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1. Introduction  
1.1 The Department for Social Development (DSD) and the Department of Health, Social Services and Public Safety (DHSSPS) launched a joint consultation on the introduction of a minimum price per unit of alcohol to tackle problems associated with the availability of cheap alcohol in Northern Ireland.  The consultation was considered necessary address to the growing concerns surrounding alcohol related health and social harm. 
1.2   The consultation, which ran from 7 March to 26 June 2011, sought views from all interested individuals and organisations on the introduction of a minimum price per unit of alcohol to tackle problems associated with the availability of cheap alcohol in Northern Ireland. The consultation paper also sought views on other possible alternatives to minimum unit pricing, including below-cost selling, VAT and duty rises and the introduction of a social responsibility levy.

1.3 The consultation paper pointed out that both the then Minister for Health (Michael McGimpsey) and Minister for Social Development (Alex Attwood) considered that addressing price is an essential component of any long-term strategic approach to tackling alcohol harm. Both Ministers were convinced that setting a minimum price for alcohol would help tackle problems associated with the availability of cheap alcohol by reducing consumption which will lead to a more balanced relationship with alcohol.  Responses were requested to establish:

1. the level of agreement for the introduction of a minimum price per unit of alcohol in Northern Ireland;  

2. views on the introduction of alternative pricing interventions aimed at tackling the availability of cheap alcohol;
3. views on the introduction of a social responsibility levy; and
4. equality and other specified implications of the introduction of                 minimum pricing. 
1.4 A list of the consultation paper questions can be found at Annex 1. 

1.5 This report provides an analysis of the responses to the consultation.  

2. Consultation Responses 
2.1 There were 258 responses received. However, of this 258, only 150 (58.1%) responses were fully completed.  
2.2 Of the 253 who answered the specific question on the introduction of minimum pricing, 191 described themselves as answering as an individual and 62 stated they were answering on behalf of an organisation. However, not all completed the section detailing which organisation they represented. A full analysis of the organisations that replied is attached at Annex 2.
2.3 Some hard –copy responses were provided in an open-ended format and not through the survey that had been designed and published online. In these instances, statisticians from the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency’s Analytical Services Unit, which were commissioned by DSD/DHSSPS to conduct the survey, extracted the relevant content and placed it into the survey format to ensure consistency in analysis.  

3. CONSULTATION Analysis– Minimum Pricing 
3.1 The first section of the survey asked a number of questions relating to a proposal to introduce minimum pricing..

3.2 In response to the question ‘To what extent would you agree with the introduction of minimum pricing per unit of alcohol in Northern Ireland’ 230 responses were received. 39.2% agreed/strongly agreed with the proposal however the majority of responses were opposed to the proposal (57%). The table below refers.



		Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	25.7%
	59

	Agree
	13.5%
	31

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	3.9%
	9

	Disagree
	17.4%
	40

	Strongly Disagree
	39.6%
	91

	Total
	100.1%
	230


	


3.3 Many of the respondents in support of the proposal cited research from the World Health Organisation that claims that a higher price would lead to less alcohol-related harm and that minimum pricing would most affect teenagers and heavy drinkers who purchase cheap alcohol.
3.4 Some of those in support saw minimum pricing as the most effective intervention that government can take to impact on the accessibility of alcohol, thus reducing consumption levels which will impact positively on alcohol related harms across all society. It was also recognised that alcohol has become more affordable in recent years and the shift in drinking habits from on-trade to the off-trade and the negative consequences this brings, in terms of damage to individuals and families, were increasing and deepening.
3.5 A number of respondents acknowledged that while minimum pricing in itself was not the complete solution to alcohol misuse, it would address some of the problems caused by artificially low prices. 

3.6 Those respondents not in favour of minimum pricing felt that its introduction would penalise responsible drinkers who choose to drink in a moderate and socially acceptable way while failing to affect the intended target groups.
3.7 Concerns surrounding:

· the lack of evidence showing that minimum pricing would reduce alcohol misuse and its associated anti-social behaviour;

· the legality of minimum pricing both in terms of UK and European Competition law; and 

· unintended consequences that may result e.g. cross-border purchasing, rise in internet sales and illegal production and distribution of alcohol,
were also raised.
3.8 This section also asked the question ‘To what extent would you agree with the proposed principles on which a minimum pricing scheme for alcohol products may be established?’ Again, 230 responses were received and the distribution was as follows:

	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	20.4%
	47

	Agree
	16.5%
	38

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	14.3%
	33

	Disagree
	14.3%
	33

	Strongly Disagree
	34.3%
	79

	Total
	99.8%
	230


3.9 The majority of respondents disagreed/strongly disagreed with the proposed principles (48.6%), 36.9% agreed/strongly agreed while 14.3% neither agreed nor disagreed.

3.10 Of those that agreed/strongly agreed, there was general consensus that minimum pricing should apply equally to all premises that sell or supply alcohol and that this would level the playing field between supermarkets and pubs. Most of those in support of the principles also agreed that alcoholic strength should be a determining factor on which the price is based seeing this as a straightforward, unambiguous method for ensuring that the stronger a drink is, the more expensive it will be. While it was agreed that prices should be determined independently of the sector, the need to engage with key stakeholders to inform them of the setting of the price and the impact of the legislation on the industry was recognised. It was agreed that the price should be varied/amended and arrangements should have the minimum burden on the licensed trade. It was felt however that any change to the price set should be based on clear health improvement principles and the potential for reducing the associated levels of alcohol related harms. Any change should also be open to public and political scrutiny

3.11 Of those that disagreed/strongly disagreed comments included the lack of evidence, references to the nanny state and this being an opportunity for increased government revenue rather than any concern for public health.
4. Consultation Analysis– Below Cost Selling 
4.1 This section of the consultation survey asked ‘To what extent would you agree with the banning of below cost sales in Northern Ireland?’ 198 respondents answered this question and the distribution was as follows:

	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	21.7%
	43

	Agree
	14.6%
	29

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	14.1%
	28

	Disagree
	20.2%
	40

	Strongly Disagree
	29.3%
	58

	Total
	99.9%
	198


4.2 This alternative policy option to the introduction of minimum pricing also met with overall disagreement. Approximately half of all respondents, 49.5%, disagreed/strongly disagreed, 36.3% agreed/strongly agreed and 14.1% neither agreed nor disagreed.

