailers have already started to report a loss in business 
from cross-border trade resulting from the 2010 Alcohol Act.” 

29. The WSTA also raises concerns about the impact on areas close to the 
border and states that there will be an added incentive to shop in England as 
opposed to Scotland and that “it is likely that as well as buying alcohol 
consumers will also choose to buy their weekly groceries in England.” 
(para.7.2) The WSTA draws parallels with the position in Northern Ireland. 
(para.7.3) 

30. Dumfries and Galloway Council (D&G Council) notes that while the FM 
suggests that the cost of petrol and wear and tear on the vehicle would not 
make cross-border shopping worthwhile for someone based in Glasgow (see 
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para.56 of the FM) “this is not the case in many areas within Dumfries and 
Galloway.” It states that— 

“Crossborder sales might very well be financially worthwhile and if so 
this would deleteriously impact on the local licensed trade.” (para.7) 

31. The WSTA also raises concerns about illicit trade (see paras.7.6-8) 

Licensing fees 

32. The WSTA considers that the FM does not accurately reflect the full 
costs to its members of the constantly changing licensing regime in Scotland 
over the past five years and the uncertainty that this causes to business. 
(para.4) A similar point is made by the SGF (paras. 4.7-9).  

33.  D&G Council also states that “the proposed licence condition would put 
a massive amount of pressure on LSOs”2 and notes that an increase in fee 
levels could only “kick in” from the new fee period (from 1 October). It states 
that— 

“In any event locally the annual fees are presently at the maximum: 
there is therefore no leeway locally to recoup for additional work.” 
(para.4) 

Costs to the UK Government 

Statement of Funding policy 
34. Paragraph 64 of the FM states that there is an estimated increase of 
between £1 and a reduction of £65m in receipts to the Exchequer taking the 
range of prices from 25p to 70p. The FM goes on to state that there are no 
costs to the UK Government which fall within the terms of the Statement of 
Funding Policy.   

35. A similar statement regarding a reduction in receipts to the Exchequer 
was made in the FM accompanying the Alcohol Act. However, on that 
occasion, the FM stated at paragraph 58 that—  

Under the terms of the Statement of Funding between Scottish  
Ministers and the UK Government, the reduction in VAT and duty falls  
as a cost to the Scottish Administration.  

36. However, in evidence to the previous Finance Committee the Bill team 
subsequently suggested that this would not be the case, citing the precedent 
set by the anti-smoking legislation, where HM Treasury had not recovered any 
sums in relation to reduced taxation and duty receipts, despite an estimated 
reduction in Exchequer receipts of between £7m and £76m.3 

                                            
2 Licensing Standards Officers 
3http://archive.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/or-10/fi10-0402.htm#Col1871 (col 
1908) 
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37. The Statement of Funding Policy sets out how spending is allocated for 
the devolved administrations of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. 
Spending is allocated using the long-standing Barnett Formula, which 
allocates changes in funding based on population. Paragraph 3.2.8 of the 
Statement states that— 

“Where decisions taken by any devolved administrations or bodies 
under their jurisdictions have financial implications for departments or 
agencies of the United Kingdom Government or, alternatively decisions 
of United Kingdom departments or agencies lead to additional costs for 
any of the devolved administrations, where other arrangements do not 
exists automatically to adjust for such extra costs, the body whose 
decision leads to the additional costs will meet that cost;” 

38. At its meeting on 16 November, the Committee agreed to write to the 
Chief Secretary to the Treasury and the text of the letter and the response 
from the Economic Secretary to the Treasury is provided at Annexe A.  

Estimated Exchequer costs 
39. The FM assumes that overall spending on alcohol will increase (so VAT 
receipts will rise) but the volume of alcohol sold will reduce (so duty receipts 
will fall). However, Members will note that both the SGF and the SWA suggest 
that sales will fall.  

Savings to the NHS 

40. Paragraph 65 of the FM states that alcohol misuse costs the National 
Health Service (NHS) an estimated £296m each year. It states that health 
harms are estimated to reduce by up to £90m in the first year, and up to 
£1,965 over 10 years. In particular, the FM notes at paragraph 41 that 
healthcare service costs are estimated to reduce by around £6m in the first 
year and by around £83m over a 10 year period. 

41. Members will note that NHS Lanarkshire supports the financial 
assumptions made within the Bill and supports a minimum price of 50p. At 
paragraph 3.1 of its submission it identifies the savings to NHS Lanarkshire. 

Employment-related benefits 

42. Paragraphs 43 to 44 and Table 4 in the FM set out the employed-related 
benefits deriving from a minimum pricing of alcohol policy. Table 4 of the FM 
shows that £28m of the £51m first year benefits are due to employment-
related impacts. Within this total, £2m is due to a reduction in sickness 
absence, while £26m is due to reduced unemployment. The £26m is based on 
an assumption that there will be 1,200 fewer unemployed people. 

Margins of uncertainty 
 
43. Paragraphs 67-70 provide information on the uncertainty surrounding the 
costs and benefits in respect of the Bill. Members may wish to explore this 
information further. 
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Definitions used in the FM 

44. The FM uses the terms “hazardous”, “harmful” and “moderate” to 
describe different levels of drinkers. The previous Committee sought data on 
the spread of drinkers within those categories – for example how many 
hazardous drinkers were towards the top or bottom end of consumption. 

45. While recognising that there is a lack of data in this area, the Committee 
indicated that it would have been helpful if “some analysis had been done in 
this area of cost, especially on the spread of figures within each of the groups 
of drinkers.” 

Lucy Scharbert 
Assistant Clerk to the Committee  
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Annexe A 
 
Letter from the Convener to the Chief Secretary to the Treasury  
 
The Finance Committee of the Scottish Parliament is currently considering the 
Financial Memorandum (FM) produced to accompany the Alcohol (Minimum 
Pricing) (Scotland) Bill.  
 
The purpose of the Bill is to introduce a minimum price for alcohol below 
which alcohol must not be sold on licensed premises. The Scottish 
Government commissioned the School of Health and Related Research at the 
University of Sheffield to undertake analysis using Scottish data to model the 
potential effect of the introduction of minimum pricing of alcohol. Minimum 
prices per unit from 25p to 70p were modelled. 
 
Paragraphs 62 to 64 of the FM consider the estimated costs on the UK 
Government. In particular, paragraph 64 of the FM states that there is 
estimated to be a net effect of an increase of between £1m and a reduction of 
£65m in receipts to the Exchequer taking the range of prices from 25p to 70p. 
The FM goes on to state that there are no costs to the UK Government which 
fall within the terms of the Statement of Funding. 
 
As part of its scrutiny of the FM, the Committee agreed to seek clarification 
from the UK Treasury on whether it shares this view. 
 
A copy of the Bill and accompanying documents is attached with this letter 
(the FM is contained within the explanatory notes) and can be found on the 
Parliament’s website at: 
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/43354.aspx 
 
Letter from the Economic Secretary to the Treasury to the Convener 
 
Thank you for your letter of 17 November regarding your committee’s 
consideration of the Financial Memorandum produced to accompany the 
Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill. 
 
I am grateful for the sight of the Financial Memorandum, given the potential 
impact of the policy on the UK Government. I am aware of the modelling done 
by the University of Sheffield, but have some concerns about the conclusion 
reached on the impact on Exchequer receipts. In particular we have concerns 
about the methodology used by the University of Sheffield to model their 
results. Initial analysis undertaken by the HMRC suggests that the Exchequer 
revenue costs of introducing minimum pricing in Scotland, as presented in the 
Financial Memorandum, are too low. While recognising the competence of the 
Scottish Government to take forward this policy and welcoming the Scottish 
Government’s attempts to develop a wider strategic approach to tackling 
alcohol abuse, I would expect the Scottish Government to take account of the 
potential impact on exchequer receipts when setting minimum prices under 
the legislation. 
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Annexe C 
 
Summary of Costs and Benefits Table from the Business and Regulatory 
Impact Assessment for Minimum Price per Unit of Alcohol as contained 
in the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill  
 
 

Option  Costs  Benefits  
Introduce a prohibition 
on sales of alcohol 
below a minimum 
price per unit  

Consumers  
Costs to consumers of between 
£8.7m to £190.9m (table 10) 
depending on the specific minimum 
price per unit.  
 
Retailers – off-trade  
SGF estimate a 50p minimum price 
will reduce sales by 10% (paragraph 
5.58).  
 
SWA estimate that a minimum price 
of 50p would result in reduced 
Scotch Whisky sales in Scotland by 
15% which equates to a reduction in 
sales of £23m (paragraph 5.58).  
 
Administrative costs of re-pricing 
and maintaining separate prices for 
Scotland and rest of UK. Will 
depend on size of retailer and 
whether they are UK or Scotland 
based.  
 
Scottish Government estimates 
around a maximum of £0.4m 
(paragraph 5.62) for re-pricing in off-
sales convenience premises.  
 
Retailers – on-trade  
Unlikely to be adversely affected.  
 
Wholesalers  
Estimated there will be a decrease 
in volume of sales and an increase 
in the value of sales, however it is 
not possible to ascertain where this 
increased revenue will end up in the 
supply chain.  
 
Producers  
Estimated there will be a decrease 
in volume of sales and an increase 
in the value of sales, however it is 

Consumers  
Health harms: between an increase of 
£1m in year 1 (including QALYs) to a 
reduction of £1,965m over 10 years 
(including QALYs) (tables 3 & 6) 
depending on the specific minimum 
price per unit.  
 
Crime harms: reduction of up to £16m 
in year 1 (including QALYs) (table 6) 
and reduction of £138m over 10 years 
(including QALYs) (table 6) 
depending on the specific minimum 
price per unit.  
 
Employment harms: reduction of 
between £2m and £85m in year 1 
(including QALYs) (table 6), and 
reduction of between £14m and 
£710m over 10 years (including 
QALYs) (table 6) depending on the 
specific minimum price per unit.  
 
Retailers – off-trade  
Increase in revenue of between 
£4.7m and £148m (table 8) per 
annum depending on the specific 
minimum price per unit.  
 
Retailers – on-trade  
Increase in revenue of between 
£3.1m and £108.5m (table 8) per 
annum depending on the specific 
minimum price per unit.  
 
Wholesalers  
All minimum price scenarios result in 
increased revenues, however it is not 
possible to ascertain where this 
increased revenue will end up in the 
supply chain.  
 
Producers  
All minimum price scenarios result in 
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not possible to ascertain where this 
increased revenue will end up in the 
supply chain. 
  
SWA estimate supermarket and 
value brands will be affected – these 
account for around 26% of the 
Scottish off-trade market, and 250-
400 jobs (paragraph 5.88) could be 
at risk for Scottish companies 
supplying these products at a 50p 
per unit minimum price.  
 
Whyte & Mackay estimate a 50p per 
unit minimum price would result in 
possible job losses for them of up to 
83 in Scotland, with around 250 job 
losses in total (using 3 jobs indirectly 
connected with every direct job in 
the industry) (paragraph 5.88).  
 
SWA claim that a minimum price of 
50p would erode the differential 
between cheap and premium Scotch 
Whisky thereby affecting not only 
brands that would be directly 
affected by minimum pricing 
(paragraph 5.91).  
 
SWA estimate that copy-cat 
discrimination in other jurisdictions 
could reduce Scotch Whisky exports 
in the region of £500m a year 
(paragraph 5.96). No information 
has been provided in respect of 
which countries are contemplating or 
are likely to pursue such 
discriminatory action.  
 
Local government  
Minimal.  
 
Central government  
Cost of business advice to licence 
holders of £0.09m (paragraph 5.100) 
regarding implementation of 
minimum pricing.  
 
Cost of a periodic review of the 
minimum price for the Scottish 
Government – methodology and 
timescale not yet decided.  

increased revenues, however it is not 
possible to ascertain where this 
increased revenue will end up in the 
supply chain.  
 
Local government  
Benefits from estimated reductions in 
health, crime and employment harms 
and associated costs.  
 
Central government  
Benefits from estimated reductions in 
health, crime and employment harms 
and associated costs.  
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Effect on VAT and duty of between 
an increase of £0.8m to a reduction 
of £65.6m (table 14) for the UK 
Exchequer depending on the 
specific minimum price per unit.  
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Finance Committee 
 

14th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday, 21 December 2011 
 

Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill 
Written submissions 

 
1. At its meeting on 16 November 2011, the Committee agreed to seek 
written evidence from a series of organisations identified in the Financial 
Memorandum as being potentially affected by the Bill.  

2. Submissions have been received from— 

 Aberdeen City Council 

 Dumfries and Galloway Council 

 Highland Council 

 National Association of Cider Makers 

 NHS Grampian 

 NHS Highland 

 NHS Lanarkshire and Lanarkshire Alcohol & Drugs Partnership 

 North Ayrshire Council 

 Scottish Ambulance Service 

 Scottish Grocers Federation 

 Scottish Whisky Association 

 South Lanarkshire Council 

 Wine and Spirit Trade Association. 

3. These submissions are attached.  
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Finance Committee 

Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill 

Submission from Aberdeen City Council 

Consultation 
1. Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, 
and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 

 
No comment. 
 
2. Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been 
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
No comment. 
 
3. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? 
 
No. 
 
Costs 
4. If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you 
believe that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 
 
No comment. 
 
5. Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 
associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be met? 
 
Any significant costs may ultimately require to be recovered through 
increased the licence fees. 
 
6. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 
uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over which such 
costs would be expected to arise? 
 
No comment. 
 
Wider Issues 
7. If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these 
associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
No comment. 
 

8. Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, 
for example through subordinate legislation or more developed guidance?  If 
so, is it possible to quantify these costs?   
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If minimum pricing is to be introduced as a mandatory condition local 

authorities will be required to produce and circulate new sets of conditions for 

current licence holders.  

There may also be additional cost in terms of enforcement of minimum pricing 

conditions by Licensing Standards Officers, Clerks and Boards. 
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Submission from Dumfries and Galloway Council 

Consultation 
1. Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, 
and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 
 
N/A 
 
2. Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been 
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
N/A 
 
3. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? 
 
N/A 
 
Costs 
4. If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you 
believe that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 
 
No.  Although mention is made of the possibility of increasing fee levels this 
could only ―kick in‖ from the next fee period (from 1 October).  In any event 
locally the annual fees are presently at the maximum: there is therefore no 
leeway locally to recoup for additional work. 
 
5. Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 
associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be met? 
 
No. As 4.  The proposed licence condition would put a massive amount of 
pressure on LSOs.  The Explanatory Notes to the Bill emphasise only the 
responsibility of the LSOs and Boards without mentioning that failure to 
comply will be an offence and therefore also a police matter.  
 
6. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 
uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over which such 
costs would be expected to arise? 
 
Unknown. 
 
