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P u b l ic  A s s i s t a n c e  a n d  S o c ia l  S e r v i c e s

W e id y  A la s k a n s  w h o  qu a l ify  fo r  p u b l ic  a s s is ta n c e  rece ive  cash  a n d  fo o d  s t a m p s  a n d  
o hi 1 .ocial se rv ice s  f rom  th e  s ta te .  A  p o r t io n  o f  th e  p u b l ic  a ss is ta n c e  e x p e n d i tu r e s  
can  be  a t t r i b u te d  to a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  a b u se .  A s  n o te d  e a r l ie r  in th e  re p o r t ,  
a lc o h o l  a n d  o th e r  d r u g  d e p e n d e n c e  can  re s u l t  in  r e d u c e d  in c o m e, t ro u b le  f in d in g  
a n a  h o ld in g  a job, o r  e v e n  a d isab i l i ty ,  all o f  w h ic h  m a y  q u a l i fy  th e  in d iv id u a l  for 
p u b l ic  a s s is tan ce .  T h is  c h a p te r  loo ks  b r ie f ly  a t  the  e c o n o m ic  cos ts  o f  a lc o h o l  a n d  
o th e r  d r u g  a b u se -re la ted  pu b l ic  assistance.

Methodology

To e s t im a te  th e  cos t  o f  a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  a b u s e - re la te d  p u b l ic  a ss is tance ,  the  
re sea rch  team  a p p l ie d  A la sk a 's  p o r t io n  o f  the  U.S. a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  d e p e n d e n t  
p o p u la t io n ,  0.47 p e rc e n t ,  to  the  n a t io n 's  p u b l ic  a s s is ta n c e  e x p e n d i tu r e s  r e la te d  to 
a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  ab u se ,  as  p u b l i s h e d  in the  1998 N I D A / N I A A A  s tu d y .  Since 
p u b l ic  a s s is ta n c e  p a y m e n ts  a re  a r e d i s t r ib u t io n  of in c o m e  a n d  n o t  a co s t  to society , 
th e  re p o r t  o n ly  in c lu d es  the  a d m in i s t r a t io n • osts.

T h e re  a re  tw o  so u r c e s  o f  p u b l ic  a s s is tan ce  costs . T h e  first is f o r m e r  S u p p le m e n ta l  
S e c u r i ty  In c o m e  (SSI) a n d  O ld  A ge ,  S u rv iv o rs ,  a n d  D isab i l i ty  I n s u ra n c e  (O A S D I) 
rec ip ien ts .  In  1996, P.L. 104-121 a m e n d e d  th e  Social S e c u r i ty  A c t  to  c h a n g e  the  
d e f in i t io n  o f  d isab il i ty .  A s  a resu lt ,  i n d iv id u a l s  rece iv in g  Social S ecu r i ty  d isab il i ty  
ben ef i ts  b a s e d  o n  a lc o h o lism  a n d / o r  o th e r  d r u g  a b u s e  h a d  th e ir  b en e f i ts  te rm in a te d  
e ffec tive  J a n u a ry  1, 1997. H o w e v e r ,  a p p r o x im a te ly  tw o  th i rd s  o f  th e se  in d iv id u a ls  
s u b s e q u e n t ly  a p p e a le d  the  te rm in a t io n  o f  th e ir  d isab il i ty  ben ef i ts  a n d  w e re  fo u n d  lo 
be  d is a b le d  fo r  o th e r  reasons .  T h e  s e c o n d  is A la sk a  T e m p o r a r y  A ss is ta n c e  P ro g r a m  
a n d  food  s t a m p  p ro g r a m .  N ote , A id  to F am ilie s  w i th  D e p e n d e n t  C h i ld re n  p ro g r a m  
w a s  rep laced  by  th e  A laska  T e m p o ra ry  A ss is tan ce  P ro g ra m  o n  Ju ly  1 ,1997.

In each  ca tego ry , cos ts  re la ted  to a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  a b u s e  w e r e  e s t im a te d  b a se d  
o n  the  a c tu a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  th a t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s  g iv e n  to  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  w e r e  
a t t r ib u te d  to s u b s ta n c e  ab u se .  For f o r r i e r  SSI a n d  O A S D I rec ip ien ts ,  1.7 p e rc e n t  of 
the  cases  w e r e  re la te d  to a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  ab u se ,  w h ile  4.1 p e rc e n t  o f  A laska  
T e m p o r a r y  A ss is ta n c e  P r o g r a m  a n d  fo o d  s t a m p  ca se s  w e r e  re la te d .  C o m p a r e d  to 
A la s k a 's  d e p e n d e n c y  r a t e s  fo r  a lc o h o l  a n d  o th e r  d r u g  a b u s e ,  a t t r i b u t i o n  ra te s  
p u b l i s h e d  in th e  N I D A /N I A A A  s tu d y  a re  l ikely  a c o n se rv a t iv e  e s t im a te  o f  A la sk a 's  
t r u e  a d m in i s t r a t io n  cos ts  f ro m  p u b l ic  a s s is ta n c e .  H o w e v e r ,  th e  la c k  o f  A la sk a  
a t t r i b u t i o n  r a t e s  fo r  a lc o h o l  a n d  o th e r  d r u g  a b u s e - r e l a t e d  p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  
n e c e s s i t a te s  th e  u s e  o f  th e s e  n a t io n a l  a t t r i b u t i o n  r a t e s  p u b l i s h e d  in th e  1998 
N I D A /N I A A A  s tu d y .