4.3 Of those in support of below cost selling, some viewed that such a ban would have an impact on supermarkets that are using alcohol as a loss leader to attract customers and may be a more appropriate way than minimum pricing of dealing with supermarket promotions which encourage people to buy more alcohol than they really want.
4.4 However, a number of respondents recognised that this policy option has a number of significant flaws around consistency and implementation that would create a complex administrative burden and jeopardise enforcement.
4.5 Those who disagreed with this option recognised that a ban on below cost selling may have little impact as it would still allow alcohol to be sold cheaply. Similar arguments to those above were also rehearsed, that is, the difficulty in defining the cost, issues of transparency and the difficulty of enforcing such a ban. 

4.6 Issues surrounding freedom of choice and the free market, the lack of compelling evidence to support this policy intervention, views that this policy measure would penalise all alcohol consumers and that other countries such as Ireland and France have or are considering removing similar initiatives were also raised.

4.7 The consultation survey also sought views on a simple and effective way of defining ‘cost’. While some respondents felt that the cost of alcohol was not the issue, a large proportion of the respondents focused on the difficulty of defining cost. They highlighted that simply looking at unit price does not create an accurate reflection and that cost must be looked at in a holistic way. Suggestions that were put forward included invoice cost, invoice plus VAT, total production costs, health and policing costs to the country for alcohol related incidents or that the market should be left alone to find its own level. However it was recognised that any formula for cost could be cumbersome to monitor and enforce. 

4.8 Respondents were also asked what they would consider to be effective ways to enforce a ban on below cost selling. The majority used this section to express their disagreement with the proposal. Some viewed that a ban on below cost sales would not be an effective measure to reduce consumption and harm even if rigorously enforced. For those that put forward suggestions on enforcement, comments on the need for strong deterrents to be in place were made – suggestions included heavy fines, removal of licence and such action that would take place following the discovery of a retailer continuing to sell below cost. Actual enforcement and monitoring methods suggested included spot checks and enforcement by trading standard officials. It was recognised however that policing of this would place a significant burden on those charged with enforcing such a ban.

4.9 The final question in this section asked for respondents views on the feasibility of using legislation to create an offence of selling alcohol below what it cost the premises, without defining that cost. Many respondents did not directly answer the question but of those that did, there was some support for bringing forward legislation as an effective means of controlling the cost of alcohol, backed up by a firm enforcement policy. However, the majority of these responses recognised that such legislation would be too easily circumvented and be unenforceable without the cost being defined. 

5. Consultation  Analysis – Duty  Plus VAT

5.1 This section of the consultation survey asked ‘To what extent would you agree with a ban on the sale of alcohol below the rate of duty plus VAT in Northern Ireland?’ 190 respondents  answered this question and the distribution was  as follows:


	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	17.9%
	34

	Agree
	9.5%
	18

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	17.4%
	33

	Disagree
	20.0%
	38

	Strongly Disagree
	35.3%
	67

	Total
	100.1%
	190


5.2 This overall response to this alternative policy option to the introduction of minimum pricing was of disagreement. More than half, 55.3%, disagreed or strongly disagreed with the option, 27.4% agreed or strongly agreed and 17.4% neither agreed nor disagreed. 

5.3 Some of the respondents in favour of this option viewed that the application of duty and VAT is the one aspect of cost that is universal to all business and therefore provides a transparent mechanism for establishing a floor price. Views put forward also suggested that this policy option may be more easily enforceable and may be more legally defensible and less trade restrictive than minimum pricing. 

5.4 The majority of the comments provided however were in disagreement  with this option. It was viewed that such a measure would have little or no impact in terms of reducing alcohol-related harm as it may result in alcohol being sold cheaper than it currently is. Some respondents were of the opinion that below tax selling does not address the key policy issues and reiterated that the introduction of minimum pricing is the single most effective intervention that the government can introduce. Further arguments were put forward that the level of tax increases required to ensure a realistic price threshold is reached would unfairly penalise on trade and smaller off trade retailers who cannot absorb the additional costs and would ensure that all prices – not just problem prices- are affected.
6. Consultation Analysis– Taxation 
6.1 This section of the consultation survey asked t ‘To what extent would you agree that increasing taxation (a matter for the UK government and not NI Assembly) should be used to address the harmful effects of problem drinking?’  187 respondents answered this question and the distribution was as follows:

	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	13.9%
	26

	Agree
	8.6%
	16

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	13.9%
	26

	Disagree
	24.1%
	45

	Strongly Disagree
	39.6%
	74

	Total
	100.1%
	187


6.2 The overall response to this alternative policy option to introducing minimum pricing was of disagreement 63.7%, either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the proposal, 22.5% agreed or strongly agreed, and the remaining 13.9% neither agreed nor disagreed.

6.3 Those in support of taxation mentioned the increased revenue stream to the Exchequer. 

6.4 However those who supported taxation also recognised that minimum pricing and taxation are complementary mechanisms and tax alone is unlikely to deliver the reduction in consumption required to impact significantly on public health. It was also recognised that differentiating in the excise regime between high and low strength categories of alcohol products would encourage the production and consumption of lower strength beers and give responsible drinkers additional choice for lower alcohol alternatives.
6.6  The majority of responses opposed to increasing taxation expressed concern at the current high level of general taxation. Other responses highlighted that a blanket duty rise that affects all prices- as distinct from a policy solution that targets problem prices – would unfairly impact on moderate drinkers who wish to continue to drink responsibly.  Other responses highlighted that alcohol traders can undermine the impact of a tax increase by not passing this on to consumers.  Others pointed to the need for a local solution or that the issue is social and should be addressed through education and not price. 