Wider Issues 
7. If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these 
associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
Mention is made that there will be little opportunity for cross border alcohol 

scales.  The example given is Glasgow – the cost of petrol and wear and tear 

on the vehicle would not make it worthwhile. 
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That is not the case in many areas within Dumfries and Galloway.  

Crossborder sales might very well be financially worthwhile and if so this 

would deleteriously impact on the local licensed trade. 

8. Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, 
for example through subordinate legislation or more developed guidance?  If 
so, is it possible to quantify these costs?   

Impossible to speculate. 
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Submission from Highland Council 

Consultation 
1. Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, 

and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 
 
Yes, comment was made in support of the measures included to 
protect Local Authorities from additional costs. 

 
2. Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been 

accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
Yes 

 
3. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? 

 
No, but an extension of the deadline was agreed to allow an 
approved response 

 
Costs 

4. If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you 
believe that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 

 
Yes, the financial implications of additional Licensing Support 
Officers‘ workload are accurately reflected. 

 
5. Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 

associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be 
met? 

The memorandum includes consideration of the potential need 
to raise licensing fees to cover the additional costs. This 
measure will enable us to meet any additional costs. 

 
6. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 

uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over 
which such costs would be expected to arise? 

 
This level of detail is not included in the memorandum and 
would be difficult to assess on a universal basis. 
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Submission from the National Association of Cider Makers (NACM) 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Association of Cider Makers (NACM) represents and promotes 

the interests of producers of cider and perry in England, Wales and Northern 

Ireland; and by implication the interests of cider apple growers and the rural 

communities in which this activity takes place. We appreciate the opportunity 

to comment on the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill.1 

CIDER INDUSTRY 

The cider industry is characterised by its wide range of scale of production 

with two major producers, a handful of medium scale producers and a very 

long tail of very small scale producers with some perry and cider makers 

producing less than 70Hl per annum. Approximately 480 producers, in all, 

predominately based in rural communities in the South West of England and 

the three counties of Gloucester, Hereford and Worcester. Some 1,000 jobs 

are directly dependent on cider making with a further 5,000 rural/cider related 

jobs overall.  

The principal raw material for making perry and cider is pears for perry and 

apples (both cider apples and dessert apples) for cider. The source of the 

pears and apples for making perry and cider is from a wide variety of orchards, 

varying in scale from 2-3 trees to large orchards in England, Wales and 

Northern Ireland. Without the continued existence of the cider industry the 

UK‘s apple orchards would be reduced by more than 50%. 

Cider and perry is sold throughout the United Kingdom in a wide range of 

outlets from major national and regional pub chains, major multiple retailers to 

farm shops and local pubs and local supermarkets. 

As set out in the BRI2, the share which cider and perry have of the Scottish 

alcoholic drinks market is only a relatively small 7%; this effectively means 

that 930 people out of 1,000 people do not drink cider. Furthermore of the 70 

that do, cider is usually their 4th preference drink.3  Strong white ciders only 

represent ½%4 of the total alcoholic drinks market, not the 2% as set out in 

                                                           
1 The views presented within this document reflect the majority of NACM members. However, one of 

the association's largest members, C&C Group plc (“C&C”), makers of Magners, Gaymers and 

Blackthorn cider and Tennent's lager are supportive of the Scottish government's plans on minimum 

pricing as part of a range of measures designed to tackle problem drinkers, as long as it is 

implemented reasonably and proportionately.  As a result C&C’s views are not included within this 

evidence. C&C would be happy to present separate evidence if requested. 

2 (BRI) Framework for Action: Changing Scotland’s Relationship with Alcohol – Business and Regulatory Impact for Minimum 

Price per Unit of Alcohol as Contained in the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill, Scottish Government 2011, paragraph 

5.52, p 44.  
3 Trade research 

4 CGA/IRI On & Off Trade 
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the BRI5. They are a declining part of the market and it is interesting to 

observe that in the leading multiple retailers these products are placed on the 

bottom shelf and are not regularly replenished. 

ALCOHOL MISUSE 

As the figures clearly show, due to its small market share, cider and perry 

cannot be singled out as being responsible for alcohol misuse in Scotland, as 

some would suggest. A review of published reports in the public domain 

produced by the Scottish Executive, UK Government and other bodies, quite 

clearly demonstrates that no one alcoholic drink is responsible for alcohol 

misuse – misuse is caused by certain drinkers who clearly misuse alcohol and 

by some under 18s who are clearly breaking the law, with their parents6 

principally responsible for supplying the alcohol to them. This therefore is not 

a problem about problem drinks but about problem drinkers and individual‘s 

attitude towards alcohol. 

NACM fully appreciates the Scottish Government‘s concerns about alcohol 

misuse in Scotland and its desire to address this issue. NACM is an active 

member of the Scottish Government Alcohol Industry Partnership, set up to 

develop effective, practical and targeted measures to address the misuse of 

alcohol by the few. 

The cider industry looks forward to continue its partnership with the Scottish 

Government to tackle these serious problems. In drawing up policies to 

reduce harm from problem drinkers, however, it is essential to base solutions 

on the facts and robust evidence of what works.  

NACM fully subscribes to the Portman Group Code of Practice which is 

successful in ensuring that products are marketed in a socially responsible 

way and only to an adult audience, fully supports the aims and objectives of 

the Drinkaware Trust (with NACM‘s leading members being directly involved 

in its operations) and an active participate in the Responsibility Deal. 

MINIMUM PRICE BASED ON A UNIT OF ALCOHOL 

Given that the majority of the public drink sensibly and that alcohol is misused 

by a minority of drinkers, general population measures such as increasing 

taxes or other means of raising prices e.g. introducing minimum unit pricing 

are not generally regarded as the appropriate means for tackling misuse – it 

penalises the majority of sensible drinkers without necessarily dealing with 

alcohol misuse. 

                                                           
5 Table 3, p 73  

6 Research by Drinkaware and John Moores University, Liverpool. 
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The ScHARR7 model does no more than demonstrate that if you raise the 

price of a product consumption falls (the economic principle of price elasticity 

of demand)8 9; the basis on which the whole minimum unit pricing thesis is 

built.  

A number of factors can affect the price elasticity of demand for example: 

1. Availability of substitute goods and their relative price (in this case 
substitute goods could include discretionary food products whose 
purchase is dropped to maintain alcohol purchases.) 

2. Consumer‘s real personal disposable income, 
3. Market dynamics, to name a few. 

MARKET DYNAMICS AND DISTORTION 

The ScHARR study did not adequately model situations where other 

determinants were not held constant. The application of a 35p/unit minimum 

price (and above) would not appear to fall within the parameters of the 1% 

price change: the double digit price change represents a paradigm shift, 

where the level of price increase for one category is sufficient to alter existing 

market dynamics which would render historical price elasticities questionable.  

The application of minimum unit pricing will compress price ranges of 

products (in the off-trade) within a category – eroding price hierarchies as the 

gap between the new artificial floor price of a product and the premium price 

is drastically reduced. Price ranges across categories will also be compressed: 

historic price elasticities would not be applicable as the basis for calculating 

impacts on demand for a range of alcoholic beverages (and the collateral 

reduction in the demand for discretionary food items.) Such price compression 

will be market distorting and bring with it unintended consequences. The 

impact on cider sales in Scotland will be far greater than that calculated by 

ScHARR.  

This measure effectively denies access to Scottish markets because minimum 

pricing favours least efficient producers and denies cost efficient producers in 

England, in other EU member states and non – EU countries who make 

‗English‘ style cider access to market by not being able to reflect their cost 

                                                           
7
 School of Health and Related Research at the University of Sheffield. 

8
 Price Elasticity of Demand is a measure to show the responsiveness of a quantity of a product 

demanded in response to a 1% change in price (holding constant all other determinants of demand). 

It was devised by Alfred Marshall in 1890. The determining factor for establishing the price elasticity is 

the willingness and ability of consumers after a price change to postpone immediate consumption 

decisions concerning the goods and to search for substitutes. 

9
 Marshall, A (1920), Principles of Economics (revised edition), MacMillan 
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efficiencies in lower prices. Minimum unit pricing is effectively a restriction on 

the operation of the free market and a barrier to international trade. 

Minimum unit pricing removes price as a vehicle for reflecting quality 

considerations and removes the incentive for maintaining quality aspects of 

production. In the case of cider, as far as the Scottish market would be 

concerned, minimum unit pricing could undermine and make redundant the 

minimum juice content criteria for cider as the minimum price (depending on 

the level it was set)  could nullify the tax penalty for lower juice content 

product.    

The above assessment effectively challenges two claims made in the BRI: 

1. ―. . . that the effects of the price increase may not be disadvantageous 
to the alcohol industry as a whole because the estimated decrease in 
sales volume may be more than offset by the unit price increase.‖10    

2. ―Minimum pricing is estimated to result in increased revenue to the 
alcohol industry as a whole.‖11 

The BRI clearly shows that there will be serious damage to cider sales if the 

minimum price were set at 40p/unit of alcohol12. 

Parallel markets  

The BRI is dismissive of the impact of internet trading and the development of 

an illicit market for alcohol. It tends to assume a passive response from 

consumers. This view is not shared by the Economist, ―If prices are much 

higher in Scotland than in England, parallel markets, both legal and illegal, will 

emerge.‖13 Parallel markets are active in Sweden and Finland where penal tax 

regimes operate against alcoholic beverages. 

There is an example from recent history when coffee prices rose very steeply 

where lorries on route between production centres to distribution depots in the 

UK were hi-jacked for their cargoes for selling in illicit markets. 

Where prices are artificially raised above a market price illicit alcohol 

production and counterfeiting does take place which is recognised by the 

WHO Global Strategy. The recommended course of action is greater 

enforcement but this adds to policing costs yet the BRI figures show that 

overall crime volumes are estimated to fall by around £18m over 10 years.14  

                                                           
10

 BRI p 17 paragraph 2.34 
11

 BRI p 39 paragraph 5.37  
12

 BRI p 73, Table 3 
13

 The Economist, December 3
rd

 – 9
th

 2011, p 36. 
14

 BRI p 34, paragraph 5.21 and Table 4. 
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Conclusion 

Penalising the general population does not seem to be the appropriate way 

forward in either seeking to bring about cultural change in Scotland‘s 

relationship with alcohol or dealing with alcohol misuse (the problem drinkers).  

The industry is working with the Scottish Government to address the issue of 

alcohol misuse and as the Economist pointed out, ―some drinking trends are 

beginning to come right, with a recent fall in alcohol related deaths, fewer 

adults saying that they drink over the limit and fewer 13 – 15 year olds saying 

they drank at all the previous week: why rush into more change?‖15 

 Given the significant anticipated drop in the sales of cider as a result of the 

introduction of minimum pricing the negative impact on industry is 

disproportionate to the outcomes that are being sought particularly as they 

stand to be undermined by unintended consequences. 

NACM is concerned, along with other organisations representing alcoholic 

drinks producers that: 

 

1. Policy on alcohol misuse should be addressed to those who have the 
problem not the majority who do not rather than propose a measure 
which unnecessarily impacts all consumers of alcoholic drinks 
regardless of whether or not they have anything to do with alcohol 
misuse.   

2. There is the assumption of a direct link between price and reducing 
harm, particularly as it is has yet to be supported by the evidence. No 
evidence has been produced to substantiate the thesis that minimum 
unit pricing will be effective in tackling alcohol misuse other than the 
basic mechanism that as the price of a product goes up then the 
consumption of it in general goes down. 

Of concern is the apparent failure by those wishing to introduce further 

legislative controls on the availability and the price of alcohol to identify and 

deal with the real causes of alcohol. To focus on the availability and 

affordability of alcohol as the sole and root cause of misuse loses sight of this. 

When the BRI looked at alternative policy instruments it looked no further than 

price instruments and failed to give consideration to targeted interventions16. 

The real drivers behind harmful drinking, binge drinking behaviour and under 

18‘s alcohol misuse are overlooked as a consequence. Failure to get this right 

                                                           
15

 The Economist, December 3
rd

 – 9
th

 2011, p 36 

16
 BRI p 90 paragraphs 72 – 78. 
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means that behaviour does not change, misuse and harmful drinking 

continues but that the general public are penalised as a result of failed 

policies built on false premises. 
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Submission from NHS Grampian 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views on the Financial 
Memorandum produced to accompany the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) 
(Scotland) Bill. NHS Grampian are producing a joint comment on the Bill itself 
with partners. The comments in this letter concern implications for NHS 
Grampian as an organisation. 

 
7. Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, 

and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 
 

As described above, we are taking part in the consultation exercise for the 
Bill. We commented that there is evidence for the effectiveness of 
minimum pricing in reducing consumption of alcohol and its associated 
harms. Additionally we agree that the greatest impact will be upon harmful 
drinkers. We have recommended a minimum price per unit of 60p. 

 
8. Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been 

accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
Yes we do. We agree with the use of the School of Health and Related 
Research (ScHARR)1 evidence to inform the assumptions. 

 
9. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? 
 
The consultation exercise is still ongoing at the time of writing. However, 
we feel there has been sufficient time to contribute. 

 
10. If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you 

believe that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 

 
NHS Grampian do not anticipate any additional costs as a result of the Bill, 
and indeed expect future cost savings due to a projected reduction in 
health harm. This has been accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum.  
 
The costs of alcohol misuse in Scotland to the NHS have recently been 
estimated as £348.46 million per year.2 A minimum price per unit of 60p 
would be expected to reduce health harms by up to £60 million in the first 
year and by £1331 million over ten years.1  However, it is crucial that the 
impact of minimum pricing upon consumption is evaluated and we 
welcome the fact that research has been commissioned to examine this.3 
It is also important that the long-term population level outcomes are 
monitored. 
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11. Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 
associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be 
met? 

 
There are no anticipated additional costs to NHS Grampian. 

 
12. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 

uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over 
which such costs would be expected to arise? 

 
There are no anticipated additional costs to NHS Grampian. 

 
13. If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these 

associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  

 
No other policies are mentioned within the Bill or Memorandum. 

 
14. Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, 

for example through subordinate legislation or more developed 
guidance?  If so, is it possible to quantify these costs?   

 

NHS Grampian does not anticipate any future costs associated with the 

Bill in its current form. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to bring our views to the attention of the 
Finance Committee. 
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Submission from NHS Highland 

Consultation 
1.   Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, 

and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 
 

HADP have submitted a response to the request for evidence to the 
Health & Sport Committee, the key focus was to respond to the 
questions and as such no direct comment was given on the financial 
assumptions made. 

2.   Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have 
been accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum? 

N/A 

3. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? 