Results

A d m in is t r a t io n  cos ts  f ro m  alcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  a b u s e - r e l a te d  p u b l ic  a s s is ta n c e  
w a s  a p p r o x im a te ly  $4 m ill io n  in A la sk a  d u r i n g  1999. T h e  la rg e s t  c o n t r ib u to r  w a s  
a d m in i s t r a t io n  o f  p a y m e n t s  for A la sk a  T e m p o ra ry  A s s i s ta n c e  P r o g r a m  a n d  food  
s t a m p s  a t  $3 m i l l io n ,  w h i le  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s ts  f ro m  f o r m e r  O A S D I a n d  SSI 
rec ip ien ts  to ta led  $•184,000.
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E m p l o y m e n t  a n d  T a x  Im p a c t s  o f  A l c o h o l  S a l e s

A lth o u g h  th is  re p o r t  c o n cen tra te s  o n  q u a n t i fy in g  the  costs  o f  a lcoho l a n d  o th e r  d r u g  
a b u se ,  th e re  a re  s o m e  m e a s u r a b le  e c o n o m ic  b e n e f i t s  a s s o c ia t e d  w i th  the  s a le  o f  
a lco h o l.  T h e  m o s t  o b v io u s  b e n e f i t  is e m p lo y m e n t .  Jo b s  r e l a te d  to a lc o h o l  sa les  
in c lu d e  m a n u fa c tu r in g ,  w h o le sa le  t r a d e  a n d  reta il  t rade . A lcoho l excise  tax re v e n u e s  
g o  in to  A la sk a 's  u n re s t r ic te d  g e n e ra l - fu n d  b u d g e t .  O th e r  benef i ts ,  in c lu d in g  in d ire c t  
e m p lo y m e n t  im p a c ts  f ro m  a lc o h o l  m a n u f a c tu r in g  a n d  sa le s ,  a r e  m o r e  d if f icu lt  to 
m e a s u r e  a n d  b e y o n d  th e  s c o p e  of th is  s tu d y .  E a rn in g s  f ro m  th e se  jobs  h e lp  e m p lo y  
o th e r  re s id en ts  w h o  are  n o t  d irec tly  l inked  to a lcohol in d u s try .

T h is  c h a p t e r  lo o k s  b r ie f ly  a t  th e  d i r e c t  e m p l o y m e n t  b e n e f i t s  f ro m  th e  a lc o h o l  
in d u s t r y  a n d  d iscusses  the excise tax collected  from  the  sa le  o f  alcoho l beverages .

Methodology

T o  m e a s u r e  the  e m p lo y m e n t  a n d  ea  ,s r e la te d  to  m a n u f a c tu r in g  a n d  s a le s  o f  
a lcoho l,  the  re s e a rc h  te a m  re l ied  o n  d t  i p u b l i s h e d  in  th e  1999 Employment and 
Earnings Report b y  A la s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  L a b o r  a n d  W o r k f o r c e  D e v e lo p m e n t ,  
R esea rc h  a n d  A n a ly s is  D iv is ion . E m p lo y m e n t  a n d  e a r n i n g s  d a ta  w a s  co l lec ted  for 
the  fo l low ing  industr ies :

• M a n u fa c tu r in g  o f  m a l t  b e v e ra g e s  (SIC 20S2).

• W ho lesa le  t r a d e  for beer, w ine , a n d  d is t i l led  b e v e ra g e s  (SIC 5182).

» L iq u o r  s to res  (SIC 5921).

• D r in k in g  p laces (SIC 5813).

T o ta l  excise tax r e v e n u e  collected  from  th e  sa le  o f  a lcoho l b e v e r a g e s  w a s  p u b l ish e d  
in th e  Revenue Source Book, Fall 1999, by  the  A laska  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  R evenue .
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Results

T ab le  21 p re s e n t s  e m p l o y m e n t  a n d  e a r n i n g s  for a lc o h o l  r e l a te d  c o m m e r c e  a n d  
m a n u f a c tu r in g  in d u s t r ie s  in A la sk a  d u r i n g  1999. T o ta l  e m p lo y m e n t  r e la te d  to the  
sale  o f  a lcoholic  b e v e ra g e s  in  A lask a  w a s  a p p ro x im a te ly  3,000 jobs  w i th  e a rn in g s  o f  
350 m i l l io n .  D r in k in g  e s t a b l i s h m e n t s  a c c o u n t e d  fo r  th e  m o s t  e m p l o y m e n t  a t  
ap p ro x im a te ly  2,000 jobs w i th  $26 m ill ion  in  payro ll .

Total excise tax re v e n u e  co llec ted  f ro m  the  sa le  o f  a lcoho l b e v e r a g e s  in  A la sk a  w a s  
ap p ro x im a te ly  $12 m ill ion  d u r in g  1999.

Table 21 
Employment and Earnings for 

Alcohol-Related Industries in Alaska, 1999
* E a r n in g s

In d u s t r y E m p lo y m e n t .  ( t h o u s a n d s  o f  d o l la r s )

Manufacturing 88 $2,542
Wholesale trade 300 12,016
Retail trade: Liquor stores 586 9,681
Retail trade: Drinking places 1,983 26,037

T o t a l 2 ,9 5 7 $ 50 ,2 7 6

Sourco: 1999 Employment anil Earnings Report, Alaska Department o f Labor and Workforce Development, Research 
and Analysis Division.
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STATE TAX RATES ON BEER
(January 1, 2002)

b o f e d  b u  D e .p t " .  o f

EXC ISE 
T A X  RATES 
(S per gallon)

SALES TAXES 
APPL IED OTHER TAXES

Alabama SU.53 Yes 80.52/ga llon local lax
Alaska 0.35 n.a.
Arizona 0.16 Yes
Arkansas 0.23 Yes under 3.2% - SO. 16/gallon; S0.008/gallon and 3% o i l - 10% 

on-prem ise tax
California 0.20 Yes
Colorado 0.U8 Yes
Connecticut 0.19 Yes
Delaware 0.16 n.a.
F lorida 0.48 Yes 2.670/12 ounces on-prem ise retail tax
Georgia 0.48 Yes S0.53/gallon local tax
Hawaii 0.92 Yes S0.53/gallon d ra lt beer
Idaho 0.15 Yes over 4%  - 50.45/gallon
Illino is 0.185 Yes SO. 16/gallon in Chicago and $0.06/gallon in Cook County
Indiana 0,12 Yes
Iowa 0.19 Yes
Kansas 0.18 ~~ o v e rJ .2 % - (8 % o il-a n d  10% on-prcm iseJ, u n d e r3 .2% - 