7. Consultation Analysis – Social Responsibility Levy

7.1 This section of the survey asked for opinions and ideas on the introduction of a social responsibility levy on retailers of alcohol. The first question asked ‘To what extent would you agree with the introduction of a social responsibility levy in Northern Ireland?’ 182 respondents answered this question and the distribution of responses was as follows:

	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	15.4%
	28

	Agree
	17.0%
	31

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	20.9%
	38

	Disagree
	17.0%
	31

	Strongly Disagree
	29.7%
	54

	Total
	100.0%
	182


7.2 The proposal received 46.7% or replies disagreeing or strongly disagreeing to a levy, 32.4% agreed or strongly agreed and 20.9% neither agreed nor disagreed.

7.3 Responses in favour suggested that producers and retailers should carry some of the burden created by alcohol misuse. Any funds generated through a levy should be directed towards addressing issues related to alcohol thereby offering an opportunity to reclaim a proportion of the profits that would go to retailers as a result of a minimum pricing policy.

7.5 The majority of respondents against this levy cited reasons including:

· the cost of implementing this will be high and there may be problems with how it would be effectively and equitable enforced;
· the levy would merely be passed on by retailers to the consumer through price increases; and
· the introduction of a levy does little to encourage individuals to take responsibility for their behaviour when drinking and signals drunkenness and its consequences are tolerable so long as the financial costs to society are met by someone else.

7.6 There were also concerns raised by the on trade whereby it is already a major contributor to the Northern Ireland economy and are already paying higher rates than business and off-trade retailers. They felt that an additional levy would be unsustainable for the sector.

7.7 This section also asked some further questions on the topic of a social responsibility levy - ‘To what extent would you agree that a social responsibility levy should apply to all on and off licensed premises and registered clubs in Northern Ireland?’ 182 responses were received and the distribution was as follows:







	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	13.7%
	25

	Agree
	15.4%
	28

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	30.2%
	55

	Disagree
	12.6%
	23

	Strongly Disagree
	28.0%
	51

	Total
	99.9%
	182


7.8 40.6% disagreed or strongly disagreed that any levy should apply to all on and off licensed premises, 29.1% agreed or strongly agreed and 30.2% neither agreed nor disagreed. 
7.9 There was some support for this levy applying to all on and off licensed premises and registered clubs in Northern Ireland. References to the contribution already made by the on trade via rates was made and that a levy on large off sales should be introduced as an equality measure.

7.10 Others felt that all of those in the manufacture and supply chain should be faced with a levy and that the levy should be based on proportionality to ensure that small or less profitable businesses are not disproportionately affected by such a levy, provided they are trading responsibly.

7.11 Those not in support of the levy felt that properly managed business operate to the highest standards and should not be penalised for the failings of others.

7.12 The next question in this section asked ‘To what extent would you agree that criteria should be determined to consider exemptions from any levy?’ Of the 182 responses to the question, the breakdown was as follows:

	
	Response Percent
	Response Count

	Strongly Agree
	12.1%
	22

	Agree
	17.0%
	31

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	41.8%
	76

	Disagree
	10.4%
	19

	Strongly Disagree
	18.7%
	34

	Total
	100.0%
	182


7.13 Most people voiced no opinion to this question, with 41.8% neither agreeing nor disagreeing, 29.1% agreed or strongly agreed and 29.1% also disagreed or strongly disagreed.

7.14 Those in agreement were of the view that exemptions should be made available to those licence holders who can demonstrate ‘good practice’. For example, participation in different activities, such as funding/supporting Community Alcohol Partnerships or marketing strategies, such as Drinkaware. Others felt exemptions should be extended to family run establishments.  
7.15 Those respondents not in favour were of the view that introducing exemptions may be problematic and may lead to unintended loop-holes being created. It was felt that no one profiting from the sale of alcohol should be exempt as it is alcohol, not the sellers’ circumstances, that is causing harm.
7.16 One further question was asked with regards to a social responsibility levy – ‘For the purpose of this consultation we are interested in any views or opinions on simple and effective ways to introduce a social levy. Do you have any views on how a social responsibility levy may operate?’ Many of the responses received were similar to those that were expressed in the questions above. 

7.17 The majority of comments repeated disagreement with the idea of introducing a levy. Those that answered the question suggested that a percentage of profit should be levied or use of a fault-based system which would make clear the distinction between the majority of responsible licensees and those who fail to comply with the law. 
7.18 While there was some suggestion of a levy based on alcohol turnover by volume or price, such an approach was also seen as discriminating against operators at the premium end of the market. Again, there was suggestion of a levy system based on rateable value however some respondents felt that this would penalise those business located on premium sites regardless of whether the sale of alcohol is their primary business.

7.19 With regards to views on how a levy would operate, it was suggested that if this was to be administered by local authorities, clear guidance would be required to ensure consistency and clarity about how the levy and associated costs are managed. A levy cap for the maximum rate at which a levy can be set should be established by Government. It was also suggested that proceeds should be ring-fenced and there needs to be a clear link between the levy and the benefits derived from it.

8. Consultation Analysis – Responses from Organisations

8.1 As well as looking at the overall response, it was of interest to look at the breakdown of responses from organisations and from individuals. 

8.2 A total of 60 responses from identified organisations were received and sorted into six groupings:

· Health (professional health organisations and representatives – 7 responses);

· Health Voluntary and Community (alcohol and addiction forums, youth groups, community drug and alcohol partnerships – 15 responses); 

· Trade (trade associations, off-licences, pub groups, brewers and retailers – 15 responses); 

· Other Voluntary and Community (residents associations, community safety partnerships – 7 responses); 

· Faith (churches – 3 responses); and

· Other (councils, PSNI, other groups that did not fall into classifications used – 13 responses). 