The timescale was restrictive however HADP considers the ALCOHOL 
(MINIMUM PRICING) (SCOTLAND) BILL to be an important piece of 
legislation, which sets out a real opportunity to address the issues of 
high alcohol consumption to have a significant and positive impact on 
the health of our communities therefore responding, was considered a 
priority. In terms of commenting on the financial memorandum, 
perhaps this could have been more explicit at the time the initial call for 
evidence was made in order that a more in depth analysis could be 
made at local level. 

Costs 
4.   If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you 

believe that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 

 
HADP believes that the Financial Memorandum has adequately 
covered the implications of the Bill. It is recognised the introduction of a 
minimum price for alcohol will have significant impact on the reduction 
of alcohol related harm. 

5.   Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 
associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be 
met? 

HADP agree with the conclusion contained within the memorandum 
that there will be a significant reduction in alcohol related admissions, 
therefore healthcare costs are estimated to reduce.  

6. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 
uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over 
which such costs would be expected to arise? 
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The analysis contained within the Financial Memorandum would 
appear to have accurately captured this. 

Wider Issues 
7.   If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these 

associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  

The Financial memorandum has considered the financial impact from a 
range of perspectives, including those areas where the Bill will have a 
significant financial impact. HADP believes that the gain for society in 
implementing the Bill out ways any financial outlay.  

8.  Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, 
for example through subordinate legislation or more developed 
guidance?  If so, is it possible to quantify these costs?   

It would be difficult to quantify potential future costs although HADP 
would suggest that to be an accepted risk in order to ensure 
improvement in public health.  



FI/S4/11/14/2 

 17  

 

Submission from NHS Lanarkshire and Lanarkshire Alcohol and Drugs 

Partnership (ADP) 

1 Consultation 

 

Q1 Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, 

and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 

Yes, NHS Lanarkshire did take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill. 

NHS Lanarkshire supported the financial assumption made within the Bill and 

supported a minimum price of £0.50 per unit. The justification for this level 

was based on the University of Sheffield‘s Report (2009) which suggests that 

as the minimum price threshold increases, alcohol-related hospital admissions 

and deaths are estimated to reduce.   

At a national level this would see a reduction of 3,600 admissions per annum 

for a £0.40 price threshold compared to a fall of 8,900 alcohol related hospital 

admissions per annum for a £0.50 price threshold. In Lanarkshire alone this 

equates to a reduction of 367 hospital admissions and 907 hospital 

admissions respectively.   

This report also notes that most of the prevented deaths over a ten year 

timeframe occur in harmful drinkers, while the majority of health related harms 

are reduced in middle or older age groups who are at significant risk of 

developing and potentially dying from chronic disease. The Sheffield Report 

concludes that as the minimum price threshold increases, healthcare costs 

are reduced. At a national level, health and social care costs will be reduced 

by approximately £60m for the £0.40 price threshold and £160m for the £0.50 

price threshold over a ten year period.  In Lanarkshire this equates to £6.1m 

and 16.3m savings in health and social care costs respectively.   

Q2 Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been 

accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  

Yes, these are clearly laid out and are primarily based on the work of the 

Sheffield Report (2009) referred to earlier. 

Q3 Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? - 

Yes 

2 Costs 

Q4 If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you 

believe that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial 

Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 
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Yes the financial Memorandum incorporates the modelling carried out by the 

Sheffield Report (2009), referred to earlier which estimated that Alcohol 

misuse costs the National Health Service (NHS) an estimated £405m each 

year. Health harms are estimated to reduce by up to £88m in the first year, 

and between £12m and £2,211m over 10 years.   

The difference in these figures reflects the modelling of 21 separate scenarios 

conducted by the University of Sheffield. These modelling scenarios 

incorporate the estimated impact on reduction to health harms based on 

minimum price thresholds which range from £0.25 to £0.70 per unit of alcohol 

and the estimated effects of including a discount ban. Financial implications 

for NHS Lanarkshire are incorporated in Q1. 

Q5 Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 

associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be 

met? 

Yes, the financial Memorandum notes that at a national level, health and 

social care costs will be reduced by approximately £60m for the £0.40 price 

threshold and £160m for the £0.50 price threshold over a ten year period. In 

Lanarkshire this equates to £6.1m and 16.3m savings in health and social 

care costs respectively.   

Q6 Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 

uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over 

which such costs would be expected to arise? 

Yes, the financial Memorandum provides an accurate reflection of these 

margins. 

Wider Issues 

Q7 If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these 

associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  

Yes, the financial Memorandum clearly sets out where a Regulatory Impact 

Assessment (RIA) was required. There were 3 topics within the original Bill 

that carried a significant financial impact. For the purposes of the financial 

memorandum, a significant financial impact was defined as a topic having a 

financial impact of over £0.4m per annum once implemented and included the 

introduction of a minimum price for a unit of alcohol. 

Q8 Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, 

for example through subordinate legislation or more developed 

guidance?  If so, is it possible to quantify these costs?   
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At this stage we are unable to quantify these costs, although it is anticipated 

that there will be no direct financial implications for the organisation which put 

a strain on current resources. 

NHS Lanarkshire – response to the Health and Sport Committee 

4.1 The advantages and disadvantages of establishing a minimum 

alcohol sales price based on a unit of alcohol 

Advantages 

The ADP strategy for 2011 – 2015 recognises the significant impact alcohol 

has on the health and well-being of our population, especially those living in 

our most deprived communities, where the alcohol related death rate in the 

most deprived 20% of our population is five times that of the least deprived 

20% (ISD 2009).   

Scotland‘s CMO also reported that deaths from liver disease now account for 

one in 50 of all Scottish deaths, at a time when the rate in most Western 

countries is falling.   Worryingly since 1991, the average age at which people 

die from alcoholic liver disease has also dropped from 70 to 55 years of age. 

Both in terms of direct costs, such as hospital services and the criminal justice 

service, and indirect costs such as loss of productivity and the effects on 

families, the impact of alcohol misuse on the Scottish economy is substantial. 

There are also increasing numbers of 16-24 year olds who are drinking above 

safe levels, while nationally over 65,000 children are living with parents who 

are currently experiencing alcohol related problems. 

Whilst addiction services have in recent years tended to focus on the young 

and adult population under 55, the drinking habits of older people have 

traditionally not been regarded as high priority. There is, however, evidence of 

an increase in both binge drinking and alcohol dependency in older adults. 

Alcohol Statistics Scotland 2011 showed that 24% of men aged 65+ were 

hazardous or harmful drinkers, as were 11% of women in the same age group. 

Hence, older adults may benefit from age specific targeting and treatment as 

much as younger groups, and it is therefore reasonable to conclude that a 

minimum price per alcohol unit will have an impact on levels of alcohol 

consumption in this population. 

We therefore endorse the proposals set out within the Alcohol Bill which 

adopts a whole population approach to tackling Scotland‘s alcohol problem, 

including the proposed introduction of blanket minimum pricing of alcohol. 

This proposal is based on the most fundamental law of economics which links 

the price of a product to the demand for that product. Accordingly, increases 

in the monetary price of alcohol, including the introduction of a minimum price 
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per unit would be expected to lower alcohol consumption and its adverse 

consequences.  

Studies investigating such a relationship found that alcohol prices were one 

factor influencing alcohol consumption among youth and young adults. Other 

studies determined that increases in the total price of alcohol can reduce 

drinking and driving and its consequences among all age groups; lower the 

frequency of diseases, injuries, and deaths related to alcohol use and abuse; 

and reduce alcohol-related violence and other crime.  

Indeed the World Health Organisation (2009) also recognise the extent and 

consistency of the evidence that alcohol-related harm is linked to product 

price, with a particular impact on younger and heavier drinkers.   

Disadvantages 

There are no direct disadvantages in adopting this approach from a public 

health perspective, however depending on how it is implemented it will have 

little or no impact on those who tend to drink the most expensive drinks (it is 

feasible that some retailers will attempt to maintain price differentials). 

However, there may be other consequences of minimum pricing which need 

to be considered in any analysis of advantages and disadvantages. First there 

is the potential increase in profits for alcohol retailers under minimum pricing, 

and second there, potentially, could be the development of a black market in 

alcohol (depending on the minimum unit price). 

4.2 The level at which such a proposed minimum price should be set 

and the justification for that level 

We would support a minimum price of £0.50 per unit. The justification for this 

level is taken from the University of Sheffield‘s Report (2009) which suggests 

that as the minimum price threshold increases, alcohol-related hospital 

admissions and deaths are estimated to reduce. At a national level this would 

see a reduction of 3,600 admissions per annum for a £0.40 price threshold 

compared to a fall of 8,900 alcohol related hospital admissions per annum for 

a £0.50 price threshold. In Lanarkshire alone this equates to a reduction of 

367 hospital admissions and 907 hospital admissions respectively.   

The report also notes that most of the prevented deaths over a ten year 

timeframe occur in harmful drinkers, while the majority of health related harms 

are reduced in middle or older age groups who are at significant risk of 

developing and potentially dying from chronic disease. The Sheffield Report 

concludes that as the minimum price threshold increases, healthcare costs 

are reduced. At a national level, health and social care costs will be reduced 

by approximately £60m for the £0.40 price threshold and £160m for the £0.50 
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price threshold over a ten year period. In Lanarkshire this equates to £6.1m 

and 16.3m savings in health and social care costs respectively.   

The rationale behind the use of minimum pricing as an effective tool to 

address all types of problem drinking  

Many of us have witnessed or been caught up in antisocial behaviours 

resulting from the worst excesses of Scotland‘s drinking culture. There are 

significant numbers of people in Scotland, including Lanarkshire, who do not 

necessarily drink above the safe drinking levels, but who nevertheless cause 

themselves and others problems, often of a violent nature – this group of 

drinkers are often termed hazardous drinkers. The Sheffield Report (2009) 

found that minimum pricing is an effective strategy to reduce drinking amongst 

this population as well as those drinking at levels harmful to their health.   

4.3 Any other aspects of the Bill.  

Setting a minimum price for alcohol and ending deep discounting and 

promotions across the board will reduce the price gap between the off-

licensed and on-licensed trade. Regardless of the level of minimum price set, 

the combination of these measures will have a major impact on the health of 

Scotland. It will lower overall consumption with significant health benefits for 

the Scottish population and will curb the ability of problem drinkers to get 

drunk cheaply. 
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Submission from North Ayrshire Council 

Introduction 

North Ayrshire Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the terms of 

the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill currently before the Scottish 

Parliament.  It is noted that the Committee invites evidence on the following: 

 The advantages and disadvantages of establishing a minimum alcohol 
sales price based on a unit of alcohol; 

 The level at which such a proposed minimum price should be set and 
the justification for that level; 

 Any other aspects of the Bill. 

Background 

North Ayrshire is one of the more socially challenged areas of Scotland 

having a number of data zones within the most deprived 15% in the Scottish 

Index of Multiple Deprivation.  Social and economic deprivation is also 

reflected in the health statistics for North Ayrshire.  The number of people 

assessed for alcohol or drug misuse within North Ayrshire rose from 336 in 

2009/10 to 463 in 2010/11.  Alcohol related deaths rose from 22.1 per 

100,000 in 2008/09 to 24.1 in 2009/10. 

More generally, the cost of alcohol over the period from 1990 to 2010 has 

fallen by 30% for beer and cider and 20% for wines and spirits in real terms. 

Put simply, alcohol is more affordable.  North Ayrshire is statistically worse 

than the Scottish average for alcohol related hospital admissions. 

Dealing with alcohol related issues is a priority for North Ayrshire Council and 

its Community Planning Partners.  The Action Plan for 2009-12 sets out a 

series of actions all of which relate to living healthier lives.  The pressure on 

health services and related Council services is constant.  For this reason the 

Council supports any action to be undertaken to address the influence alcohol 

has on daily lives. 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Minimum Pricing 

There is strong evidence from around the world that price increase or higher 

taxation on alcohol has a significant impact on reducing demand for alcohol.  

Whatever steps are taken these have to reflect the spectrum of society‘s use 

of alcohol be it youth, middle age or the elderly.  As a local authority with 

health agenda as a high priority any effort to increase the price of alcohol is to 

be supported. 

By setting a minimum price for a unit of alcohol this will standardise the retail 

minimum price across Scotland.  Alcoholic drinks vary in strength depending 

on the type and quality. Evidence from the Institute of Fiscal Studies has 
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demonstrated that the majority of alcohol purchased from supermarkets and 

other off licences is below the 50p per unit value and these lower valued 

alcoholic drinks make up a significant proportion of all alcohol sold in these 

premises. 

It is recognised that the terms of the Bill will allow for subsequent variation of 

the unit price set by Ministers and if this is the preferred option, then the ability 

to vary, depending on current relevant factors would appear to be appropriate. 

The consultation Memorandum describes the alternate of increased taxation 

as a method of increasing the price of alcohol and hopefully reducing 

consumption.  Taxation is levied at source from the manufacturer but is 

passed on to the consumer in the retail price of the product.  It is recognised 

that the levy or duty varies depending on the type of alcohol – spirits, wines, 

beer, with some lower alcohol value beers being taxed at much lower rates.  

This is seen by many to encourage the purchase of this type of product. 

There are mixed views on the benefits of taxation as a means of reducing 

alcohol consumption.  We do not believe that this is the most effective means 

of achieving the government‘s objects. 

Minimum pricing will achieve a consistent approach to alcohol and with the 

cooperation of the drinks industry will see investment in measures to develop 

longer term strategies to address alcohol consumption within our communities. 

Given the above facts the Council considers that minimum pricing of alcohol is 

the best way forward to begin the longer term process of dealing with alcohol 

consumption in Scotland. 

Level of Proposed Minimum Price 

The level to be set for the unit of alcohol presents significant difficulty as the 

current range of unit values depends on where the alcohol is purchased and 

the type of alcohol.  In-house sales can be on average £1.31p per unit, while 

off sales can be anything from 40p to 20p per unit. 

The Council is aware of the work being undertaken by the University of 

Sheffield on alcohol pricing and promotion. Their evidence supports that in 

Scotland the majority of off sales alcohol (80%) is sold at between 25p to 55p 

per unit.  Of that 75% of cider is sold at less than 40p per unit.  Vodka sales 

through off sales premises are often at a rate of less than 35p per unit. 

Given the above range of statistics it is difficult to determine what should be 

the minimum price unit.  The previous Bill on minimum pricing proposed a unit 

value of 45p.  Modelling around this value suggests that this would decrease 

consumption of alcohol by 6.47% across Scotland.  As this is a new concept 

and therefore untested, and the fact that Ministers have the right to vary the 
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unit price, we consider that 45p would be an appropriate starting point 

although the final decision must rest with the Scottish Ministers. 