4.25% sales tax.
Kentucky 0.08 Yes’* 9% wholesale lax
Louisiana 0.32 Yes S0.048/gallon local tax
Maine 0.35 Yes add itiona l 5% on-prem ise tax
Maryland 0.09 Yes S0.2333/gallon in Garrett County
Massachusetts 0.11 Yes* 0.5 /%  on priva te club sales
M ichigan 0.20 Yes
Minnesota 0.15 — under 3.2% - S0.077/gallon. 8.5% sales lax
Mississippi 0.43 Yes
M issouri 0.06 Yes
Montana 0.14 n.a.
Nebraska 0.23 Yes
Nevada 0.09 Yes
New Hampshire 0.30 n.a.
New Jersey 0.12 Yes
New Mexico 0.41 Yes
New York (1) 0.125 Yes 50.12/ga llon in New Yo rk C ity
North Carolina 0.53 Yes 50.48/ga llon bu lk beer
North Dakota 0.16 — 7% stale sales lax, bu lk beer 50.08/gal.
Ohio 0.18 Yes
Oklahoma 0.40 Yes under 3.2% - 50.36/ga llon ; 51.00/case 

on-prem ise and 12% on-prem ise
Oregon 0.08 n.a.
Pennsylvania 0.08 Yes
Rhode Island 0.10 Yes 50.04/case wholesale tax
Soulh Carolina 0.77 Yes
South Dakota 0.27 Yes
Tennessee 0.13 Yes 17% wholesale tax
Texas 0.19 Yes o v c r4% -S O . 198/gallon. 14% on-prem ise 

and $0 .05 /d rink on a irline sales
Utah 0.35 Yes ove r 3.2% - sold through state store
Vermont 0.265 no 6% lo 8% alcohol - 50.55; 10% on-prem ise sales tax
V irg in ia 0.26 Yes
Washington 0.261 Yes
West V irg in ia 0.18 Yes
W isconsin 0.06 Yes
W yom ing 0.02 Yes

Dist. o r Columbia 
U.S. Median

0.09 
SO. 188

Yes 8% o i l -  and 9% on-prem ise sales lax

SUUIICC: Compiled by l rl  A from various sources.* Soles ta.x is applied to on-premise soles only.( I )  Tax rote scheduled lo decrease to / 1.0 cents per gallon 9/1/03.
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STATE TAX RATES ON WINE
(January 1,2002)

S T A T E

E X C IS E  
T A X  R A T E S  

IS  p e r g a llo n )
S A L E S  T A X E S  

A P P L IE D O T H E R  T A X E S
A la b a m a S I./ 1 U Y es o v e r  14% • so ld  th ro u g h  state store
A la s k a 0.85 n .a .
A r iz o n a 0.84 Y es
A rkansas 0.75 Yes u nde r 5 %  - 50.25/ga llon; 50.05/casc; a n d  5 %  o il-  and  10% on- prem ise
C a l if o r n ia 0.20 Yes s p a rk lin g  w in e  - SO.50/gallon
C o lo r a d o 0.52 Y es
C o n n c c l ic u t 0.60 Y es o v e r  21%  and  s p a r k lin g  w in e  - 5 1.50/gallon
D e la w a re 0.97 n .a .
F lo r id a 2.25 Yes o v e r  17.259% - 3.5 .00/gallon, s p a rk lin g  w in e  55..50/gallon 

6.67C/4 o u n ce s  o n- p rc in is c  re ta il tax
G e o r g ia 1.51 Yes o v e r  14% - S2 .54/gallon; 50.84/gnllon lo c a l tax
H a w a ii 1.56 Yes S p a rk lin g  w in e  - 32.09/gallon and  w in e  c o o le rs  - S0 .S4/gu llon
Id a h o 0.45 Yes
l l ln o is 0.75 Y es o v e r  2 0%  - 54.50/ga llon;

S0.15/gallon in  C h ic a g o  and  ($0 l6-S0.50)/gallon in  C o o k  C o u n t y
In d ia n a 0.47 Y es o v e r  21 %  - S2 .68/gallon
Io w a 1.75 Yes u nde r 5 %  - 50.19/gallon
K ansas U JU n o o v e r  l4 % - 3 U ./ 3 / g a llo n ;8 % o ll- a n ( l 10% on- prem ise
K e n tu c k y 0.50 Y e s ’ 9 %  w h o le s a le
L o u is ia n a 0.11 Y es 14% to 2 4%  - S0 .25/gallon , o v e r  24%  and  s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 51.59/gallon
M a in e 0.60 Yes o v e r  15.5%- s o ld  th ro u g h  s la te  stores , s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 51.25/gallon; 

a d d it io n a l 5 %  on- prem ise  sa les  tax
M a ry la n d 0.40 Y es
M assachusetts 0.55 Y es* s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 50. /0/gallon;
M ic h ig a n 0.51 Y es o v e r  16% - 50.76/gallon
M in n e s o ta 0.50 -- 14% lo  21 %  - 50.95/gallon, u n d e r  24%  and  s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 51.82/gallon; 

50.01/botllc ( ex cep t m in ia tu re s )  and  8 .5 %  sa les  tax
M is s is s ip p i 0.55 Y es o v e r  14% an d  s p a rk lin g  w in e  - so ld  th ro u g h  th e  state
M is s o u r i 0.50 Y es
M o n ta n a 1.06 n .a . o v e r  16% - s o ld  th r o u g h  state stores; /%  surtax
N eb ra ska 0.75 Yes o v e r  14% - $1.55/gallon
N e v a d a 0.40 Yes 14% to  2 2 %  - 50.75/gallon, o v e r  22%  - 52.05/gallon
N e w  T lnm p sh ire sec  Footno te C1) n .a .
N e w  Jersey 0.70 Yes
N e w  M e x ic o

I J O ------
ye s o v e r  14% - 36.06/gallon

N e w  Y o rk 0.19 Y es
N o rth  C a r o lin a 0.79 Y es o v e r  17% - 50.91/gallon
N o rth  D ak o ta 0.50 — o v e r  17% - 50.60/gallon, S p a rk lin g  w in e  - $1.00/gallon; 

7 %  state sa les  tax
O h io 0.50 Y es o v e r  14% - 50.98/gallon, v e rm o u th  - 51.08/gallon an d  s p a rk lin g  

w in e  - 51.48/gallon
U k la h o m u 0./2 Yes o v e r  14% - 3! .4 li/ g a llo n , s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 32.08/gallon; 

S l.O U / bo lt le  o n- prem ise  and  12% on- prem ise
O re g o n 0.67 n .a . o v e r  14% - 50.77/gallon
P e n n s y lv a n ia see Foo tno te (1) Y es

s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 50.75/gallonR h o d e  Is la n d 0.60 Y es
S o u th  C a r o lin a 0.90 Y es 50.18/gallon a d d it io n a l tax
S o u th  D ak o ta 0.95 Yes |4 %  to 20%  - 51 .45/gallon. o v e r  21%. an d  s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 