8.3
Out of a total of 60 organisational responses, 78% of those who provided a response were in support of the proposal to introduce minimum pricing. There was a similar response to the principles on which minimum pricing may be established with 67% in agreement. The majority of organisations also agreed with a ban on below cost selling while opinion was divided on the introduction of a ban on below duty plus VAT (43% agreed with 36% in disagreement). The proposal to increase taxation as a means of tackling cheap alcohol received a mixed response (46% disagreed with 35%agreeing), as did the introduction of a social responsibility levy (47% agreed and 37% disagreed). See Annex 3 for a breakdown of the organisation and their responses.

The overall results of responses on behalf of organisations are shown below.










	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree
	No answer 

	Min Price
	45 
	3
	10
	2

	Principles
	39
	15
	4
	2

	Ban Below Cost
	27
	9
	12
	12

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	25
	12
	21
	2

	Taxation
	20
	11
	26
	3

	Levy
	27
	9
	21
	3

	Levy all?
	19
	26
	12
	3

	Levy exemptions?
	19
	28
	10
	3

	Total
	221
	113
	116
	30


9. Consultation Analysis – Responses from Individuals
9.1 In the reverse of what was mainly support for the proposals in the responses from organisations, responses from individuals, reflecting their own personal views, expressed disagreement with the proposals.

9.2 Out of a total of 172 individual responses a total of 70% of the individual response was in disagreement with the proposal to introduce minimum pricing. There was a similar response to the principles on which minimum pricing may be established with 63% in disagreement. The majority of individuals also disagreed with a ban on below cost selling (61% disagreement) and a ban on selling below duty plus VAT (64% disagreement).

9.3 The proposal to increase taxation to address harmful drinking also received a highly negative response (72% disagreement), with the majority also opposed to the introduction of the social responsibility levy (51% disagreement). 


The overall results of responses on behalf of organisations are shown below.

	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	45
	6
	121

	Principles
	46
	18
	108

	Ban Below Cost
	35
	19
	86

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	27
	21
	84

	Taxation
	22
	15
	93

	Levy
	32
	29
	64

	Levy All?
	34
	29
	62

	Levy Exemptions?
	34
	48
	43

	Total
	275
	185
	661

	
	
	
	


9.4 A more detailed breakdown of these responses can be seen at Annex 4.  

10. Consultation Analysis – Further Analysis

10.1 Further analysis of the 91 respondents who strongly disagreed and the 59 who strongly agreed with minimum pricing was undertaken.

10.2 Of the 91 respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal to introduce minimum pricing, 86 were individuals representing their own views. Only five responses strongly disagreeing were responses on behalf of an organisation. These organisations were all trade bodies:

· UK Consumer Co-Operative Movement

· Wine and Spirit Trade Association and NI Retail Consortium

· Golf Holdings Ltd

· Diageo NI

· The Scotch Whisky Association

10.3 Of the 59 respondents who strongly agreed with minimum pricing, 29 were individuals and 30 were on behalf of an organisation (see Annex 5 for details of the organisations) 

10.4 Details of the responses received at Annex 5 may be made available on request. 

11. Consultation Analysis – Impact Assessments Equality Impact
11.1 Under section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 all Northern Ireland departments are required to have due regard to the need to promote equality of opportunity between;


· persons of different religious belief, political opinion, racial group, age, marital status or sexual orientation

· men and women generally

· persons with a disability and persons without

· persons with dependants and persons without 
11.2 The consultation survey concluded with equality based questions, the first of which asked for potential impacts of the proposals on each of the Section 75 groupings. 179 respondents answered the question and the response was as below:

	
	Negative impact
	No impact
	Positive impact

	Religious beliefs
	24
	132
	23

	Political opinion
	32
	136
	11

	Racial group
	19
	149
	11

	Gender
	22
	135
	22

	Marital status
	24
	135
	20

	Age
	43
	97
	39

	Persons with or without a disability
	22
	143
	14

	Persons with or without a dependant
	29
	135
	15

	Sexual orientation
	18
	151
	10

	Total
	233
	1213
	165
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11.3 Age was the grouping that received most responses, both towards a negative (24.0%) and a positive (21.8%) impact. Having the next largest response, there was a perceived negative impact on the political opinion grouping (17.9% of the response to this grouping). 

11.4 Those that responded that there would be a positive or negative impact on any of the groups were asked to expand upon their answer. Aside from responses stating that most will be affected in current times of economic difficulty, the majority of comments related to age and how, as the binge drinking problem is considered to be at its highest amongst younger people, raising the price may affect this lower-income group and its ability to afford alcohol. It was also recognised however that young people are more likely to consume low-cost alcohol, and thereby raising the unit price of alcohol may reduce affordability and discourage binge drinking. 

11.5 A similar point on the affordability of alcohol was raised in relation to lower-income and single person households, who may find their ability to choose their social activities impacted. It was also suggested that the imposition of higher prices on shop bought alcohol may be a sign of further exclusion by those with disabilities, who may already feel excluded from going to licensed premises. It was felt however that minimum pricing may have a positive impact on women who are now binge drinking more.

11.6 Opportunity for further responses was also provided under the following headings:


Health Issues 

11.7 48 responses to this question were received, with comments raised that anything that reduces the availability to those most at risk can only be good for the health of the population. A majority of respondents viewed that the introduction of this would result in positive health impacts with a reduction in alcohol related harms and less harmful drinking. It was also felt that this may lead to a decrease in mental health problems, suicide and self harm to which alcohol plays a large contributory factor.

11.8 In contrast, some respondents were of the view that there would only be a limited impact on health as harmful and hazardous drinkers are least responsive to price variations and minimum pricing is unlikely to deter those who drink to excess.

11.9 Concerns over the use of illegal alcohol or illegal drugs as alternatives to alcohol which may occur as a result of this policy and the detrimental impact this may have on the health service were also raised. 