Other Aspects of the Bill 

The Bill itself has little detail to consider other than the formula for calculating 

the minimum price.  Much more work needs to be undertaken to increase 

awareness of alcohol and it detrimental effect on health.  The minimum price 

will impact on the drinks industry and the Scottish Government needs to 

engage more robustly with that industry to develop a longer term strategy on 

addressing alcohol consumption in Scotland. 
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Submission from the Scottish Grocers Federation 

Questionnaire 

Question 1 

1.1 SGF has participated in all opportunities to comment on the proposals 

included in the Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill, including a written 

submission to the Finance Committee on the Alcohol etc. (Scotland) Bill, 

which included provisions for a minimum unit price, and a written submission 

to the Health and Sport Committee on the same legislation. 

1.2 SGF also responded to the Scottish Government‘s consultation 

Challenging Scotland‘s relationship with alcohol: a discussion paper on our 

strategic approach held in June 2008.  At that time we raised our concerns 

regarding the measures in the consultation and the impact they would have 

on smaller and independent retailers. 

1.3 We have also engaged extensively with MSPs on the issue of minimum 

pricing through individual meetings. 

Question 2 

2.1 Whilst we accept that the Financial Memorandum does accurately reflect 

comments previously made by SGF we do believe that some of our previous 

financial assumptions could be revised on the basis of subsequent evidence. 

Question 3 

3.1 Yes. 

Question 4 

4.1 Our assessment of the administrative costs to the retailer of the policy 

broadly remains.  However, we do not believe that the Financial Memorandum 

(FM) has fully accounted for all of the financial implications of the proposed 

legislation and we are concerned with some of the assumptions it makes. 

4.2 Firstly, it is our view that the FM underestimates the potential of minimum 

unit pricing to drive up cross-border and internet sales.  Research shows that 

consumers are becoming more adept at shopping online for their groceries 

including making alcohol purchases.   For example, the online grocery sector 

is expected to more than double in size over the next five years from £4.8bn 

in 2010 to £9.9bn by 2015, thus making online the fastest growing channel in 

UK grocery retailing.17  Indeed online grocery sales, with a growth of 21.4% 

last year, continue to grow at a faster rate than any other sector in the grocery 

                                                           
17

 IGD Retail Analysis, (2011), http://www.igd.com/analysis/Hub.aspx?id=23&tid=3&nid=7821&app=10   
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market.18  According to IMRG, the trade body for e-retailing, there was a 55 

percent increase in UK online alcohol sales between April 2010 and April 

2011.19 

4.3 It is our view that - depending at what price the minimum unit price is set – 

this Bill will only serve to exacerbate this demand for online alcohol sales. 

4.4 We would also like to draw the Finance Committee‘s attention to the 

experience of the Alcohol etc. (Scotland) Act 2010 whereby larger multiples, 

and indeed other online alcohol retailers, have made no secret of the fact that 

their online operations are immune to the ban on quantity discount selling.   

4.5 Secondly, in light of the conclusion of the Financial Memorandum that ―a 

45p minimum price per unit is estimated to increase overall spend by 

consumers by around £96m per annum‖ 20 we would like to warn against 

conclusions which assume that our retailers are going to see a ‗windfall‘ of the 

sort which can be used to offset any additional costs of the legislation as is 

implied by the Financial Memorandum.  It is our view, and as the evidence 

would suggest21, that the larger multiples will disproportionately benefit from 

any hypothetical increases in profit resulting from the policy.  We also believe 

that producers – particularly those which will want to recoup losses made on 

producing own brand label products – and wholesalers will also take a slice of 

this revenue.   

4.6  That is why we welcome the Financial Memorandum‘s frank admission 

that ―it was beyond the remit of the modelling to consider where the change in 

revenue may accrue i.e. whether the estimated increases benefit retailers, 

wholesalers or producers, or all of them to some extent.‖22 

4.7 Finally, we are concerned by the following comment in the Financial 

Memorandum:  ―If the costs of implementing minimum pricing were found to 

increase the workload of LSOs significantly, a review of the level of fee 

income would be appropriate.‖23 

4.8 We believe that any suggestion of increasing the cost of the licence – 

which has already been subject to significant increases in recent years - 

would be iniquitous considering that it would involve charging the sector for 

the administrative costs of a policy which we oppose.  It would also follow 

other recent and significant costs (see below) which retailers have had to 

endure due to Government policy on alcohol.   

                                                           
18

 Ibid  
19

 IMRG/Capgemini e-retail Sales Index, May 2011 
20

 Financial Memorandum, Page 13 
21

 Leicester, A., (2011), Alcohol pricing and taxation policies, IFS Briefing Note BN 124, Institute for Fiscal Studies 
22

 Ibid, Page 14 
23

 Ibid, Page 10 
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4.9 Whilst we note the Cabinet Secretary for Justice has given a commitment 

to review alcohol licence fees, we are not convinced that the current regime 

offers value for money.  A recent Freedom of Information request, for example, 

exposed that some local authorities could not even provide a total figure for 

their administrative costs of the licensing regime.  

Question 5 

5.1 Whilst the actual administrative implementation of the legislation would not 

be such as to render any of our members unable to comply, we must 

nevertheless raise our concerns about the wider costs of the policy including a 

potential increase in the licence fee, loss of trade, increased costs resulting 

from a potential increase in retail crime and the spectre of the Social 

Responsibility Levy, the implementation of which the Cabinet Secretary for 

Health has stated will be used to claw any revenue gains from the 

legislation.24 

Question 6 

6.1 SGF would echo the comments made by the Scottish Retail Consortium in 

their evidence submission to the Bill in stating that the modelling undertaken 

by the University of Sheffield researchers is by its nature theoretical.  There 

are no other robust comparative examples of minimum unit price in use 

around the world.  Therefore whilst there is some merit to the study we do 

believe as Dr Meier of Sheffield University conceded during an evidence 

session in the Health and Sport Committee that the model is ―like the weather 

forecast‖ and therefore while offering predictions does not necessarily 

represent what will actually happen in reality.  

Question 7 

7.1 The Alcohol (Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill will be the third piece of 

legislation which has seen the retailer as the delivery agent of Scottish 

Government policy to control the behaviour and consumption of individuals. 

7.2 Each of these legislative interventions has occurred over a relatively short 

period of time and therefore the costs associated with this Bill should not be 

seen in isolation but rather as part of the wider costs to retailers incurred as a 

result of the Scottish Government‘s approach to tackling alcohol abuse.   

7.3 The 2005 Licensing Act cost our members around £3000 per store to 

implement.  This cost included the application fee for the new alcohol licence, 

legal costs and architect fees to draw up the layout plan which was an 
                                                           
24

 On 10
th

 Nov 2010, during the Stage 3 Debate of the Alcohol etc. (Scotland) Bill the Cabinet Secretary stated: 

“…we suggested that we work together to use the social responsibility levy to claw back increased revenue for 

reinvestment in our services.” 
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essential requirement of the legislation.  The 2005 Licensing Act also required 

additional staff training and the reconfiguration of many of our members‘ 

stores which both incurred costs. 

7.4 The 2010 Alcohol Act has involved further reconfiguration of many of our 

members‘ stores, additional staff training and extra administrative costs 

associated with re-pricing products. 

Question 8 

8.1 Aside from a potential future loss of trade we believe that there are three 

further future costs associated with the Bill. 

8.2 Firstly, any future changes to the minimum unit price will incur an 

administrative cost similar to the one associated with implementation of the 

legislation in the first instance.  We do not accept the Financial 

Memorandum‘s assertion that it is ―usual operational practice‖25 to change all 

store prices simultaneously.  Such changes are usually only associated with 

increases or reductions in VAT or duty which do not occur regularly. 

8.3 Secondly, as we state in the submission accompanying this response, as 

gatekeepers to the products which Government wish to artificially inflate in 

price, we are concerned about a potential increase in retail crime.  Depending 

on the support our members‘ stores receive from the police this could involve 

another on-going future cost. 

8.4 Finally, we have noted the considerable and informed opinion which has 

questioned the legality of the Bill within the parameters of EU law and other 

international trade obligations.  We are concerned about the possibility of our 

members using valuable time and resource to comply with the legislation only 

for that legislation to be struck down at a later date.  That is why we have 

called on the Scottish Government to publish its legal advice concerning the 

Bill.      

Submission of written evidence  

1. The Scottish Grocers‘ Federation (SGF) welcomes the opportunity to 

provide written evidence to the Finance Committee on the Alcohol 

(Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill. 

 

2. SGF is the trade association for the Scottish Convenience Store Sector.  

It is the authoritative voice of the Scottish convenience trade with nearly 

2,000 stores in membership including groups such as SPAR Scotland, 

Booker Premier, KeyStore, Nisa, Costcutter, McColl's, the Scottish co-
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operative and Scotmid, as well as a number of independent retailers 

including David Sands Ltd and Margiotta Ltd.  In total, SGF members 

employ over 32,000 people across Scotland. 

 

3. SGF members take a responsible approach to retailing alcohol and why 

we proactively work with the Scottish Government through bodies like the 

Scottish Government Alcohol Industry Partnership to promote sensible 

drinking and tackle alcohol related harm.  SGF members were, for 

example, operating a Challenge 25 policy on a voluntary basis several 

years before the introduction of the 2010 Alcohol Act.    

 

4. SGF recognises the harmful relationship which some Scots have with 

alcohol and the detrimental social and economic impact irresponsible 

levels of drinking can have.  Nevertheless, we are also cognisant that 

over the last five years there have been some welcome signs of 

improvement.  

 

5. Alcohol related deaths, for example, declined by 15 percent over the last 

five years26, with 2010 showing the second lowest recorded rate for the 

last decade, whilst alcohol related hospital discharges also declined 

between 2007/08 and 2009/1027.  Between 2007 and 2010 there was a 

decline in the number of alcoholic products, across six alcohol groups 

except wine, being sold below a unit price of 45p.28  

 

6. We also note the fact that since the introduction of an alcohol duty 

escalator in 2008 by the UK Government, duty on alcoholic products has 

risen by 2% in real-terms each year since then.  The Institute for Fiscal 

Studies argue that ―assuming current plans for 2% real increases to 

continue up to 2014 are fully implemented, real beer duty in 2014 will be 

higher than at any time since at least 1982, wine duty will reach levels last 

seen in 1983 and spirit duty at levels last seen in 2000.‖29 

 

7. Nevertheless, despite some of these more positive trends we understand 

the Scottish Government‘s desire to do more to curb the excesses of 

those who abuse alcohol.  We also understand that the parliamentary 

arithmetic is such that the Minimum Unit Pricing Bill will become law.  

                                                           
26

 General Register Office for Scotland (GROS): http://www.gro-scotland.gov.uk/statistics/theme/vital-

events/deaths/alcohol-related/index.html 
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 Alcohol-related discharges have declined over the past two years (2007/08 -2009/10) from 43,054 to 39,278, a 

reduction of 8.8, Alcohol Statistics Scotland Report 2011, Pg. 50: 
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 Leicester, A., (2011), Alcohol pricing and taxation policies, IFS Briefing Note BN 124, Institute for Fiscal Studies, 
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However, SGF would like to detail some of our concerns with the 

legislation. 

 

Impact on low-income and moderate consumers 

8. As retailers we, perhaps more than most, witness on a daily basis the 

financial pressures on households across Scotland.  It is reflected in the 

choices consumers make and in the profitability of our businesses.  That 

is why we found it regrettable that little attempt was made to model the 

impact of minimum unit pricing (MUP) on different income groups when it 

was proposed as part of the 2010 Alcohol Bill.  The Sheffield study failed 

to do this adequately and little attempt, to our knowledge, has been made 

by the Scottish Government to establish this subsequently. 

 

9. SGF is concerned that MUP will be a regressive measure which will 

disproportionately penalise those on lower incomes and the moderate 

consumer. 

 

10. The Office of National Statistics, for instance, shows that those on the 

lowest incomes spend, on average, a greater proportion of their weekly 

budget on off-sales alcohol than those on higher incomes.30  The Institute 

for Fiscal Studies, for example, argued in a recent report that ―a minimum 

price would have a larger effect on low-income households.‖  Indeed, the 

report continued, ―Our figures suggest that at 45p a minimum price would 

directly affect the vast majority of off-licence consumers.‖31  

 

11. The same research showed that those on higher incomes, although more 

likely to purchase higher quantities of alcohol, will also spend more per 

unit than those on lower incomes.  This is problematic from an MUP 

perspective for two reasons. 

 

12. Firstly, those on higher incomes are least likely to be affected by a 

moderate minimum price, for instance 45p, due to the fact that they 

consume higher quantities of more expensive alcohol. 

 

13. Secondly, as the Scottish Government‘s own research shows, those on 

the highest incomes - who can more easily absorb price increases 

through MUP - have a greater propensity for exceeding the healthy 

drinking guidelines than lower income consumers. 32 
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14. We are also profoundly concerned that MUP will be anathema to the 

concept of a ‗free market‘ of which competitive pricing is the keystone.   It 

is our view that when Government starts to intervene in the market a 

range of unintended and undesirable outcomes can result.  For instance, 

MUP will remove the price advantage of the own-brand product vis-à-vis 

the brand leader.  This could result in own-brand products being de-listed, 

or at least ceasing to offer the price advantage on which the lower income 

consumer is reliant.  Either way, this will reduce choice for customers and 

create a considerable loss of business for the producers involved.   

 

The impact on SGF members 

15. We have a number of concerns with regards to the impact MUP will have 

on our members. 

 

16. Firstly, we would expect that some producers would take the opportunity 

under MUP to increase their prices to trade in order to benefit from the 

increased revenue determined by retail price increases.  This will erode 

any expected financial gain for smaller and independent retailers which 

have less bargaining power with producers than, for example, 

supermarkets.  

 

17. Secondly, whilst we accept that MUP may introduce more of a ‗level 

playing field‘ on price between convenience stores and larger 

supermarkets, we do note the findings of research33 which shows that 

larger multiples will make more of a financial gain under MUP due to their 

greater propensity to sell more alcohol below 45p per minimum unit price 

than many of our members.   

 

18. We also believe that the supermarkets could employ a range of 

compensatory measures with which our members cannot compete.  For 

instance, some of the larger multiples have already proven, for example, 

how easy it is for them to circumvent the will of the 2010 Alcohol Act by 

advertising that they can still offer multi-buy deals, illegal in Scotland, by 

delivering them straight from a warehouse in England to the consumer‘s 

door. 

 

19. We believe that this pattern of behaviour will only be exacerbated by 

minimum unit prices with more consumers buying in bulk online.  Indeed, 

there was a 55 percent increase in UK online alcohol sales between April 

2010 and April 2011.34 With more consumers becoming well-versed in 
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online shopping we believe that this consequence of MUP should not be 

underestimated.  