52.07/gallon; 2 %  w h o le s a le  tax
Tennessee 1.10 Y es 5 0 .15/case and  15% on-prem ise ; u n d e r  7 %  - 5 1 .10/gallon.
T e x a s 0.20 Y es o v e r  14%- 50.408/gallon and  s p a rk lin g  w in e  - 50.516/gallon; 

14% on- prem ise a n d  50.05/dnnk o n  a ir l in e  sa les
U ta h see fo o tn o te  (1) Y es
V e rm o n t 0.55 Y es o v e r  16% - s o ld  th ro u g h  s la te  s tore . 10% on- prem ise sa les  (ax
V ir g in ia 1.51 Yes u nde r 4 %  - 50.2565/gullon and  o v e r  14% - s o ld  th ro u g h  state store
W a s h in g to n 0.78 Y es o v e r  14% - 51.72/gal.; add 'l 30.89 h o n ie d  o r  p a ck ag ed  b y  m a n u ln c lu r e r , 

50.04 a l l o thers
W est V ir g in ia 1.00 Yes 5 %  lo c a l tax
W is c o n s in 0.25 Yes o v e r  14%- S0 .45/gallon
W y o m in g see fo o tno te  (1) Y es

D is t . o l  C o lu m b ia 0.50 Y es 8 %  o il-  a n d  9 %  on- prem ise sa les tax,
o v e r  14% - 30.40/gallon and  S p a rk lin g  - 50.45/gallon.

U .S . M e d ia n  0.60

Sou ire : Compiled by I ' lA  Jrom various sources.
*  Sales lax is applied lo  on-premise sales only.
I l l  A ll nine sales are llironnh sidle stores, devalue in lliese slides is ncnentledfrom various luxes, fees and net projits.
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STATE TAX RATES ON DISTILLED SPIRITS
(January I, 2002)

STATE

EXC ISE  
TA X  RATES 

(S per ga llon)
SALES TAXES 

APPL IED OTHER TAXES
Alabama see iootnote ( l ) Yes
Alaska 3>5.bO n.a. unocr 21% - 3>0.85/gallon
Arizona 3.00 Yes
Arkansas 2.5U Yes under 5%  - .1>U.5U/ga!lon, under 21 %  -$ 1 .UU/gallon; 

3>0.20/cnsc and 3%  o il-  14% on-premise retail taxes
California 3 .30 Yes over 5 0%  - 3>b.bO/gallon
Colorado 2.2H Yes
Conncclicut 4.5U Yes under 7%  - $2.05/gallon
Delaware 3. 75 n.a. under 25%  - 3>2.5U/gaIIon
l-lorida b.50 Yes under 17 .257%  - $2.25/gallon , over 55 .780%  - $7,53/gallon 

G.b/ft/ounce on-premise retail lax
Ucorpia 3./7 Yes 3.U.83/gallon local tax
Hawaii y.ui ' YCS
Idaho see tootnote (1 ) Yes
Illinois 4 ,50 Yes under 20%  - 3>U./3/gallon;

3.0.50/gallon in Chicago and 3>2.U()/gallon in Cook County
Indiana 2.08 Yes under 15% - 3>U.4//gallon
Iowa see Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Kansas 2"5U no 8%  o il-  and Iuvo on-premise retail tax
Kentucky 1.72 Yes* under fa% - 3>U.25/gallon; 3.0.05/ease and 7%  wholesale lax
Louisiana 2 .SI) Yes under b%  - 3.0.32/gallon
Maine see Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Maryland LSI) Yes
Massachusetts 4.1b Yes" under 15% - 3>l.lU/galloii, over 5U% alcohol - 3>4.U5/proot 

gallon; 0 .5 /%  on private club sales
Michigan see Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Minnesota 5.03 — 310.01/bottle (except miniatures) and 8 .5%  sales tax
Mississippi see Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Missouri 2.(JU Yes
Montana see looinote (1 ) n.a.
Nebraska 3 .00 Yes
Nevada 2.1)5 Yes under 14% - 3>0.40/gallon and under 21 %  - 3>U.75/gallon.
New Hampshire sec Iootnote (1 ) n.a.
New Jersey 4.41) Yes
New Mexico 6 .Ufa Yes
New York 0.44 Yes under 24%  - 3.2.54/gallon; 3>T.UU/gallon New York City
North Carolina sec toolnotc (1 ) Yes*
North Dakota 2.5U — 7%  state sales tax
U lno sec Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Uklahoma 5.5b Yes 3>l .Uti/bottle on-premise and 12% on-premise
Uregon see Iootnote (1 ) n.a.
Pennsylvania sec iootnote ( I ) Yes
Rhode Island 3.75 Yes
South Carolina 2.72 Yes 3>5.3fa/case and y%  surtax
South Dakota 3.75 Yes under 14% - 3.0.y5/gallon, 2%  wholesale tax
Tennessee 4.IJU Yes 3>0.l5/case and 15% on-premise; under /% -3> 1.1 U/gallon.
Texas 2.4U Yes 14% on-premise and 3>U.U5/drink on airline sales
Utah see Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Vermont see Ioo tnote (1 ) no 10% on-premise sales tax
Virginia see Iootnote (. 1J Yes
Washington sec Iootnote (1 ) Yes*
West Virginia see Iootnote ( I ) Yes
Wisconsin 3.25 Yes
Wyoming see Iootnote (1 ) Yes
Dist. o l Columbia 
U.S. Median

1.50 
S3. JU

Yes 8%  o il-  and 7%  on-prenuse sales tax

Source: Compiled by FRA from  various sources.
* Sales lax  is applied lo  on-premise sa les only.
( I )  In IS  stales, the government d irectly contro ls the sales o f  distilled spirits. Revenue in these states is generated from  
various taxes, fees and net liquo r profits.
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W a it in g  in  L in e  

f o r  

T r e a t m e n t

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

According to a recent survey taken by C&S Management for the Division o f  Alcoholism 
and Drug Abuse, Alaskans are waiting in line for much-needed treatment o f  their 
substance abuse disorders.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Between October 15 and December 1, 2001, C&S Management collected data from 
treatment programs in eight Alaska communities (Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, 
Wasilla, Sitka, Dillingham, Bethel, Ketchikan). The purpose o f  the survey was to 
determine statistical information about people in those communities who were on the 
waiting list for treatment for alcoholism or other substance abuse disorders.