Implications for the European Convention on Human Rights

11.10 16 responses to this question were received. While some comments felt there were no impacts on Human Rights, other felt people should be free to make the choice of drinking or not and it is unfair that everyone should be financially impacted due to the actions of some people.


Any potential impacts of the new regulation, including estimates of financial implications such as costs, savings etc 

11.11 36 responses were received to this question. Positive impacts included that minimum pricing would create savings, reduce the financial strain on hospitals and enhance existing healthcare and help counter balance any impending cuts. Any loss in revenue would be balanced out by the savings to the health services, policing and welfare start. 

11.12 Negative responses to this question viewed that the introduction of minimum pricing was costly for all retailers to implement and for authorities to enforce. Also the potential loss of income and employment will have a highly negative impact on the NI economy. Furthermore people will spend more of their income on alcohol thus spending less on other items which will do further damage to the economy.


Rural issues and any other areas / issues which you feel may be affected 
11.13 13 responses were received to this question. There was concern that surrounding border towns may be affected by the introduction of minimum pricing as shoppers may be encouraged to purchase their alcohol and other goods in towns where there is no minimum price set.

While there was a feeling that community pubs may be threatened by the changes, some felt that rural pubs may be impacted positively as it will balance the playing field between the on and off trade and address some of the issues facing rural pubs e.g. deep discounting by supermarkets.

Any other areas/issues which you feel may be affected

11.14 22 responses were received however these mirrored points raised in response to other questions in the consultation paper.

12. Conclusion 
12.1 The consultation responses showed a clear acknowledgement of the problem of alcohol misuse, and its effects on society.  While there were concerns raised as to whether the measures outlined in the consultation document would achieve their intended goals, there was a general consensus that alcohol misuse needs to be tackled.
12.2 A majority of respondents from the health sector bodies and organisations were in favour of the proposal to introduce minimum pricing while individual respondents, a number of those from the alcohol trade and business sector were less supportive. 
12.3 There was no great support for any of the other measures to tackle the availability of cheap alcohol. In any event any decision in relation to taxation of alcohol would be a matter for the Government at Westminster rather than the Northern Ireland Assembly


12.4  There was no great support for the introduction of a social levy. 
13. WAY FORWARD 
13.1
Following consideration of all of the consultation responses an options paper will be presented to both DSD Minister McCausland and Health Minister Poots for their consideration before a decision on the way forward will be taken. Both Ministers will also take into account developments in the UK in relation to minimum pricing and the other options considered when coming to their decision. Developing a case to proceed with the introduction of minimum pricing will require establishing a robust evidence base which may have significant financial implications for DSD/DHSSPS. Concerns over the legality of minimum pricing both in terms of UK and European Competition law will also need to be addressed.












Annex 1 Consultation Paper Questions 
Minimum Pricing
The following questions relate to minimum pricing. Please refer to Section 5 (page 9) of the consultation document.
1. To what extent would you agree with the introduction of minimum pricing per unit of alcohol in Northern Ireland?


	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	
	
	
	

	2. To what extent would you agree with the proposed principles on which a minimum pricing scheme for alcohol products may be established?


Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree/ Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:




Below Cost Selling

We would welcome your views on the following questions relating to the below cost selling of alcohol. Please refer to Section 6 page 17 of the consultation document
1. To what extent would you agree with the banning of below costs sales in Northern Ireland?


	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	
	
	
	

	2. Please provide your views and opinions on what you would consider to be simple and effective ways to define 

the ‘cost’ of alcohol. 

3. Please provide your views and opinions on what you would consider to be effective ways to enforce a ban on 

below cost selling. 

4. Please provide your views and opinions on the feasibility of using legislation to create an offence of selling 

alcohol below what it cost the premises, without defining the cost.. 




Duty Plus VAT

1. To what extent would you agree with a ban on the sale of alcohol below the rate of duty plus VAT in Northern Ireland?


	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	


Taxation

1. To what extent would you agree that increasing taxation (a matter for the UK government and not NI Assembly) should be used to address the harmful effects of problem drinking?

	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	


Social Responsibility Levy

1. To what extent would you agree with a ban on the introduction of a social responsibility levy in Northern Ireland?


	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	


2. To what extent would you agree that a social responsibility levy should apply to all on and off licensed premises and registered clubs in Northern Ireland?


	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	


3. To what extent would you agree that criteria should be determined to consider exemptions from any levy?


	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	
	
	


Please provide any comments you feel are relevant to your response:

	


4. For the purpose of this consultation we are interested in any views or opinions on simple and effective ways to introduce a social levy.

Do you have any views on how a social responsibility levy may operate?

	


Impact Assessments

Equality

The Department would welcome views, with supporting data wherever possible, on the potential equality impacts for those who may be affected by the issues discussed in the consultation document.

Please see Section 8 of the document.

What impact do you perceive the policy to have on the following equality categories? 
	Equality Category
	Negative Impact
	No Impact
	Positive Impact

	Religious beliefs
	
	
	

	Political opinion
	
	
	

	Racial group
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	

	Marital status
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	

	Persons with a disability or persons without
	
	
	

	Persons with dependents or persons without
	
	
	

	Sexual orientation
	
	
	


Please explain any specific reasons for positive or negative impacts and how you think any negative impacts could be minimised:
	
	
	
	

	


Other Impacts

Other Impacts
The Department would welcome views, with supporting data wherever possible, on other areas where there may be effects following on from the issues discussed in the consultation document.
	Health Issues

	

	

	


Any implications for the European Convention on Human Rights
	

	

	

	


Any potential impacts of the new regulation, including estimates of financial implications  such as costs, savings etc.

	

	

	

	


Rural issues
	

	

	

	


Any other areas/issues which you feel may be affected
	

	

	

	


Further comments 

Any supporting information for the comments you have made should be sent to:

Analytical Services Unit, Department for Social Development

4th Floor, James House, The Gasworks, Belfast, BT7 2JA

If you have any further comments to make, please do so below.