 

20. Thirdly, we are also concerned about the impact MUP will have on 

retailers situated close to the border with England.  Some retailers have 

already started to report a loss in business from cross-border trade 

resulting from the 2010 Alcohol Act.  Minimum pricing will only serve to 

further undermine these businesses. 

 

21. Fourthly, we are concerned about the prospect of increased incidences of 

retail crime and violent behaviour towards our members as a result of 

minimum unit pricing.  We noted the comments of Dr Laura Williamson, a 

Welcome Trust Research Fellow at Glasgow Caledonian University‘s 

Institute for Applied Health Research, who stated in The Sunday Times 

that: ―If minimum pricing helps ‗denormalise‘ alcohol and changes our 

drinking culture, those who struggle with alcohol may find it easier to 

avoid drinking, but no one is really sure of that…The alcohol-dependent 

often choose cheaper, high-alcohol drinks that will be hit by minimum unit 

pricing and it is not clear whether they will reduce or stop their drinking 

because prices go up or if they will find other ways to access alcohol, 

such as theft or turn to other substances.‖ 

 

22. For SGF members, retail crime is a very real and serious issue and as the 

gatekeepers to alcoholic products, and often delivery agents of 

government policy, we believe that this is an issue which should be 

considered when proceeding with the Bill. 

 

23. Finally, we believe that any discussion of a ‗windfall‘ for retailers through 

minimum pricing should be tempered vis-à-vis convenience stores by the 

points we have raised above and through an acknowledgement that the 

Cabinet Secretary, Nicola Sturgeon, has put on public record35 her desire 

to use the Social Responsibility Levy to claw back any extra profits arising 

from the legislation. 

 

The legality of the policy 

24. We note with concern the large and growing body of opinion which raises 

questions over the legality of MUP under EU law.  

 

25. Most recently, the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Public 

Health, Anne Milton MP, questioned the legality of MUP in evidence to the 
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House of Commons Science and Technology Committee stating: ―Our 

advice is that in itself it is probably illegal as it contravenes European free 

trade legislation.  I know that Scotland is thinking about introducing it.  

They will be challenged and that will clarify the law.  Our advice is that 

that is illegal.‖36 

 

26. Anne Milton has not been alone in her observations about the legality of 

the policy.  Organisations like the Scotch Whisky Association have 

pointed to legal precedence within the case history of the European Court 

of Justice which would suggest that minimum unit pricing could be open to 

legal challenge and there are a number of academic sources which all 

question the legality of implementing a minimum unit price for alcohol.37 

 

27. It is our view and the view of our members that whilst there are such a 

number of concerns being raised about implementing a minimum unit 

price for alcohol it would be advisable for the Scottish Government to 

make their legal advice public in order to provide more reassurance of the 

compliance of the legislation with EU law and other international trade 

agreements. 

 

Concluding remarks 

28. SGF is uncomfortable with any policy which seeks to modify behaviour 

through price changes alone, not least because this policy seems to 

abdicate individuals from any sense of responsibility about how much they 

consume. 

 

29. We are sceptical about the extent to which this policy will have a positive 

impact on those who are addicted to alcohol and to those who over 

consume on higher incomes.  We believe that it is problematic that such a 

narrow approach has been taken, an approach we would suggest which 

singularly fails to account for a range of other variables, such as wealth, 

addiction, education and culture.  It is these intervening variables which 

can undermine claims that there is a direct causal link between price, 

consumption and harm.   
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Submission from the Scotch Whisky Association 

Introduction 
 
1. The SWA is the trade association for the Scotch Whisky industry. 

Representing over 90% of the industry, members include distillers, 
blenders, and bottlers.  

 
2. The Scotch Whisky Association (SWA) is delighted to provide written 

evidence to the Scottish Parliament's Finance Committee on the Alcohol 
(Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill. We would welcome the opportunity to 
discuss the points set out in our submission in more detail with the 
Committee.   

 
3. Scotch Whisky is Scotland's second largest export after oil and gas. It 

accounts for around 80% of Scotland's food and drink exports and nearly 
25% of the UK's total food and drink exports. Export figures for the first 
three quarters of 2011 show that Scotch Whisky earns £125 every second 
for the UK balance of payments. The value of exports over the nine month 
period totalled almost £3billion, an increase of 23% on the same period of 
2010.  

 

4. The industry employs 10,300 workers directly with another 35,000 jobs 
across the UK supported by the industry. In addition, the industry has 
invested some £1 billion in its production and manufacturing capacity in 
Scotland over the last four years. Scotch Whisky sales in the UK 
contribute between £600m-£700m annually in excise duty38. There are 
also significant additional tax receipts from VAT, National Insurance, and 
Corporation Tax.  

 

5. The SWA recognises the need to address alcohol misuse in Scotland. We 
are firmly committed to playing our part to reduce alcohol-related harm, 
promoting a culture where responsible alcohol consumption is the 
accepted norm and misuse is minimised.  

 
6. A key objective of the Scottish Government‘s approach is lowering total 

alcohol consumption.  This misses the target. It is suggested 30% of those 
drinking consume 80% of the alcohol sold. We need to address alcohol 
misuse by this group. We believe the focus should be on a reduction in the 
number of people drinking at harmful and hazardous levels. Targeting 
such drinkers would lead to a reduction in total consumption, without 
requiring blunt measures that penalise all drinkers. 

 
7. The Scotch Whisky industry is fundamentally opposed to minimum unit 

pricing (MUP):  
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 There is no strong evidence that MUP as a policy will reduce 
alcohol-related harm. It will not reduce the number of hazardous 
and harmful drinkers in Scotland.  

 The EU jurisprudence is clear, minimum pricing has invariably been 
ruled illegal. It is contrary to EU Single Market rules and 
international trade law. 

 Minimum pricing will damage the Scotch Whisky industry in the long 
term. If brought into law it will establish, for the first time, a barrier of 
trade on health grounds that will be used by other administrations 
against Scotch Whisky overseas to protect local markets from 
imported premium spirits. We calculate that exports could fall by 
14.5% (£500 million) as a direct result of protectionist trade barriers. 

 
Questions 
 
Consultation 
 
Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, and if 
so did you comment on the financial assumptions made? 
 
8. The Bill was introduced to Parliament on 31 October 2011. The Business 

& Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) was published on 16 November 
2011. On 26 August 2011, the SWA received a questionnaire from the 
Scottish Government seeking information which would be used to input to 
the Business & Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) for the Alcohol 
(Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill. The Association submitted a response 
to this request on 28 September 2011, which provided detailed comments 
on the financial implications of this Bill on the Scotch Whisky industry. 
Much of our material was not used. 

 
9. The information in the Financial Memorandum (para 53) is outdated and 

refers to information supplied in response to a questionnaire for input to 
the BRIA for the Alcohol Etc (Scotland) Bill in 2009. 

 
10. Much of the Financial Memorandum is based on the second Sheffield 

report (April 2010). The Health & Sport Committee requested views on the 
updated report in July 2010, which the SWA responded to. We would be 
more than happy to provide a copy of our submission to the Finance 
Committee. There is no strong evidence as to the effectiveness of 
minimum pricing as a policy to reduce alcohol-related harm39. It is often 
portrayed as a targeted measure having greatest impact on problem 
drinkers with limited impact on moderate drinkers. A recent report from the 
Institute for Fiscal Studies40 rejected these assertions finding that MUP will 
hit responsible drinkers and, in particular, those on lower incomes at a 
time when household budgets are already under extreme pressure. 
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 Babor et al, Alcohol: No Ordinary Commodity, 2
nd

 Edition, Oxford University Press 2010. 
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 Alcohol Pricing and taxation polices, IFS Briefing Note NB 124, 2011 
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Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been 
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
11. No. The SWA was not consulted on any financial assumptions made. As 

the Financial Memorandum states (para. 52), the Association was asked a 
series of questions in relation to introducing minimum unit pricing and 
provided information within the BRIA in September. Throughout the 
passage of the Alcohol etc. (Scotland) Bill in 2010, the SWA continually 
pointed out the negative financial implications that the introduction of a 
minimum unit price for alcohol would have on the industry. However, 
despite the importance of the Scotch Whisky industry to both the Scottish 
and UK economies, our financial concerns only merited one paragraph 
(para 53) in the Financial Memorandum. 

 
12. We therefore believe that the negative implications that minimum pricing 

will have for the Scotch Whisky industry have not been taken into 
consideration and our concerns have not been addressed by the financial 
assumptions made in the Financial Memorandum for the Alcohol 
(Minimum Pricing) (Scotland) Bill. We regret the failure of the Scottish 
Government to analyse the impact of its policies on the industry‘s export 
performance, particularly at a time when the Government is seeking to 
raise exports from Scotland by 50% in the next four years. 

 
Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise? 
 
13. Similarly with the Alcohol etc. (Scotland) Bill, there was no consultation 

with the SWA for this Bill regarding the financial assumptions made in 
relation to the Financial Memorandum.  

 
Costs 
 
If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you believe 
that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  If 
not, please provide details. 
 
14. No. Minimum pricing threatens fundamental damage to the financial well 

being and export performance of the Scotch Whisky industry, with 
consequences for the wider Scottish economy. A negative impact on 
employment is likely, as is reduced spend with suppliers and a decline in 
investment.  

 
International Implications  
 
15. A MUP for alcohol will have significant financial implications for the Scotch 

Whisky industry and the wider economy which relies on the sector. Such 
costs have not been reflected in the Financial Memorandum. 

 
16. Scotch Whisky is a powerhouse of the Scottish economy. The value of 

exports over the last nine months totalled almost £3billion – an increase of 
23% on the same period of 2010.  10,300 people are directly employed in 
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the Scotch Whisky industry and 35,000 jobs are indirectly supported. This 
includes bottles, packaging, logistics etc.  

 
17. Market access restrictions globally threaten industry competitiveness. 

Many countries try to hinder the industry‘s success through the application 
of trade barriers. We have no doubt that a Scottish minimum pricing 
mechanism would particularly damage the industry and encourage 
increased barriers to the trade of Scotch Whisky overseas.  The BRIA 
states no information was provided in respect of which countries are 
contemplating, or are likely, to pursue such discriminatory action. The 
MESAS Report41 states: 

 

‗International interest is apparent from policy makers and academics 

who are seeking knowledge about the effectiveness of innovative 

mechanisms such as those designed to influence price‘ 

The Scottish Government regularly refers to New Zealand, Canada, and 

Ireland as countries following the Scottish debate closely. If the eyes of the 

world are on Scotland, we can expect proposals for like action in other 

markets. The creation of a trade barrier in Scotland sets a precedent which 

we know from our international experience will be used by other countries 

as an excuse to introduce trade barriers against Scotch Whisky with the 

aim of protecting their local alcoholic products. 

 

18. Two case studies were included in our submission on the BRIA. These 
provided information on the potential negative impact overseas in South 
Korea and France.  An econometric analysis of these markets suggests a 
potential £85 million reduction in exports in these two markets alone 
(based on a minimum price of 50p per unit increasing in price by 18.6%).   
Widening that assessment, minimum pricing could result in an annual loss 
which could potentially reach up to half a billion pounds in reduced Scotch 
Whisky exports, equivalent to 14.5% of global sales. 

 
19. It has been suggested that the Scottish MUP scheme would not 

discriminate or be protectionist and thus not present a precedent for 
governments abroad. However, it is the precedent of overriding trade rules 
rather than the specific mechanism that concerns the industry. We believe 
this would lead to a domino effect of ‗health-based‘ restrictions on Scotch 
being applied in export markets.  

 
20. The BRIA also states that it is not possible to predict the reaction of other 

jurisdictions. The SWA has dedicated years to removing trade barriers 
against Scotch Whisky in over 140 countries. We understand the industry 
and the reasons why other jurisdictions act as they do.  Challenging and 
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removing trade barriers to protect Scotch Whisky will be much harder if 
this legislation is passed. The Scottish Government will find it impossible 
to support our work in this area.  

 
21. Any negative impact on Scotch Whisky exports will have a direct impact on 

the Scottish economy. The industry currently spends £1.1 billion annually 
with local suppliers. Investment of some £1 billion in production and 
manufacturing capacity has occurred in the last four years. 
 

Domestic Implications  
 

22. The SWA‘s submission to the Government's questionnaire for input to the 
BRIA set out the potential implications for the Scotch Whisky market in 
Scotland (pg 50-55 of the BRIA refers). These include:  

 

 An assessment on the impact on those companies whose business 
model is heavily weighted towards supplying own-label and value 
brands.  These are likely to be significantly impacted by the 
introduction of minimum pricing.   We estimate this could put at risk 
around 250 - 400 jobs. 

 

 Minimum pricing would not solely impact on ‗low cost, high strength 
products‘ as claimed by the Scottish Government.  Brands that seek to 
maintain a premium to value brands will be forced to increase their 
prices in order to maintain the differential. Given the price sensitivity of 
Scotch Whisky this may be difficult to achieve. Alternately, we could 
see commoditisation or compression of the market where the 
differential between value brands and premium brands is removed.  

 

 Minimum pricing gives retailers considerable control.  It could be that 
with reduced shelf space due to the Licensing Act provision restricting 
display areas, retailers stock branded Scotch Whiskies exclusively, 
removing own label and value products (26% of sales) from shelves. 
Alternatively, own label brands facing price increases may provide a 
source of incremental retailer margin, who may lift the price of premium 
spirits beyond the minimum to maximise the return available.  This may 
encourage consumers to trade down to value brands sold at the 
minimum price, or to switch to other categories of alcohol.  A brand‘s 
premium position may also be threatened if retailers hold price close to 
the minimum, reducing brand value in the eyes of the consumer. 

 
23. The BRIA (para 5.78) acknowledges the supply side reaction to the 

introduction to minimum pricing is unknown. It suggests producers may be 
incentivised to produce lower strength products, but recognises this is not 
an option for Scotch Whisky which, as required by law, has a minimum 
strength of 40% vol.  

 
24. It is widely accepted that there are unintended consequences resulting 

from the introduction of MUP.  These are likely to include an increase in 
cross-border shopping, illicit production, smuggling and opportunities for 
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organised crime. These issues are not addressed by the Sheffield report 
or analysed by the Scottish Government. 

 
25. The Financial Memorandum and the BRIA pay scant regard to these 

issues even though they have the potential to impact on a key objective for 
the Scottish Government – a reduction in alcohol consumption. For 
example, the Financial Memorandum states (para 56) that there 'may be 
an element of cross-border alcohol tourism' but refutes that it will be a 
problem given the price of petrol and other costs. This is belied by the 
experience of cross channel and cross Irish border shopping to take 
advantage of differential pricing. The Financial Memorandum also states 
that there is no evidence that illegal sales of alcohol were an issue (para 
59). However, with MUP providing a differential between England and 
Scotland, the impetus for illegal sales increases. The fact that this is not a 
current problem becomes irrelevant. HMRC are increasingly concerned 
about alcohol fraud and are consulting on measures to reduce fraud in the 
beer sector. Higher prices in Scotland will incentivise/aggravate the level 
of fraud. 