C&S Management used a standard instrument called a “waiting list data collection form” 
to collect detailed information about every person on the waiting list on the October 15, 
2001 start date, and every person added to the waiting list between that date and 
December 1, 2001. Treatment center staff compiled the data using information provided 
by those on the waiting list. Participation in the survey was voluntary and confidential.

In addition to demographic data (to profile those seeking treatment), the survey collected 
information about the type o f  treatment service sought, and type o f  referral source that 
sent the person to the treatment provider. Information about whether the person was 
currently incarcerated, receiving mental health services, or an IV drug user was also 
requested. If the person on the waiting list was female, data was requested about whether 
the woman was pregnant or had children, whether the family was the subject o f  an open



case at the Division o f  Family and Youth Services, and whether the children were in out- 
of-home placement.

C&S Management compiled the data. The Department o f  Health and Social Services 
analyzed the results. This report provides a highlighted summary o f  key results.

ALASKANS ARE STANDING IN LINE FOR TREATMENT

The C&S Management survey showed that on any given day, an average o f  302 people 
who wanted treatment for alcoholism or other substance abuse were on a waiting list for 
services in the communities surveyed. These Alaskans include women with children, 
men awaiting release from jail for crimes committed “under the influence” o f  their 
addictions, and teenagers who may develop into chronic alcoholics if  the course o f  their 
lives is not altered.

The percentage o f  people waiting for treatment in a region (as a percentage o f  the total 
number o f  people waiting for treatment) varied across regions over time, but generally 
more people are on the waiting list for treatment in larger population areas.

Table 1: Percentage o f  People on the W aiting list, by Region

R E G IO N Oct 15
DAr

Nov 1
rE

Nov 15 Dec 1
Anchorage 46% 3S?' 34% 34%

Interior 10% 13% 13% 10%
Yukon-Kuskokwim 31% 27% 26% 26%

Southeast 4% 11% 15% 21%
All others 9% 11% 13% 8%

WAITING LISTS UNDERREPRESENT THE TOTAL NEED

The waiting list is a critical indicator o f  treatment need, but it is only the most visible and 
measurable portion o f  people in need of treatment. It is an accepted fact that the waiting 
list underrepresents the number o f  people who need and would accept treatment if  
services were immediately available. Many people who need treatment never recognize 
or acknowledge the fact. But o f those who do recognize that they need treatment, and 
who seek it out, many arc discouraged when they find out that treatment is not 
immediately available. Too often, they do not sign up for the waiting list.
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A second reason the waiting lists underrepresents real need is that it is only possible to 
establish a waiting list for a substance abuse treatment program that exists. For example, 
if  there is no youth treatment program n  a given community, there will be no waiting list 
for youth treatment in that community. This is true even though there may be any number 
o f  youths who need and would enter this type of  treatment program if it were offered. If 
there is no treatment program (or program o f  a certain type) in a community, there will be 
no waiting list for that program in the; community. This is because the treatment 
programs themselves establish the waiting lists.

For these reasons, the number of people on the waiting lists is less than the total number 
o f  people in these communities who need treatment and would accept it if  it were 
immediately available. The number o f  people on the waiting list on any given day 
represents people who:

• Live in (or are willing to travel to) communities where the specific type o f  
treatment they seek is offered, and

• Are so motivated to receive treatment that they are willing to sign up for it even 
though they know that treatment is not immediately available.

WOMEN AND CHILDREN ARE WAITING FOR CARE

O f those on the treatment waiting list during the study period, 60% were male, and 40% 
were female. Men linger on the waiting lists slightly longer than women do (an average 
o f  51 days for women, 66 days for men).

Almost 3 out o f  4 women on the waiting list have children (sec table 2). Since alcoholism 
and drug abuse affect families as well as individuals, these children are effectively on the 
waiting list for treatment, too. More than 213 children had mothers on the waiting list 
during the survey period. Family life is difficult for those awaiting treatment. Almost half 
o f  the women waiting for treatment had children in out-of-home placement (foster care or 
other living situations).

Table 2: S ituation o f  W omen on the Waiting L ist

O ct 15
DAr 

Nov 1
E

Nov 15 Dec 1 Average
Total number o f  

women on list 116 131 133 108 122 women
Women with 

Children S7 98 100 80 75%
Open DFYS Case 41 51 52 38 37%
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Out o f  Home
Placement 55 59 63 53 47%

The C&S Management survey showed that almost half the women on the waiting list 
were waiting for specific programs that treat women, or women with children. For 
mothers, the latter type o f  service is especially critical. Many must make the difficult 
choice between keeping their children with them as they go through treatment and 
breaking up the family. Some mothers forego treatment rather than give up their children, 
even temporarily.

Women who sign up for a treatment program 
that serves women and children generally wait 
longer than those who sign up for services that 
w on’t allow their children to st. y with them.
Such women wait an average of 107 days to 
enter treatment, while those who sign up for 
women-only programs wait 46 days.

This data shows that there are Alaskan women 
with children who know they have a substance 
abuse problem who are motivated to resolve 
their problems through treatment, and who 
wait more than 3 months for that treatment 
once they sign up to receive it.

ALASKANS NEED SPECIFIC TYPES OF TREATMENT

The survey sought information about the type o f  treatment each person on the waiting list 
needed. On average, 46% of the women were waiting for programs that serve women, or 
women with children. The rest sought other types o f  treatment, including residential 
services, youth programs, or outpatient treatment. By contrast, 34% o f  the men were 
seeking long-term co-ed residential treatment, an additional 16% sought outpatient 
treatment, and the rest sought other typ^s o f  services.

For each type o f  service offered, the number o f  days people tend to linger on the waiting 
list is different. The chart below depicts these differences. Women who are waiting for 
treatment in a program that accepts women and children wait the longest (an average of 
107 days). People who sign up to receive general or long-term residential care also tend 
to wait longer than average (81 and 87 days, respectively). Those waiting for women- 
only programs wait an average o f  45 days, and those waiting for dual diagnosis 
residential care wait an average o f  43 days (see chart on following page).