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	












Annex 2

Organisations who responded to the consultation

	Organisation

	Methodist Church in Ireland

	Synergy@JVC (Jordan Victory Church)

	Free Presbyterian Church of Ulster

	British Society of Gastroenterology & British Association for the Study of the Liver

	Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh

	British Medical Association

	Public Health Agency

	Royal College of Psychiatrists

	Royal College of Physicians

	Faculty of Public Health - NI Affairs Committee

	Carrickfergus Community Drug and Alcohol Advisory Group

	Alcohol Academy

	New Life Counselling

	TIPSA

	Foyle Drug and Alcohol Forum

	Addiction NI

	OiWillo Training Co. Ltd.

	Alcohol Action Ireland

	Northlands

	Alcohol Focus Scotland

	NW Alcohol Forum Ltd.

	Opportunity Youth

	Facilitated Through Co-Operation and Working Together

	Civic Alcohol Forum Derry

	Newry and Mourne Drug and Alcohol Partnership

	Millisle Royal British Legion Club

	North Down Borough Council

	Superintendents Association of NI

	Coleraine Borough Council

	Chartered Institute of Environmental Health

	Newry and Mourne District Council

	PSNI

	Newcastle University

	Alliance Party

	Ballymena Borough Council Environmental Services Dept.

	Belfast City Council

	Lundbeck Pharmaceuticals

	Armagh City Council

	Springfield Park Residents Association

	Lower Malone Residents Association

	Carrickfergus Community Safety Partnership

	Omagh Forum for Rural Associations

	Balance

	The Helping Hand NI Ltd.

	Banbridge CSP and DPP

	Wineflair (Belfast) Ltd

	Golf Holdings Ltd

	NI Independent Retail Trade Association

	UK Consumer Co-Operative Movement

	NI Hotels Federation

	Association of Convenience Stores

	Pubs of Ulster

	Diageo NI

	British Beer and Pub Association

	Wine and Spirit Trade Association and NI Retail Consortium

	The Scotch Whisky Association

	NI Drinks Industry Group

	SABMiller

	Foyle Off Sales Forum

	Molson Coors












Annex 3 

Organisation Groupings and Breakdown of Responses Received

	Organisation
	Classification

	Methodist Church in Ireland
	Faith

	Synergy@JVC (Jordan Victory Church)
	Faith

	Free Presbyterian Church of Ulster
	Faith

	British Society of Gastroenterology & British Association for the Study of the Liver
	Health

	Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh
	Health

	British Medical Association
	Health

	Public Health Agency
	Health

	Royal College of Psychiatrists
	Health

	Royal College of Physicians
	Health

	Faculty of Public Health - NI Affairs Committee
	Health

	Carrickfergus Community Drug and Alcohol Advisory Group
	Health - V&C

	Alcohol Academy
	Health - V&C

	New Life Counselling
	Health - V&C

	TIPSA
	Health - V&C

	Foyle Drug and Alcohol Forum
	Health - V&C

	Addiction NI
	Health - V&C

	OiWillo Training Co. Ltd.
	Health - V&C

	Alcohol Action Ireland
	Health - V&C

	Northlands
	Health - V&C

	Alcohol Focus Scotland
	Health - V&C

	NW Alcohol Forum Ltd.
	Health - V&C

	Opportunity Youth
	Health - V&C

	Facilitated Through Co-Operation and Working Together
	Health - V&C

	Civic Alcohol Forum Derry
	Health - V&C

	Newry and Mourne Drug and Alcohol Partnership
	Health - V&C

	Millisle Royal British Legion Club
	Other

	North Down Borough Council
	Other

	Superintendents Association of NI
	Other

	Coleraine Borough Council
	Other

	Chartered Institute of Environmental Health
	Other

	Newry and Mourne District Council
	Other

	PSNI
	Other

	Newcastle University
	Other

	Alliance Party
	Other

	Ballymena Borough Council Environmental Services Dept.
	Other

	Belfast City Council
	Other

	Lundbeck Pharmaceuticals
	Other

	Armagh City Council
	Other

	Springfield Park Residents Association
	Other - V&C

	Lower Malone Residents Association
	Other - V&C

	Carrickfergus Community Safety Partnership
	Other - V&C

	Omagh Forum for Rural Associations
	Other - V&C

	Balance
	Other - V&C

	The Helping Hand NI Ltd.
	Other - V&C

	Banbridge CSP and DPP
	Other - V&C

	Wineflair (Belfast) Ltd
	Trade

	Golf Holdings Ltd
	Trade

	NI Independent Retail Trade Association
	Trade

	UK Consumer Co-Operative Movement
	Trade

	NI Hotels Federation
	Trade

	Association of Convenience Stores
	Trade

	Pubs of Ulster
	Trade

	Diageo NI
	Trade

	British Beer and Pub Association
	Trade

	Wine and Spirit Trade Association and NI Retail Consortium
	Trade

	The Scotch Whisky Association
	Trade

	NI Drinks Industry Group
	Trade

	SABMiller
	Trade

	Foyle Off Sales Forum
	Trade

	Molson Coors
	Trade


1. HEALTH ORGANISATIONS

This group included professional and statutory health bodies and groups. All 7 were positive towards minimum pricing, with 2 agreeing and 5 strongly agreeing. There was also a positive response to the proposed principles with 3 agreeing, 3 strongly agreeing and 1 neither agreeing nor disagreeing. 
Opinion over a ban on below cost selling was split, 4 agreed and 3 disagreed. 
The response towards a ban on selling below the rate of duty plus VAT was negative – 5 disagreed, 1 agreed and 1 neither agreed nor disagreed. 
Using taxation was also received more negatively - 4 disagreed, 1 agreed and 1 strongly agreed with 1 neither agreeing nor disagreeing.
The concept of a social responsibility levy also received a mixed response – 4 agreed and 3 disagreed. Only 1 agreed that a levy should apply to all on and off licensed premises and that there should be exemptions, all other respondents neither agreed nor disagreed.