 
26. Our experience shows those markets which deploy over-stringent control 

policies see a greater incidence of fraud with alcohol supplied through grey 
and black markets. We would expect greater cross-border shopping with 
England where consumers will be able to source their preferred brands not 
only cheaper, but will also have access to quantity discounts. 
 

27. Internet shopping is increasing for all types of goods. Internet sales for 
alcohol products sourced from outwith Scotland are not subject to the 
Scottish licensing provisions and therefore MUP; we expect to see 
increased alcohol Internet sales. 

 

28. As one of the benchmarks for success of any policy is likely to be reduced 
consumption the Scottish Government must first establish a baseline of 
the unrecorded alcohol on the Scottish market and put measures in place 
to assess changes in such activity for alcohol consumed in Scotland, but 
obtained elsewhere. Also, an assessment should be made of the current 
amount of alcohol bought via Internet sales, which are not subject to the 
provisions of the Alcohol Etc (Scotland) Act and the current level of cross-
border purchasing in England in order to monitor the impact of Scottish 
Government policies on such activity. 

 

Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs associated 
with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs should be met? 
 
29. As set out above, we strongly believe MUP will fundamentally damage the 

long term financial well being of the Scotch Whisky industry, with wider 
consequences for the Scottish economy. A negative impact on 
employment is likely, as is a reduced spend with supplies and a decline in 
investment. 
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30. It is difficult to predict what the administrative costs would be in relation to 

the introduction of MUP, because its impact on the market is unknown. 
 

Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of uncertainty 
associated with the estimates and the timescales over which such costs 
would be expected to arise? 

 
31. No. The information presented in the Financial Memorandum presents no 

margins of uncertainty or range of costs for this policy measure. This point 
was made by the Finance Committee in its report on the Financial 
Memorandum of the Alcohol etc (Scotland) Bill. 

 
32. Significant reliance is placed on the ‗Sheffield‘ model.  This modelled 

minimum pricing, and minimum pricing in combination with a discount ban.   
A range of minimum prices was modelled from 25p to 70p per unit of 
alcohol in 5p increments. The costs and benefits set out in the Financial 
Memorandum are a range based on the lowest and highest minimum unit 
prices modelled as the Scottish Government has not specified the 
minimum price that would be set.   There is no indication of the margin of 
error related to the output figures derived from the Sheffield modelling 
work. 
 

33. Indeed the figures derived from the Sheffield model are surprisingly very 
precise and absolute.  They are point estimates rather than a range being 
presented. As to whether these figures would actually be achieved in 
reality is a different matter. 

 
Wider Issues 

 
If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these 
associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  

 
34. The Bill is part of the Scottish‘s Government‘s wider Alcohol Strategy and 

is aimed  at one the four areas set out in the Government‘s Framework for 
Action:  to reduce alcohol consumption. 

 
35. As far as we can ascertain, the associated costs of delivering the other 

three areas of the Framework for Action: – supporting families and 
communities; positive public attitudes, positive choices and improved 
support and treatment - have not been included within the Financial 
Memorandum. 

 
Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, for 

example through subordinate legislation or more developed guidance?  If so, 

is it possible to quantify these costs?   
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36. The introduction of MUP will distort the Scottish market. It is unclear from 
the BRIA how consumers, retailers and producers will react and therefore 
it is difficult to make an assessment of potential other costs. 

 

37. The uncertainty of the proposed initial MUP, plus the ability of Government 
to alter this with limited scrutiny or consideration of the implications of any 
change is also a concern. 

 
38. In addition, the proposed retail levy for retailers that sell both alcohol and 

tobacco, that was announced by John Swinney in the Draft Budget in 
September 2011, is also likely to impose a cost to the industry as we 
believe that this cost will be passed on to consumers or back to producers. 
The method by which this was announced has also sparked concern 
among the business community as to which other sectors might face 
unheralded taxes being placed upon them which do not appear to have 
addressed all the knock-on consequences.  
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Submission from South Lanarkshire Council 

Q1 Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if 
applicable, and if so did you comment on the financial 
assumptions made? 

 
Yes, South Lanarkshire Council did take part in the consultation exercise 
for the Bill and supported the financial assumption made within the Bill and 
supported a minimum price of £0.50 per unit.  The justification for this level 
was based on the University of Sheffield‘s Report (2009) which suggests 
that as the minimum price threshold increases, alcohol-related hospital 
admissions and deaths are estimated to reduce. 
 
At a national level this would see a reduction of 3600 admissions per 
annum for a £0.40 price threshold compared to a fall of 8900 alcohol 
related hospital admissions per annum for a £0.50 price threshold. 
 
This report also notes that most of the prevented deaths over a ten year 
timeframe occur in harmful drinkers, while the majority of health related 
harms are reduced in middle or older age groups who are at significant 
risk of developing and potentially dying from chronic disease.  The 
Sheffield Report concludes that as the minimum price threshold increases, 
healthcare costs are reduced.  At a national level, health and social care 
costs will be reduced by approximately £60m for the £0.40 price threshold 
and £160m for the £0.50 price threshold over a ten year period. 

 
Q2 Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions 

have been accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 

Yes, these are clearly laid out and are primarily based on the work of the 
Sheffield Report (2009) referred to earlier. 

 
Q3 Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation 

exercise? - Yes 
 
 Costs 
 

Q4 If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, 
do you believe that these have been accurately reflected in the 
Financial Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 

 
Yes the financial Memorandum incorporates the modelling carried out by 
the Sheffield Report (2009), referred to earlier which estimated that 
Alcohol misuse costs the National Health Service (NHS) an estimated 
£405m each year.  Health harms are estimated to reduce by up to £88m in 
the first year and between £12m and £2,211m over 10 years. 

 
The significant variation in these figures reflect the modelling of 21 
separate scenarios conducted by the University of Sheffield.  These 
modelling scenarios incorporate the estimated impact on reduction to 
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health harms based on minimum price thresholds which range from £0.25 
to £0.70 per unit of alcohol and the estimated effects of including a 
discount ban.  Financial implications for South Lanarkshire Council are not 
quantifiable at this stage. 

 
Q5 Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial 

costs associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these 
costs should be met? 

 
Yes, the financial Memorandum notes that at a national level, health and 
social care costs will be reduced by approximately £60m for the £0.40 
price threshold and £160m for the £0.50 price threshold over a ten year 
period.  In Lanarkshire this equates to £6.1m and 16.3m savings in health 
and social care costs respectively. 
 
Q6 Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the 

margins of uncertainty associated with the estimates and the 
timescales over which such costs would be expected to arise? 

 
Yes, the financial Memorandum provides an accurate reflection of these 
margins. 

 
Wider Issues 
 
Q7 If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that 

these associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  

 
Yes, the financial Memorandum clearly sets out where a Regulatory 
Impact Assessment (RIA) was required.  There were 3 topics within the 
original Bill that carried a significant financial impact.  For the purposes of 
the financial memorandum, a significant financial impact was defined as a 
topic having a financial impact of over £0.4m per annum once 
implemented and included the introduction of a minimum price for a unit of 
alcohol. 
 
Q8 Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with 

the Bill, for example through subordinate legislation or more 
developed guidance?  If so, is it possible to quantify these 
costs?   

 
At this stage South Lanarkshire Council is unable to quantify these costs, 
although it is anticipated that there will be no direct financial implications 
for the organisation which put a strain on current resources. 
 

South Lanarkshire Council’s Proposed response to the Health and 
Sport Committee 

 
2.1. The advantages and disadvantages of establishing a minimum 

alcohol sales price based on a unit of alcohol. 
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Advantages 
The proposal that the price should reflect the unit of alcohol content of 

the drink is supported.  Numerous reports highlight the relative decline in 

the price of alcohol and an increase in consumption in the U.K.  Other 

reports suggest that raising the price of alcohol is an effective break on 

consumption, as experienced in other countries, notably Finland where 

the price of alcohol was adjusted downwards brought about a surge in 

alcohol related problems.  

With Scotland experiencing twice as many alcohol related deaths 

compared with England, there is clearly a need to take proactive steps to 

address both consumption and the root cause of excessive alcohol 

misuse.  We recognise that whilst price alone may have an impact in the 

short term, in the longer term there is a need to address the culture 

associated with drinking, in particular we recognise a range of measures 

need to be deployed to break Scotland‘s relationship with alcohol.  

South Lanarkshire Council provides service in line with the Lanarkshire 
Alcohol and Drug partnerships strategy (2011-2015) which recognises 
the significant impact alcohol has on the health and well-being of our 
population, especially those living in our most deprived communities, 
where the alcohol related death rate in the most deprived 20% of our 
population is five times that of the least deprived 20% (ISD 2009). 
 
Scotland‘s CMO also reported that deaths from liver disease now 
account for one in 50 of all Scottish deaths, at a time when the rate in 
most Western countries is falling.  Worryingly since 1991, the average 
age at which people die from alcoholic liver disease has also dropped 
from 70 to 55 years of age.  Both in terms of direct costs, such as 
hospital services and the criminal justice service, and indirect costs such 
as loss of productivity and the effects on families, the impact of alcohol 
misuse on the Scottish economy is substantial.  There are also 
increasing numbers of 16-24 year olds who are drinking above safe 
levels, while nationally over 65,000 children are living with parents who 
are currently experiencing alcohol related problems. 
 
Whilst addiction services have in recent years tended to focus on the 
young and adult population under 55, the drinking habits of older people 
have traditionally not been regarded as high priority.  There is, however, 
evidence of an increase in both binge drinking and alcohol dependency 
in older adults.  Alcohol Statistics Scotland 2011 showed that 24% of 
men aged 65+ were hazardous or harmful drinkers, as were 11% of 
women in the same age group.  Hence, older adults may benefit from 
age specific targeting and treatment as much as younger groups, and it 
is therefore reasonable to conclude that a minimum price per alcohol unit 
will have an impact on levels of alcohol consumption in this population. 
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South Lanarkshire Council therefore endorse the proposals set out within 
the Alcohol Bill which adopts a whole population approach to tackling 
Scotland‘s alcohol problem, including the proposed introduction of 
blanket minimum pricing of alcohol.  This proposal is based on the most 
fundamental law of economics which links the price of a product to the 
demand for that product.  Accordingly, increases in the monetary price of 
alcohol, including the introduction of a minimum price per unit would be 
expected to lower alcohol consumption and its adverse consequences.  
 
Studies investigating such a relationship found that alcohol prices were 
one factor influencing alcohol consumption among youth and young 
adults.  Other studies determined that increases in the total price of 
alcohol can reduce drinking and driving and its consequences among all 
age groups; lower the frequency of diseases, injuries, and deaths related 
to alcohol use and abuse; and reduce alcohol-related violence and other 
crime.  
 
Indeed the World Health Organisation (2009) also recognise the extent 
and consistency of the evidence that alcohol-related harm is linked to 
product price, with a particular impact on younger and heavier drinkers.   
 
Thus, we do not see any disadvantages to a minimum alcohol sales 

price but would advocate this be one element of a wider range of 

proposals to address the culture of drinking in Scotland.  

Disadvantages 
There are no direct disadvantages in adopting this approach from a 
public health perspective, however depending on how it is implemented it 
will have little or no impact on those who tend to drink the most 
expensive drinks (it is feasible that some retailers will attempt to maintain 
price differentials).  However, there may be other consequences of 
minimum pricing which need to be considered in any analysis of 
advantages and disadvantages.  First there is the potential increase in 
profits for alcohol retailers under minimum pricing, and second there 
could, potentially, be the development of a black market in alcohol 
(depending on the minimum unit price).‖ 

 
2.2. The level at which such a proposed minimum price should be set 

and the justification for that level 
 
South Lanarkshire Council would support a minimum price of £0.50 per 
unit the justification for this level is taken from the University of 
Sheffield‘s Report (2009) which suggests that as the minimum price 
threshold increases, alcohol-related hospital admissions and deaths are 
estimated to reduce.  In line with the University of Sheffield‘s Report 
(2009), £0.50 per unit would be supported as the minimum price of 
alcohol.  The evidence presented by the University in relation to this unit 
cost details hospital admission at £0.40 and £.050 thresholds and clearly 
suggests greater impact of minimum pricing at £0.50 without it having a 
significant impact on social drinkers.  
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On a broader note, we recognise the level at which the minimum price 

should be set needs to take into consideration the price of alcohol in 

other parts of the U.K and other European countries.  There is a danger 

of a return to the ‗White Van Retailers‘ selling alcohol purchased in other 

countries where it is taxed at a lesser extent.  There may also be an 

increase of self importation from other European countries where 

individuals use their travellers‘ allowance or indeed other parts of the U.K 

where there are no such restrictions.  

When setting the price, consideration will also need to be given to 

reviewing the pricing structure and whether it is linked to inflation or set 

for a specific period before it is reviewed.  In principle we agree with 

minimum pricing as a mechanism to dissuade individuals purchasing 

cheap alcohol, however, recognise the complexities around setting a 

minimum price.  

2.3. Any other aspects of the Bill.  
 

Many of us have witnessed or been caught up in antisocial behaviours 

resulting from the worst excesses of Scotland‘s drinking culture.  There 

are significant numbers of people in Scotland, including Lanarkshire, who 

do not necessarily drink above the safe drinking levels, but who 

nevertheless cause themselves and others problems, often of a violent 

nature – this group of drinkers are often termed hazardous drinkers.  The 

Sheffield Report (2009) found that minimum pricing is an effective 

strategy to reduce drinking amongst this population as well as those 

drinking at levels harmful to their health. 

The alternative to introducing a minimum pricing for alcohol should 

involve the robust enforcement of current restrictions on the purchasing 

of alcohol.  We are aware that many retailers have opted for a proof of 

age scheme to ensure compliance, we would also advocate the 

continuation of ‗test purchasing‘ to root out those retailers that sell 

alcohol to children.  The power of advertising is recognised as a 

significant factor in purchasing alcohol particularly when there are 

promotional offers, thus the advertising of alcohol could be examined to 

reinforce the message that ‗alcohol is not an ordinary product‘.  

It is recognised that existing laws and policies have had a limited impact 

and the current national framework for alcohol resembles the World 

Health Organisations recommendations on reducing harm associated 

with alcohol misuse.  

The advantages of introducing a social responsibility levy on pubs and 

clubs in Scotland could assist to off set the obvious costs i.e. accident 
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and emergency services, policing, cleansing and also hidden costs 

associated with alcohol such as domestic violence.  The impact of 

alcohol harm to Scotland is estimated at over £2 billion.  We are mindful 

that the increase of harm has primarily been a result of alcohol 

purchased in off-sales.  