“Because we don 7 have enough 

service capacity in programs that 

treat women with children, some 

women face  a painful choice: to 

wait months fo r  treatment, or to

break up the fa m ily .”
: :

-  Jay Livey, Commissioner j 
I Department o f  Health and Social Services j
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Number of Days on Waitlist by Component of Care

Corrponent

The C&S Management survey showed a need for expanded capacity in programs serving 
people who have both substance abuse disorders and mental health issues. These “co­
occurring disorders” are treated through “dual diagnosis” programs. O f the 302 people 
typically on the waiting list, an average of 47 (about 1 in 5) acknowledged that they were 
currently receiving mental health care o f  some type, including about 1 in 4 women.

An average o f  17 people were . n the waiting list for dual diagnosis treatment at any one 
time. Most o f  these people were .'dulls ages 21-49 years, but an average o f  3 people on 
the waiting list for dual diagnosis reatm ent were youths under IS years old. A 
disproportionate number o f  people i.n the waiting list for dual diagnosis treatment are 
Alaska Natives. People on this waiting list wait an average of  43 days to enter treatment.

This survey data shows that there is particular need for treatment programs for women, 
women with children, and dual diagnosis treatment services capable o f  responding to the 
needs o f  those who face both substance abuse disorders and mental health issues.

MORE TREATMENT SERVICES ARE NEEDED

Governor Tony Knowles has requested additional treatment funds in the fiscal year 2003 
state operating budget. These incremental requests are structured to serve key populations 
whose need for increased services is evident in this study (particularly women with 
children, and those dually diagnosed with both substance abuse and mental health
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disorders). An additional $750,000 is requested in the Governor’s capital budget for 
substance abuse treatment facilities for women and children.

For fiscal year 2003, these are the requested increments (in thousands o f  dollars):

AMOUNT ITEM REQUESTED
$1,442.6 Statewide dual diagnosis treatment
$1,062.0 Outpatient treatment (minimum funding for small communities)

$471.8 Adult residential treatment
$470.0 Restore Alcohol Safety Action Programs
$867.7 Rural substance abuse counselors
$550.0 Transitional housing for substance abusers (includes $300,000 from Mental Health Trust Authority receipts)
$131.0 Enforcement and interdiction
$718.0 Juvenile alcohol treatment
$121.1 Juvenile Alcohol Safety Action Programs

$1,241.0 Treatment for women with children
$500.0 Treatment for dual diagnosed criminal offenders with children (includes $28,000 from other funding sources)

$7,575.20 TOT \L REQUESTS
These increment requests are sensible compared to what is known about the level o f  need 
for treatment from studies such as this. For example, the money requested for treatment 
for women with children will purchase an additional 14 to 20 treatment beds (in two 
programs serving seven to ten women each). As about 75% of the women on the waiting 
list have children, this increment request is well-targeted to meet the documented need.

CONCLUSION

At any one time, 302 people are signed up and waiting to receive treatment for 
alcoholism and substance abuse disorders in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Wasilla, 
Sitka, Dillingham, Bethel and Ketchikan. They generally wait about two months to enter 
treatment. In the meantime, some drop off the list because their circumstances change, 
they spiral downward and lose motivation to enter treatment, the program loses contact 
with them, or for unknown reasons. Opportunities to make critical, constructive changes 
are lost daily -  perpetuating and often increasing the destructive results o f  addictions.

Improving treatment services by reducing the waiting list can save State general fund 
dollars, reduce crime rates, prevent fetal alcohol syndrome and alcohol-related birth 
defects, and reunify families torn apart by the toll o f  substance abuse.
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A l a s k a

Prevent youth from 
starting to drinlc 

Delay the age  at which 
they might b e g in  

►  D ecrease the level of 
consum ption by  youth

■1111 Minnesota Drive 
Anehonif’e, Alaska 09503 
907-505‘1900 

Economic Interventions 
Project
907-505‘13-13 t h e  ^  **

p a s t 3 0 , n 9 i n

t t l a s ^ a ’ sn 0 /0 0 ^  ^  V \00 ^
8 0  Y d c ^ sC

< 4^  a l  ^  .

Alcohol use is a major 
contributing factor in 

homicides, suicides and 
motor vehicle crashes—the 

leading causes of death and 
disability among young 

people*
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A d v is o ry  Board on A lco ho l and D rug A bu s e ,1999, pg. 18
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T A T E W ID E  P O L I T I C A L  O P I N I O N  S U R V E Y  
I van Moors Research 

T e l : 2 7 8 - 4 5 0 0

i s ____________ and I ' m  c a l l i n g  f c r  Ivan  Moors R esearch, an
r u b r i c  o p in io n  re s e a rc h  f i r m .  We' re c o n d u c tin g  a p u b l ic  o p in io n 

s h o u ld  ta k e  j u s t  a few m in u te s . Your c o in io r .s  a re  im o o r ta n t to  
u s , and w e ’ d a p p re c ia te  yo u r p a r t i c ip a t io n  i f  t h a t ' s  OK w ith  you, and o f

IE  "YES", CONTINUE...
IE  "NO", TERMINATE...

S 2 . A re vou r e g is te r e d  tc  vo te  in  th e  S ta te  c f  A laska? 
IE  "YES", CONTINUE...
IE  "NO” , ASK EOR OTHER VOTER...

1 . What i s  y o u r re g is te r e d  p a r ty  a f f i l i a t i o n ?

H e llo , my narr.i
A laska pub'L ie
survey th a t : sh
u s , and we ’ d «
course yo u r IT 6

S I . Is t h i C“ hi

1 1 REGISTERED a t  p t v 11| 1 A F F IL IA T ION : 1
i 1 C ou n t | V 1
!Democrat 1 3 5  I 14 . e% 1[Republican 1 53  ; 2 5 .5% t
1 O t h e r  p a r t y 1 1 5 9  1 5 5 . 7% 1

>c - ta r e sv'vnen a t  semes to
a m oderate o:

you c o n s id e r  y o u r s e lf  to  be a

I PO L IT IC A L  IDSOLOGV: j
I C o u n t I i j

!Conservative 
I moderate 
I P ro g ress iv e

112 
•02 
4 7

42.01 ;
40.4% !
17.5*  i

Do you s t r o n g ly  fa v o r ,  m i ld ly  fa v o r ,  m i ld ly  oppose o: 
in c re a s e  ir . th e  s t a t e  e x c ise  ta x  on a lc o h o l?

s c r o n c iv  orrccse

1

!
1

1 FAVO.-n op.
1 IWCF.EASS 1 
iEXCISE TAX CN

1 Count !

CPPCSS | 
>; sTr-iT i 

ALCCHCL: |

% I
S tron g ly  Paver 1 77 | 25.5% I

1 M ild ly  Favor 1 72 15.5% |
lNeutral 1 10 2.5% 1
•Mildly Oppose 1 29 ; 14.7? |
;S trongly  Oppose 1 5 5 ! 21.CS 1
1 Don’t  knew 1 13 1 4 . 9i |

!