	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	7
	
	

	Principles
	6
	1
	

	Ban Below Cost
	4
	
	3

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	1
	1
	5

	Taxation
	2
	1
	4

	Levy
	4
	
	3

	Levy all?
	1
	6
	

	Levy exemptions?
	1
	6
	

	Total
	26
	15
	15


2. HEALTH – VOLUNTARY AND COMMUNITY

This group included alcohol forums and advisory groups, counselling services and addiction groups. The main concept of minimum pricing was supported by these groups but other proposals had a mixed response. 
The concept of minimum pricing was supported by this group. 11 strongly agreed and 2 agreed. 1 group neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not answer the question. The response to the principles under which minimum pricing could be established was similar. 9 strongly agreed and 3 agreed. 2 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not respond.
Response was somewhat more varied amongst the other proposals put forward in the consultation document.
For a ban on below cost selling 5 strongly agreed, 3 agreed, 1 strongly disagreed and 4 disagreed. 1 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not respond. 
A ban on selling below the rate of duty plus VAT had 3 strongly agree and 4 agree. 4 strongly disagreed and 1 disagreed. 2 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not respond. 
Use of taxation was met with a slightly positive response, 5 strongly agreed and 2 agreed while 1 strongly disagreed and 4 disagreed. 1 neither agreed nor disagreed and 2 did not respond. 
The idea of a social responsibility levy was met with general agreement. 6 strongly agreed and 5 agreed while only 2 disagreed. 2 did not respond. There was a much more mixed response to the proposal that a levy apply to all on and off licensed premises. 3 strongly agreed and 5 agreed with this proposal, 1 strongly disagreed and 3 disagreed. 1 neither agreed nor disagreed and 2 did not respond. In line with the general agreement of a levy, there was a move towards a negative response to the possibility of identifying exemptions to such a levy. 2 strongly agreed with exemptions and 3 agreed, 1 strongly disagreed and 5 disagreed. 2 neither agreed nor disagreed and 2 did not respond.












	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	13
	1
	

	Principles
	12
	2
	

	Ban Below Cost
	8
	1
	5

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	7
	2
	5

	Taxation
	7
	1
	5

	Levy
	11
	
	2

	Levy all?
	8
	1
	4

	Levy exemptions?
	5
	2
	6

	Total
	71
	10
	27


3. TRADE BODIES 

This included brewers, pub groups and retail associations. 
Due to this mix of interest in the sector, the response to the proposals was also mixed. 2 strongly agreed with the introduction of minimum pricing and an additional 4 agreed. 5 strongly disagreed and 3 disagreed. 1 neither agreed nor disagreed. There was a marked indifference towards the principles upon which minimum pricing may be established. 7 or almost half of the trade respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with this proposal. 2 strongly agreed and 3 agreed while 1 strongly disagreed and 2 disagreed.
The response to a ban on below cost selling was more positive. 3 strongly agreed and 8 agreed. Only 2 strongly disagreed and 1 disagreed. 1 neither agreed nor disagreed. 
For a proposed ban on selling below duty plus VAT the response was perfectly split, 3 strongly agreed and 3 agreed, while 3 strongly disagreed and 3 disagreed. 3 also neither agreed nor disagreed. 
The use of taxation as a tool was met with an overwhelmingly negative response. 4 strongly disagreed and 6 disagreed. Only 1 strongly agreed and 4 neither agreed nor disagreed. 
The same negative response was received for the proposal of a social responsibility levy. 1 strongly agreed and 1 agreed. However, 6 strongly disagreed and 6 disagreed. 1 neither agreed nor disagreed. For the next 2 proposals most neither agreed nor disagreed as they opposed the initial levy proposal and therefore had no opinion on the subsequent questions. As to whether the levy should apply to all on or off licensed premises, none strongly agreed and 2 agreed. 4 strongly disagreed and 2 disagreed while 7 neither agreed nor disagreed. 3 strongly agreed that there should be exemptions to any levy and 1 agreed. Only 1 disagreed to exemptions and 10 neither agreed nor disagreed.

	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	6
	1
	8

	Principles
	5
	7
	3

	Ban Below Cost
	11
	1
	3

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	6
	3
	6

	Taxation
	1
	4
	10

	Levy
	2
	1
	12

	Levy all?
	2
	7
	6

	Levy exemptions?
	4
	10
	1

	Total
	37
	34
	49


4. OTHER VOLUNTARY/COMMUNITY GROUPS

These included residents associations and community safety partnerships. The response to minimum pricing was positive, 4 strongly agreed and 2 agreed. Only 1 disagreed. The response to the principles of establishing minimum pricing was also positive with 2 strongly agreeing and 2 agreeing. The other 3 neither agreed nor disagreed. 
A ban on below cost selling also garnered a positive response – 3 strongly agreed and 1 agreed. The other 3 neither agreed nor disagreed. 
The next 2 proposals had a more mixed response. A ban on selling below duty plus VAT had 2 respondents strongly agree and 3 disagree, 2 neither agreed nor disagreed. Similarly, using taxation had 2 strongly agree but 4 disagree and only 1 neither agreed nor disagreed. 
The idea of a social responsibility levy received a slightly positive response with 2 strongly agreeing and 1 agreeing. 1 disagreed and the other 3 in this group neither agreed nor disagreed. The proposal that the levy be for all on or off licensed premises was strongly agreed with by 3 respondents and 1 agreed. The remaining 3 neither agreed nor disagreed. Exemptions to a levy were strongly agreed by 2 and agreed by 1. 1 disagreed and 3 neither agreed nor disagreed. Indeed those 3 were the same 3 who neither agreed nor disagreed with any of the proposals relating to a social responsibility levy.