 

The introduction of a social responsibility level we do not feel addresses 

the issue of ‗front loading‘ where individuals consume alcohol in the 

home environment prior to attending pubs and clubs.  These licensed 

premises could effectively be asked to pay unwittingly for the majority of 

an individual‘s alcohol consumption which did not occur in their pub or 

club.  It is felt; it will do little to reduce the amount of alcohol consumed in 

pubs and clubs.   

 

In conclusion, setting a minimum price for alcohol and ending deep 

discounting and promotions across the board will reduce the price gap 

between the off-licensed and on-licensed trade.  Regardless of the level 

of minimum price set, the combination of these measures will have a 

major impact on the health of Scotland.  It will lower overall consumption 

with significant health benefits for the Scottish population and will curb 

the ability of problem drinkers to get drunk cheaply. 
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Submission from the Wine and Spirit Trade Association 
 

The Wine and Spirit Trade Association (WSTA) is the UK organisation for the 

wine and spirit industry representing over 340 companies producing, 

importing, transporting and selling wines and spirits. We want a future for our 

industry in which it remains competitive and contributes to the UK‘s economic 

growth – and one in which our products are made, sold and enjoyed 

responsibly. 

Consultation 
 
1. Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if 

applicable, and if so did you comment on the financial assumptions 
made? 

 
1.1 The WSTA, as a member of the Scottish Government Alcohol Industry 

Partnership, responded to the initial consultation and did provide 
comment on some of the financial assumptions made in the Bill. A copy 
of this response can be found at annex A.  

 
2. Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have 

been accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?  
 
Lack of evidence to support a link between price and harm 
 
2.1 The Financial Memorandum makes a number of assumptions linking 

price to harm that are not supported by evidence. No one disputes the 
notion that there is a link between price and sales; all available research 
points to lower prices resulting in increased sales. While studies do not 
prove the reverse it seems safe to assume that if a bottle of wine was 
suddenly priced at £20 rather than £4 then unit sales would decline. 
However, we vigorously dispute the notion that lower prices cause 
irresponsible consumption and harm.  

 
2.2 Evidence from across the world substantiates this view that there is no 

simple link between price and alcohol misuse. In fact, in Europe alone, it 
seems that those countries with the highest taxes on alcohol and the 
highest prices are those where alcohol misuse is a problem.  World 
Health Organisation statistics show binge-drinking in Italy and Spain, 
where prices are low, at a much lower level than in Finland or Iceland 
where prices are high. Alcohol is one of the most heavily taxed products 
in the UK, with 82% of the average price of a bottle of vodka and 57% of 
the average price of a bottle of wine, accounted for by tax. Despite these 
high taxes and prices we are yet to see the corresponding drops in 
alcohol related harm that health experts predict.  

 
2.3 The Sheffield model estimated that a 1% fall in alcohol consumption 

would yield a saving per year of £0.2514bn. This is comprised of a 
reduction in crime harms, health harms and employment harms from 
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alcohol misuse. Official statistics show that alcohol consumption in the 
UK has been falling since 200442  In fact over a seven year period it is 
down by 12% (Scottish consumption dropped by 9.3% since 2003).  If 
the Sheffield formula was correct this decline should have been 
accompanied by a corresponding decrease in the numbers admitted to 
hospital for alcohol-related problems and a reduction of £9bn in the costs 
of alcohol related harm. Yet we are consistently told by Government and 
health professionals that more people are requiring hospital attention for 
alcohol-related problems and the financial burden arising from alcohol-
related harms is increasing43.  This would strongly suggest that there is 
no direct correlation between overall levels of alcohol consumption and 
alcohol harm.  
 

Hitting the majority of the consumers and those who can least afford it 
most  
 
2.4 We are concerned that the financial memorandum does not assess fully 

the impact minimum unit pricing will have on the majority of consumers in 

Scotland, and particularly those on the lowest incomes. We believe that 

the most effective way to address the problem is to focus attention and 

resource on those who mis‐use alcohol rather than the majority of 

responsible drinkers.  

 

2.5 The most recent statistics published by the Scottish Government 

demonstrate that progress is being made, over the past two years 

alcohol‐related hospital  discharges have declined by 8.8% from 43,054 

in 2007/08 to 39,278 in 2009/10.  The Government‘s own statistics show 

that the majority of people in Scotland are drinking within the Chief 

Medical Officer‘s recommended weekly limits – with 73% of men and 

82% of women drinking within the limits
44

. Why waste resources on 

punishing the responsible majority when a more targeted approach could 

have a greater impact on reducing alcohol related harm in Scotland.  

2.6 A minimum unit price of 50p would hit 73% of alcohol sold in the off-trade 

in Scotland affecting the vast majority of consumers. 92% of vodka, 72% 

of whisky, 77% of beer and 63% of wine prices in the off-trade would rise 

overnight as a result of a 50p minimum unit price.
45   In the current 

economic climate consumers are particularly concerned about the impact 

of inflation on their weekly grocery bills and minimum unit pricing will 

push up prices for the majority of consumers in Scotland.  

                                                           
42 HMRC data. See https://www.uktradeinfo.com/index.cfm?task=bulletins 
43 NHS Information Centre, Statistics on Alcohol: England, 2009 
44 Scottish Health Statistics, 2010  
45 Monitoring and Evaluation Scotland’s Alcohol Strategy (MESAS) – Nielson sales data 2010 

http://www.healthscotland.com/documents/5435.aspx 
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2.7 This scenario is particularly concerning when we look at the impact of a 

minimum unit price on the lowest income groups. The recent report by 

the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) showed that ‗A minimum price would 

have a larger effect on low-income households.‘ Even though ‗Poorer 

households are less likely to consume alcohol and pay lower prices 

when they do.‖
46

 The Government has been clear that minimum unit 

pricing will have the biggest impact on those in low income groups even 

thought its own statistics show that 76% of men and 84% of women in 

the lowest income quintile do not drink or drink moderately.
47  We would 

urge the Committee to look closely at the impact of minimum unit pricing 

on those that can least afford it.  

2.8 The Sheffield Study data predicted a smaller drop in consumption at 50 

pence per unit than has already been achieved. At 50 pence per unit the 

study predicted a 6.7% drop in overall consumption; however the data 

also shows that consumption in Scotland has dropped by 9.3% since 

2003 without any price intervention.  If consumption is already dropping 

why is the Scottish Government pushing ahead with a policy that will 

have little additional impact, is this a proportionate and fair response?  

Impact on the market  

2.9 Introducing a minimum price for alcohol would artificially alter the shape 

of the marketplace with some interesting and unintended consequences. 

It would undoubtedly put further jobs at risk within the UK‘s alcohol 

industry.  

2.10  Consider the impact for example on products which sell at the less 

expensive end of the market. In the case of spirits this segment includes 

both own brand and a range of lower priced non‐marketed brands. A 

minimum price of 50p per unit of alcohol would mean that a 1 litre bottle 

of own‐brand spirits at 40% abv would cost £20. At such a level the 

own‐brand product has lost its competitive advantage and would be 

competing in the same price range as branded products which are 

supported by large marketing and advertising budgets. Who is going to 

buy own‐brand products when for the same price you can buy premium 

branded product? Reducing competition between brands will also have 

an impact on consumers as experience shows that competition helps to 

drive wider benefits for consumers.  

2.11 Minimum unit pricing will have a differential impact on wines according to 

country of origin by virtue of their alcoholic strength. Wine strength varies 

                                                           
46 Institute for Fiscal Studies, Briefing note BN12, Alcohol Pricing and Taxation Policies 
47 Scottish Health Survey 2009 - Volume 1: Main report (2010) Scottish Government 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2010/09/23154223/0   
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widely, with hotter climates such as Chile and Australia characteristically 

producing wines of 13% abv or more compared to wines from cooler 

Northern European climates of around 9% abv to 11% abv. A minimum 

unit price would make the former more expensive per bottle. 

Notwithstanding the possible competition law issues this raises, the 

implications are fairly obvious. It seems unlikely that countries whose 

products now face an unfavourable market in which to compete, courtesy 

of minimum pricing, will wish to look favourably towards UK exports, 

such as Scotch Whisky.  

2.12 These market distortions would undoubtedly impact on jobs. Producers 

of lower priced and own‐brand products employ thousands of people in 

the UK. It would seem particularly odd during such testing economic 

circumstances to pursue a policy which risks further job losses. 

2.13 As currently proposed minimum unit pricing would dictate the retail price 

at which products can be sold and therefore any additional revenue 

would pass to the retailer. Beyond that it would be part of a commercial 

conversation between the retailer and their suppliers. It should be noted, 

however, that predicting the margin and profitably of any given product, 

let alone category in the future is impossible, with changing costs of 

production, transportation, global exchange rates and the impact of an 

increasingly global marketplace. The UK grocery market is amongst the 

most competitive in the world and retailers continuously work hard to 

reduce prices for customers across their stores including fruit and 

vegetables. There is no evidence to suggest that fruit and vegetable 

prices are inflated due to alcohol pricing policies.  

3. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation 
exercise? 

 
3.1 The WSTA had sufficient time to respond to the consultation exercise.  
 
Costs 
 
4. If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do 

you believe that these have been accurately reflected in the 
Financial Memorandum?  If not, please provide details. 

 
4.1 The WSTA asked the Scottish Government to acknowledge the wider 

legislative landscape in which minimum unit pricing would be introduced, 
paying particular regard to recent legislative changes and the proposal to 
introduce an additional tax on large retailers selling both alcohol and 
tobacco in Scotland from 2012.  Whilst the financial memorandum 
acknowledges the recent changes we do not think that it accurately 
reflects the full costs to our members of the constantly changing 
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licensing regime in Scotland over the past 5 years and the uncertainty 
that this causes to business.  

 
5. Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs 

associated with the Bill?  If not, how do you think these costs 
should be met? 

 
 Not applicable   
 
6. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of 

uncertainty associated with the estimates and the timescales over 
which such costs would be expected to arise? 

 
 Not applicable  
 
Wider Issues 

 
7. If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that 

these associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial 
Memorandum?  

 
7.1 The WSTA raised a number of concerns about the potential impact of the 

proposals on cross border, internet and illicit sales in Scotland.  We do 
not believe that the Financial Memorandum accompanying the Bill gives 
these issues serious consideration and we are concerned about attempts 
to down play the impact minimum unit pricing could have on each of 
these areas.   We would urge the committee to look closely at the impact 
of each of these factors on businesses located in Scotland and how this 
will impact on the Scottish Government‘s intention to make Scotland the 
most competitive place in Europe to do business.  

 
  More detail on each of these areas can be found below:  

 

Cross Border  

7.2 In areas close to the border there will be an added incentive to shop in 
England as opposed to Scotland. It is likely that as well as buying alcohol 
consumers will also choose to buy their weekly groceries in England. 
This will have a significant impact on retailers with stores in the Scottish 
Borders. The creation of differing pricing structures within the UK market 
could lead to significant shifts in consumer behaviour where people 
choose to travel, or access the black market, to buy products at a lower 
price. Indeed, the First Minister of Wales recently acknowledged this 
problem saying: ―As regards alcohol pricing, the major problem—and this 
will be a problem in Scotland—is that if you have different prices either 
side of the border, people will just cross the border to buy alcohol on the 
other side. This will be a problem in Scotland if they proceed with their 
policy on alcohol pricing.‖ 
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7.3 Parallels can be drawn with the situation in Newry, Northern Ireland 
which saw significant increases in sales when Irish duty rates were 

increased by 50 euro‐cents duty on a bottle of wine in October 2008. If 
duty rates were to be higher in Scotland than the rest of the UK it is likely 
that consumers may travel to England to access lower prices. Ultimately, 
the level of cross border trade was such that the Republic of Ireland 
reduced its excise duty rates on alcohol in 2009 with the Finance 
Minister Brian Lenihan stating: ―Recent CSO data show that 44 per cent 
of cross border shoppers buy alcohol. To protect exchequer revenue and 
stem the flow of cross border shopping, I have decided to reduce excise 
duty on alcohol products.‖ It is disingenuous of the Scottish Government 
to say that groceries and not alcohol was the main driver of cross border 
trade between Eire and Northern Ireland. 

 
Internet sales  

7.4 Internet sales are the fastest growing part of the market with an 
estimated value of approximately £800 million. It is unrealistic for the 
Government to assume that consumers will not seek to purchase their 
alcohol from internet providers based outside of Scotland where they can 
take advantage of better offers. A recent report from the British Retail 

Consortium shows that general on‐line sales are a significant and 
growing part of UK sales: ―In 2010, total non‐store retail sales in the UK 
were estimated at £30.3bn, of which internet sales comprised £23.4bn. 
By the beginning of 2011, the internet was responsible for nearly 10% of 
all retail sales, up from 6% in 2009. A quarter of the UK‘s most popular 

websites are online retail sites.
48

‖  

 

7.5 Whilst these figures are UK wide it would be fair to assume that a 
significant proportion of Scottish sales are already made online and the 
introduction of minimum unit pricing is likely to encourage Scottish 

consumers to look for offers on‐line from retailers based outside of 
Scotland to the detriment of Scottish based businesses. Ofcom‘s 
consumer research in April 2011 suggested that 72% of adults used their 
broadband connection for purchasing goods and services, making it the 
third most popular online activity after emailing and web browsing. 

 
Illicit trade  

7.6 There is a risk that if some people are priced out of the legitimate market, 

they will simply turn to illicit sources from which to obtain their drinks. 

There is very strong evidence to suggest that price increases fuel illicit 

                                                           
48 British Retail Consortium (Oxford Economics & Oxford Institute of Retail Management) UK Retail: Leading Globally, Serving 

Locally   
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trade in alcohol, particularly where there is a disparity between one 

country and another
49

.  

7.7 We know this too from our experience in the UK when high tax on 

alcohol and high prices helped cross‐Channel buying in France. 

Research carried out by the industry with the Treasury at that time 

showed that people were coming from as far afield as Aberdeen in vans 

to cross the channel to purchase large quantities of alcohol. At its height 

the cross‐channel industry represented approximately 13% of all UK 

alcohol consumption.  

7.8 HMRC estimates that beer and spirits in the black market worth an 

estimated £1.2bn were sold in the UK last year, up 46%, at a cost to the 

Treasury of more than £800m in lost duty. It is unrealistic to say that this 

is not a problem in Scotland and one which would not be exacerbated by 

the introduction of minimum unit pricing. We would urge the Government 

to take this issue seriously and put in place a clear action plan to ensure 

that minimum unit pricing does not bring with it an increase in duty fraud. 

8. Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the 

Bill, for example through subordinate legislation or more developed 

guidance?  If so, is it possible to quantify these costs?   

8.1 The WSTA has always been clear that we believe minimum unit pricing 

to be illegal under EU law and therefore subject to legal challenge which 

could incur significant future costs to the Scottish Government.  

8.2 Our legal advice thus far suggests that minimum unit pricing conflicts 

with the terms of UK and European Competition law and World Trade 

Organisation rules. In the Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment 

of the Bill the Scottish Government indicates that it has been keeping the 

European Commission and the Office of Fair Trading informed about its 

proposals.  We would urge the Scottish Government to publish the legal 

advice it has received about its proposals and any advice it has received 

from the European Commission and the Office of Fair Trading. It is 

important to note that UK Health Minister, Anne Milton MP recently 

confirmed that the Department of Health‘s legal advice is that the 

Scottish Government‘s proposal will prove to be illegal under European 

Law.
50

 

                                                           
49 Alavaikko, M., & Osterberg, E. (2000). The influence of economic interests on alcohol control policy: A case study from 

Finland. Addiction, 95(Suppl.4), S565‐S579.   
50 Oral Evidence, House of Commons Science and Technology Committee, 26 October 2011, Q92: 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmsctech/uc1536-ii/uc153601.htm 
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8.3 There will also be considerable on-going costs to retailers to ensure that 

their staff are trained about the changes to the pricing regime; that their 

IT systems are compatible and that in-store promotions and point of sale 

materials are compliant. Whilst we cannot put a specific figure on the 

administrative cost to business of introducing a minimum unit price 

overall, we do know that our member have already incurred significant 

costs in changing point of sale materials and IT systems to deal with the 

promotional changes coming into effect on 1 October 2011. The changes 

already introduced in Scotland require businesses to operate separate 

systems at considerable additional expense.  

8.4 There may also be competition implications relating to retailers running 

different pricing strategies in different stores that are trading under the 

same fascia. For example, multiple grocers that operate in England and 

Wales as well as in Scotland would be forced by the introduction of a 

minimum unit price in Scotland to operate different pricing policies in 

different stores and this may fall foul of OFT guidelines.  

Conclusion  

There are a number of areas where we would welcome greater scrutiny by the 
Committee of the financial impact of minimum unit pricing in Scotland as 
outlined in our submission.  We believe that the health benefits of minimum 
unit pricing and the financial assumptions associated with its impact are 
overstated.  Our view is that policy should be evidence based and focussed 
on tackling the minority of consumers who mis-use alcohol not targeted at the 
majority who don‘t.  
  

Annex A  

WSTA response to the Government’s initial consultation to its minimum 

unit pricing proposals  

The Wine and Spirit Trade Association (WSTA) is the UK organisation for the 

wine and spirit industry representing over 340 companies producing, 

importing, transporting and selling wines and spirits. We want a future for our 

industry in which it remains competitive and contributes to the UK‘s economic 

growth – and one in which our products are made, sold and enjoyed 

responsibly.  

Where possible we have outlined our members‘ views on the questions below. 

However we do want to make clear that these responses do not indicate that 

we believe the introduction of a minimum unit price in Scotland will be 

effective in tackling alcohol misuse.  

Minimum pricing questions  
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i) In order to estimate what the effect might be of the introduction of a 

minimum price for alcohol, it would be useful to have your comments on 

and/or estimates of the potential costs/savings on the following 

minimum prices: 25p, 50p and 70p. Please note that these are illustrative 

prices, and have been selected from the range of prices modelled in 

order to broadly represent minimum prices in the low, medium and high 

categories.  

 

There is no evidence to suggest that minimum unit pricing will be effective in 

tackling alcohol misuse, and there are substantial grounds to believe the 

policy breaches EU law. It is therefore difficult to provide an accurate 

assessment of the impact of the price ranges set out in the question above, 

other than to note that an average bottle of wine would be priced at £5 at a 

50p minimum unit price and £6 at minimum unit price of 60p. Whilst an 

average bottle of 70cl whisky would be priced at £14 at 50p minimum unit 

price and £16.80 at a minimum unit price of £60p.  

 

No one disputes the notion that there is a link between price and sales. All 

available research points to lower prices resulting in increased sales. While 

studies do not prove the reverse it seems safe to assume that if a bottle of 

wine was suddenly priced at £20 rather than £4 then unit sales would decline. 

We vigorously dispute the notion however that lower prices cause 

irresponsible consumption. Prices are low in France but they don‘t seem to 

have the alcohol misuse problem that exists in Ireland for example, a country 

with both high excise duty on alcohol and high prices. It should be noted that 

alcohol is one of the most heavily taxed products in the UK, but despite these 

high levels of inflation we are yet to see the corresponding drops in alcohol 

related harm that health experts predicted.  

When assessing the likely impact of minimum unit pricing it is important to 

take into account the wider legislative environment. For instance a number of 

changes to the promotion and sale of alcohol were introduced on 1 October 

and it is important to take account of the impact of these changes. Similarly 

the Scottish Government has also announced its intention to introduce an 

additional tax on large retailers selling alcohol and tobacco. No regulatory 

impact assessment has been published to accompany the proposal but it is 

important to note that a tax that seeks to raise £30‐40 million per year from 

retailers would require them to make additional sales of at least £1 billion to 

cover the costs of the additional tax to their business.  

We believe that the whole population approach of minimum unit pricing is 

wrong in principle, as it will impact on all consumers of alcoholic drinks 

regardless of whether or not they misuse alcohol. Moreover, evidence of 

consumer spending habits points to problem drinkers being more likely to 
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adopt strategies to maintain alcohol consumption levels, rather than reduce 

them. We believe that policy on alcohol misuse should address those who 

have the problem, not the majority who don‘t and we would therefore question 

the overall impact of a minimum unit price which would hit the poorest in 

society hardest, regardless of whether they misuse alcohol.  

 

Any proposal to introduce minimum unit pricing should maintain the sunset 

clause which was introduced in the Alcohol etc (Scotland) Act 2010 to ensure 

that the policy‘s effectiveness is independently reviewed against evidence 

based criteria and the objectives set out by Government for the policy. If the 

independent assessment determines that minimum unit pricing is not having 

the effect the Government intended, the policy should be repealed.  

 

ii) What percentage of alcohol products do you estimate would be 

affected by the introduction of a minimum price using the following 

broad categories: less than 25p, 25p to 49p, 50p to 69p, over 70p?  

It is difficult to assess the impact of a minimum unit price on the categories set 

out in the question as we do not know how consumers will respond to the 

policy. Our response to question iii) below outlines some of the areas of 

complexity that need to be considered when assessing the impact of minimum 

unit pricing on the entire supply chain.  

However, as minimum unit pricing is untested we do believe that any new 

legislation should be assessed and evaluated for its impact and effectiveness. 

This is in line with best regulatory practice and will provide Scottish Ministers 

with an opportunity to intervene should many of the concerns that the industry 

has highlighted come to fruition (such as, for example, the adverse impact on 

lower‐income groups, increases in cross‐border or illicit sales.  

We are opposed to the suggestion that Ministers can raise the level at which a 

minimum unit price should be set at regular intervals. It is important with any 

legislative change that reasonable time is given for the impact to be fully 

considered before more significant changes are made. We would also urge 

that any future increases to the level at which a minimum unit price should be 

set would be subject to consultation with the industry and subject to a full 

debate and vote in parliament. Ministers have talked about minimum unit 

pricing as a mechanism to reduce the amount of alcohol being sold. Our view 

is that policy should be focussed on tackling the mis‐use of alcohol and 

minimum unit pricing should not be used as a means of pricing consumers out 

of buying alcohol completely.  

iii) For any products that may increase in price due to minimum pricing, 

who would you consider is most likely to retain any additional 

revenue? – Would retailers retain it all as profit? ‐ Would some be 
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passed back to producers? Would any additional revenue arising from 

minimum pricing be used by retailers to reduce the price of other 

products such as fruit and vegetables?  

 

The Government‘s stated purpose of introducing a minimum unit price for 

alcohol is to reduce overall consumption of alcohol in Scotland. We believe 

that the purpose of Government policy should be to tackle alcohol related 

harm not to reduce consumption. If the Government is confident that the 

policy will achieve its aim, the question of ‗additional revenue‘ will become 

void as any increased profits linked to a higher unit price will be 

counterbalanced by a decrease in overall sales of alcohol. There is a 

significant risk that Scottish consumers will choose to order online rather than 

purchase at an increased price in Scotland. New online businesses could 

target the Scottish market to take advantage of this opportunity which could 

reduce sales to Scottish based business. It will be important to ensure that the 

impact of a minimum unit price is independently assessed and evaluated so 

that the impact on the market can be monitored.  

 

As currently proposed minimum unit pricing would dictate the retail price at 

which products can be sold and therefore any additional revenue would pass 

to the retailer. Beyond that it would be part of a commercial conversation 

between the retailer and their suppliers. It should be noted, however, that 

predicting the margin and profitably of any given product, let alone category in 

the future is impossible, with changing costs of production, transportation, 

global exchange rates and the impact of an increasingly global marketplace. 

The UK grocery market is amongst the most competitive in the world and 

retailers continuously work hard to reduce prices for customers across their 

stores including fruit and vegetables. There is no evidence to suggest that fruit 

and vegetable prices are inflated due to alcohol pricing policies.  

There is no evidence about what will happen to consumer purchasing patterns 

when minimum unit pricing is introduced. Problem drinkers are simply likely to 

find another source as no evidence yet exists that this policy will have the 

effect intended on harmful drinkers. It could lead consumers to switch from 

one channel to another if there is little price differential between products or 

consumers may decide to shop around and purchase their alcohol online from 

distributors where a minimum unit price would not be applicable. It could be, 

as has been suggested by some, that consumers may decide to purchase 

their alcohol in an on‐trade environment if a minimum unit price creates 

greater parity between on and off‐trade prices. It is important to recognise that 

just because there may be an increase in the cost of some products this will 

not occur across the entire product range; it is therefore very simplistic to 

assume that a minimum unit price will automatically generate increased profits.  
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The WSTA and its members have also raised concerns that the introduction 

of a minimum unit price in Scotland could lead to a significant increase in illicit 

or ‗white van man‘ trade. In this situation you could see official statistics 

showing an overall drop in consumption as people turn to the illicit trade 

where prices would be lower. Given the range of factors at play it is 

exceptionally difficult to assess where any additional profits from minimum 

unit pricing would be retained, if indeed any were generated.  

iv) Any details about the supply chain and who would be affected by 

minimum pricing proposals.  

It is important to recognise that this is a complex issue which will be difficult to 

assess until the policy is implemented. Retailers and producers enter into 

contracts which are confidential and which may cover a wide range of 

products. The terms of each contract will vary between each producer and 

retailer. It is likely that contracts would be reviewed in light of any new 

legislation that would have an impact on their terms and conditions. Given the 

potential shifts in consumer behaviour to on‐line, cross border or illicit outlets 

it is difficult to give any clear picture of the likely impact to the supply chain of 

a minimum unit price.  

However, we do know that the introduction of minimum unit pricing is likely to 

require retailers to reduce the range of products available to Scottish 

consumers. The policy is likely to introduce complexities around ranging and 

logistical issues as organisations will see too much difficulty in providing 

'Scottish‐only' products. As many logistics operations are UK wide, significant 

changes will have to be made as a result of minimum unit pricing; this will 

incur excess cost to the industry and will result in less consumer choice.  

Suppliers will find it more difficult to bring new products to market, as price 

promotional offers will be more difficult to assert. Minimum unit pricing will 

also have a discriminatory affect on products that come from markets where 

the costs of production are lower. Minimum unit pricing could put in place a 

barrier to products produced in these countries that will no longer be able to 

compete in the UK market. 

v) What would you estimate the administrative costs would be of 

introducing a minimum price in Scotland taking account of such issues 

as altering prices on barcodes, shelves, tills etc.?  

Whilst we cannot put a specific figure on the administrative cost to business of 

introducing a minimum unit price overall, we do know that our member have 

already incurred significant costs in changing point of sale materials and IT 

systems to deal with the promotional changes coming into effect on 1 October 

2011. The changes already introduced in Scotland require businesses to 

operate separate systems at considerable additional expense. Consideration 
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should also be given to the costs of staff training to ensure they fully 

understand the implications of minimum unit pricing legislation on their trade 

in Scotland.  

 

There may also be competition implications relating to retailers running 

different pricing strategies in different stores that are trading under the same 

fascia. For example, multiple grocers that operate in England and Wales as 

well as in Scotland would be forced by the introduction of a minimum unit 

price in Scotland to operate different pricing policies in different stores and 

this may fall foul of OFT guidelines.  

 

vi) What lead‐in time do you consider would be required to implement 

minimum pricing?  

Given the significant changes that members would be required to make to 

their point of sale materials and IT Systems, additional resource and time 

required for staff training and to ensure that contracts between retailers and 

producers are reflective of the minimum unit price we would suggest that a 

period of 2 years should be allowed for implementation. This is a significant 

change that has not been tested by another country and we therefore think it 

is imperative that a sufficient and reasonable lead in period is given to enable 

retailers and producers to plan effectively for the change. 

 

 



SCOTTISH AMBULANCE SERVICE RETURN

QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is being sent to those organisations that have an interest in, or
which may be affected by, the Financial Memorandum for the Alcohol (Minimum
Pricing) (Scotland) Bill. In addition to the questions below, please add any other
comments you may have which would assist the Committee’s scrutiny.

Consultation

1. Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, and if
so did you comment on the financial assumptions made?

Yes we took part and yes we commented on the financial assumptions.

2. Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?

Our comments were not directly related to the assumptions and were more
around the impact on healthcare from reduction in alcohol consumption. We
still do not see the detail of how the estimates on impact on healthcare were
calculated.

3. Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise?

Yes

Costs

4. If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you believe
that these have been accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum? If
not, please provide details.

Again, the impact on our organisation would be in productivity and efficiency
gain and allowing our service to concentrate on people with healthcare needs
not related to alcohol consumption of the binge drinking type. Therefore this
is not considered in the financial memorandum.

5. Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs associated
with the Bill? If not, how do you think these costs should be met?

Yes and more so there should be additional funding from the Bill that is placed
directly with Health Bodies impacted by alcohol-related issues and disease.

6. Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of uncertainty
associated with the estimates and the timescales over which such costs
would be expected to arise?

We do not have sufficient information to answer this question.



Wider Issues

7. If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these
associated costs are accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?

They appear to be.

8. Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, for
example through subordinate legislation or more developed guidance? If so,
is it possible to quantify these costs?

It should be possible to quantify these costs; however we are not in a position
to have sufficient information to do this.
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