T H E  F O L L O W I N G  D O C U M E N T ( S )  

H A V E  B E E N  R E F I L M E D  T O  

A S S U R E  L E G I B I L I T Y  O R  P A G I N A T I O N

R e v . 6 / 9 8

C e n t r a l M ic r o f i lm  S e rv ic e s
D e p a r te m e n l o f  E d u c a t io n  &  E a r ly  D e v e lo p m e n t
S ta te  o f  A la s k a
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S T A T E W I D E  P O L I T I C A L  O P I N I O N
I  van Moors Research 

T e l : 2 7 8 - 4 6 0 0

U R v E  1

H e llo , my name is  __________  anti I 'm  c a l i i n c  f  c r  Ever. Mocre Re s ea rch
A laska  p u b l ic  o p in io n  re s e a rc h  f i r m .  We’ r e  c o n d u c tin g  a p u b l ic  c p i 
su rve y  : n a :  s h o u ld  ta ke  ju s t  a few m in u te s . Your o p in io n s  a re  im p o rts n 
u s , and w e ’ d a p p re c ia te  yo u r p a r t i c ip a t io n  i f  t h a t ' s  CH w ith  you , an; 
course  y o u r  responses w i l l  be c o m p le te ly  c o n f id e n t ia l .

51 . Is  t h i s  a r e s id e n t ia l  te lep h on e ?
I E  " Y E S " ,  C O N T I N U E . . . ’
I E  " N O " ,  T E R M I N A T E . . .

£2. A re vou re c is te r e d  to  vo te  in  th e  S t a t e  c f  A laska?
I E  " Y E S " ,  C O N T I N U E , . ,
I F  " N O " ,  AS K FOR OTHER V O T E R . . .

1. What i s  yo u r re g is te r e d  p a r ty  a f f i l i a t i o n ?

I I REGISTERED PARTY |I | AFFILIATION: |4   — -■ ■(--------------- -
I I Count: | 5 |

I Democrat | 3S I 14.6% |
;Repub lican  | 63 I 2 5 .6 5  !
I O ther p a rty  | 159 I 55 . 75 |

tv n e t i t  ocrr.es p o l i t i c s ,  do you c o n s id e r  y o u r s e l f  to  be a
n o s e rv a tiv e , a m ccera te  o r  a p ro g re s s iv e ?

t 1 POLITICAL IDEOLOGY: I
i 1 Count 1  ̂ 1
1 C on se rva tive 1 112 | 42 .01IX cdera te ! ICS | 40 .4 5  !1 P ro g re s s iv e ! 41 17.  Si  i

3.A. Do you s t r o n g ly  fa v o r ,  m i ld ly  fa v o r ,  m i ld ly  oppose o r s t r o n g ly  oppc. 
an in c re a s e  in  the  s t a t e  e x c is e  ta x  on a lc o h o l?

1
t
11
!

1 FAVOR 
1 ItJCF.EAS I EXCISE TAX
1 Count

OR OPRCSE | E IN STA'rE I 
OK' ALCOHOL: |
I 8 1

iS trc n g iy  Fsvcr 1 77 1 26 .3 5  IIM i lc ly  Favor 12 1 26 .9 5  1IN eu tra l 1 :o 1 3 .6 5  |IX i ld ly  Oppose 1 35 i 14 .75  |i S t ro r .g lv  Oppose 1 56 I 21 .0 5  i1 Don 't knew 1 13 1 4 . 9 3 1

n i o n  
t  to 
d o f

1
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1 1 SENDEE o r P.ESPONDEOT: ;
1
1 Counr 1 1 1

I M a le 1 123 1 4 9,91 1
I “ e rr.a le 1 124 I 5C.21 1

" t  co m p le te s  th e  s u rv e y . I  have a te le p h o n e  number f o r  I  van Moore 
e a rch  th a n  you  can c a l l  w ith  any comments, com plim ents o r  c o m p la in ' 

?ould vcu l i k e  th e  number? (272-4600)

Thank you v e r y  much f o r  y o u r h e lp . Goodbye. 

The f o l lo w in g  v a r ia b le s  have been com puted f 

S-T.-.TUS BY GEN D IR :

rcm tr.e c a tn e ra a  c a te

L, I —

MAP .ITAL STATUS BY | 
GENDE?.: I

Count
I Ms.irisc* iTicilss 
, M a r r i e S  f e m a l e s  
I S i n g l e  m a l e s  
i S i n g l e  f e m a l e s

92.
93
40* •, "3 -

34.91 I 
1 5 . 0 1  I 
1 5 . 4 1  i

1
1 i C o u n t

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
lV» 

| 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
» 

1 
*- 

— 
!•

, S o u t h e a s t ; 42 i 1 5 . 7 1  1
I P . u r a l  A l a s k a 1 24 9 . 0 1
1 Us  t  S u - E e r . a  i  -  V-ai o s  t ! 24 1 2 0 . 2 5  |
I A n t h e r a r e 1 111 1 4 1 . 7 1  |
1 E a i r ' t a n h . ; 26  1 1 2 . 3 1  |







For th o se  o f  you vvho've not s e e n  this..

T h e  J u n e a u  Em pire  -  O c tober  29, 2001

P O L L  S H O W S  S U P P O R T  F O R  L A R G E R  A L C O H O L  T A X

J U N E A U  -  B y  a  3  to  1 m a r g in ,  r e g i s t e r e d  v o t e r s  in A l a s k a  s u p p o r t  a n  i n c r e a s e  in t h e  
a l c o h o l  ta x ,  a c c o r d i n g  to  a  poll c o n d u c t e d  fo r  t h e  R e p u b l i c a n  m a jo r i ty  in t h e  s t a t e  
H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  b y  H e l le n th a l  a n d  A s s o c i a t e s  o f  A n c h o r a g e .