	
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	6
	
	1

	Principles
	4
	3
	

	Ban Below Cost
	4
	3
	

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	2
	2
	3

	Taxation
	2
	1
	4

	Levy
	3
	3
	1

	Levy all?
	4
	3
	

	Levy exemptions?
	3
	3
	1

	Total
	28
	18
	10


5. FAITH GROUPS 

The 3 ‘faith’ groups were in favour of the proposals put forward. All 3 strongly agreed with minimum unit pricing and the principles under which it may be established, a ban on below cost selling, a ban on selling below the rate of duty plus VAT and an increase in taxation. 
The difference in responses was with questions regarding the social responsibility levy. While 2 of the ‘faith’ groups both strongly agreed with a social responsibility levy and that it should apply to all on and off licensed premises, 1 group disagreed with both these proposals. With regards to exemptions from the levy, 1 strongly disagreed, 1 disagreed and 1 strongly agreed.

	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	3
	
	

	Principles
	3
	
	

	Ban Below Cost
	3
	
	

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	3
	
	

	Taxation
	3
	
	

	Levy
	2
	
	1

	Levy all?
	2
	
	1

	Levy exemptions?
	1
	
	2

	Total
	20
	0
	4


6. OTHER 

This included organisations that did not fit the other selected groupings and included PSNI, Alliance party and the councils that responded. The response to minimum pricing was positive amongst this group – 5 strongly agreed and 5 agreed. 1 disagreed, 1 neither agreed nor disagreed (this response only referenced the levy proposal) and 1 did not respond. The principles for minimum pricing met with an identical response except for 1 who had agreed with minimum pricing but neither agreed nor disagreed with the principles. 
A ban on below cost selling was supported with 5 strongly agreeing, 2 agreeing and 4 neither agreeing nor disagreeing. 1 strongly disagreed and 1 did not respond. 
A ban on selling below duty plus VAT received 3 respondents expressing strong agreement and 3 agreeing. 1 strongly disagreed and 1 disagreed. 4 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1did not respond. 
Taxation as a tool had a mixed response – 3 strongly agreed and 2 agreed while 1 strongly disagreed and 2 disagreed. 4 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not respond. 
A social responsibility levy had 2 strongly agree and 3 agree. 2 disagreed and 5 neither agreed nor disagreed. 1 did not respond. Responses to whether the levy should apply to all on or off licensed premises were indifferent. 1 strongly agreed and 1 agreed. 1 strongly disagreed. 9 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not respond. This was similar to whether there should be exemptions to a levy – 1 strongly agreed and 4 agreed, 7 neither agreed nor disagreed and 1 did not respond.











	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	10
	1
	1

	Principles
	9
	2
	1

	Ban Below Cost
	7
	4
	1

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	6
	4
	2

	Taxation
	5
	4
	3

	Levy
	5
	5
	2

	Levy all?
	2
	9
	1

	Levy exemptions?
	5
	7
	


Annex 4
BREAKDOWN OF INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES TO THE CONSULTATION ON MINIMUM PRICING 


Out of a total of 172 individual responses, 35 disagreed and 86 strongly disagreed (a total of 70% of the individual response in disagreement) with the proposal to introduce minimum pricing. 29 strongly agreed and 16 agreed (26% agreement). There was a similar response to the principles on which minimum pricing may be established. 23 strongly agreed and 23 also agreed (27% agreement) but 78 strongly disagreed and 30 disagreed (63% disagreement).


A similar response was received to both proposals to ban selling below a certain defined threshold. 24 strongly agreed and 11 agreed (25% agreement) with a ban on below cost selling while 54 strongly disagreed and 32 disagreed (61% disagreement). 


For a ban on selling below duty plus VAT, 20 strongly agreed and seven agreed (20% agreement) but 59 strongly disagreed and 25 disagreed (64% disagreement).


The proposal to increase taxation to address harmful drinking also received a highly negative response. 11 strongly agreed and 11 also agreed (17% agreement) but 68 strongly disagreed and 25 disagreed (72% disagreement).


The overall response to the social responsibility levy section was much lower than to the other proposals, however the trend remained similar. The introduction of a levy was strongly agreed with by 15 and agreed by 17 (26% agreement). However, 48 strongly disagreed and 16 disagreed (51% disagreement). Whether such a levy should include all on and off licensed premises received a similar response – 16 strongly agreed and 18 agreed (27% agreement) and 45 strongly disagreed and 17 disagreed (50% disagreement). 13 strongly agreed that rules should allow exemptions from the levy and 21 agreed (27% agreement). 32 strongly disagreed and 11 disagreed (34% disagreement).

	 
	Agree / Strongly Agree
	Neither Agree nor disagree
	Disagree / Strongly Disagree

	Min Price
	45
	6
	121

	Principles
	46
	18
	108

	Ban Below Cost
	35
	19
	86

	Ban Below Duty + VAT
	27
	21
	84

	Taxation
	22
	15
	93

	Levy
	32
	29
	64

	Levy All?
	34
	29
	62

	Levy Exemptions?
	34
	48
	43

	Total
	275
	185
	661


Annex 5
ORGANISATIONS WHO STRONGLY AGREE WITH MINIMUM PRICING

	Alcohol Academy

	British Medical Association

	Addiction NI

	Armagh City Council

	Lower Malone Residents Association

	Alcohol Action Ireland

	Facilitated Through Co-Operation and Working Together

	Civic Alcohol Forum Derry

	Synergy@JVC

	TIPSA

	Northlands

	Foyle Drug and Alcohol Forum

	Royal College of Physicians

	North Down Borough Council

	Royal College of Psychiatrists

	British Society of Gastroenterology & British Association for the Study of the Liver

	Wineflair (Belfast) Ltd

	Public Health Agency

	Omagh Forum for Rural Associations

	Newcastle University

	PSNI

	OiWillo Training Co. Ltd.

	Springfield Park Residents Association

	Alcohol Focus Scotland

	The Helping Hand NI Ltd.

	Methodist Church in Ireland

	Newry and Mourne District Council

	Pubs of Ulster

	Free Presbyterian Church of Ulster

	NW Alcohol Forum Ltd.