T h e  po ll ,  c o n d u c t e d  O c t o b e r  9 - 1 7 ,  f o u n d  7 6 .8  p e r c e n t  g e n e r a l l y  in f a v o r  o f  a  t a x  
i n c r e a s e ,  w ith  2 3 . 2  o p p o s e d .  T h e  m a r g in  o f  e r r o r  is  p l u s  o r  m in u s  4 .9 8  p e r c e n t .

T h e  p o l l s t e r s  f i r s t  id e n t i f ie d  a l c o h o l  a b u s e  a n d  u n d e r a g e  d r in k in g  a s  “s e r i o u s  
a n d  c o s t l y  p r o b l e m s  in A la s k a , "  a n d  t h e n  s a i d  a  p r o p o s e d  i n c r e a s e  o f  1 0  c e n t s  p e r  
d r in k  w o u ld  r a i s e  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  $ 3 3  million fo r  t h e  s t a t e  "to k e e p  p a c e  w ith  in f la t io n .” 
T h e  t a x  w a s  l a s t  r a i s e d  in 1 9 8 3 .

M o r e  t h a n  h a l f  o f  poll r e s p o n d e n t s ,  5 1 .7  p e r c e n t ,  s a i d  t h e y  f a v o r e d  a  2 5  c e n t e r s  
p e r  d r in k  i n c r e a s e  in t h e  ta x .  T h e  n u m b e r s  i n c r e a s e d  to  6 8 .6  p e r c e n t  fo r  1 0  c e n t s  a  
d r in k  a n d  7 1 . 9  p e r c e n t  f o r  5  c e n t s  a  d r in k .

T h e  H o u s e  F i n a n c e  C o m m i t t e e  h e id  a  h e a r i n g  in A n c h o r a g e  on  T h u r s d a y  o n  t h e  
" d im e  a  d r in k ” p r o p o s a l  b y  A n c h o r a g e  R e p .  L is a  M u rk o w s k i ,  a  R e p u b l i c a n .
M u r k o w s k i 's  bill g e n e r a t e d  a  lot o f  d i s c u s s i o n  in t h e  2 0 0 0  s e s s i o n ,  b u t  w a s  b l o c k e d  b y  
C o m m i t t e e  C o - C h a i r m a n  Bill W il l ia m s ,  a  S a x m a n  R e p u b l i c a n ,  a f t e r  i n t e n s e  in d u s t r y  
lo b b y in g  c a m p a i g n .

M u rk o w s k i  s a i d  l a s t  w e e k  t h a t  a  h o p e d - f o r  c o n s e n s u s  a m o n g  l iq u o r  in d u s t r y  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  f a i le d  to  m a te r i a l i z e .  R e p .  Bill H u d s o n ,  a  J u n e a u  R e p u b l i c a n ,  s a id  t h e  
l o b b y i s t s  a d m i t  p r iv a te ly  t h a t  s o m e  i n c r e a s e  in t h e  t a x  is likely.

S e n a t e  F i n a n c e  C o - C h a i r  D a  ye D o n le y ,  a n  A n c h o r a g e  R e p u b l i c a n ,  s a y s  h e ’s  
w illing to  r a i s e  it, a l t h o u g h  h e  is o p p o s e d  to  m o s t  n e w  t a x e s  t h a t  a r e  b e i n g  p r o p o s e d  
fo r  t h e  l o n g - r a n g e  f i s c a l  p la n .

#

Outgoing mall is certified Virus Free.
C h eck ed  by AVG an ti-v rus  sy s tem  ( w a y . 0 ri30 ft.c 0m <h;to;//ww\v.nrisoft co m > ). 
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AREAS 0 ?  ALASKA AMONG REG I S7EP.6D VOTERS
sr

P O L IT IC A L  AMO GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS, BEHAVIORS AND PERCEPT IO NS

COLUMN PERCEXTS

CCTCJRR 9TH THROUGH 1 7T H , 2 0 0 1  
SAMPLE S IZ E  = 3 8 7 ;  KARGIN O r ERROR = ♦ CR • 4 . 9 S 7 i

AREAS OF ALASKA : TOTAL 
CCL r .

S c i r t h -
e a a t

V a l d . I -
K e n o i -

K » tS u

A n c h o r -
ua«

F a i r *
b f i n k j
A re a

R u r a l
A la s k a

SUPPORT A LOWS ftA/i'GS F ISCA L  PLAN FOR THE STATE? 
5 * t r e ^ i l y  I f k c l y . ......................................................................................... 2 1 .  JX  

26 . j r .  
3 1 .  AM

1 5 . 3 7 2 0 . 3X 1 8 . 3 7 3 1 . 1 7 2 1 . 0 7
2 0 . 3X 2 2 .  AX 

3 3 . 6X  
6 . 5 X  

11 6X

2 3 . 3 7  
2 7 . 7 7

1 3 . 3 7  
. 3 2 . 3 7

2 2 . 5 7
2 6 . 9X 3 1 . 2 7

1 3 .9 7 . 1 3 . 3X  
2 0  6 7

3 . 1 7 | 2 . 2 7 7 . 6 7
9  0 1 1 2  5 7 1 1 ,0 7 . 1 3 . 6 7

3 . 5 7 5 . 5 X 3 . 1 7 5 . 1 7 4 . 1 7

IN CREA SE  IN  THE ALCOHOL TAX:
7 5 .1 1 '. 6 9 . 3X 7 5 . 6 7 . 8 7 , 3 7 8 1 . 5 7 7 6 . 3 7

3 0 . 7X 5 /  f 1 2 . 7 7 1 3 . 5 7 2 3 . 2 7

SUPPO RT A 2 5  CEKT PER ORfWX INCREASE IN  ALCOHOL 
T A X :

5 2 .  TX 4 2 . I X 4 9 . 9X 5 2 . 5 7 6 0 . 6 7 5 1 . 7 7
2 2 .3 %  
2 4 . 9 7

2 5 . 7X 2 6 . 7X 2 5 . 7 7 1 8 . 3 7 2 3 . BS
3 0 . 7 7 2 4 . 4 7 1 2 . 7 7 1 B .5 7 2 3 . 2 7

D o n * "  k n e w ................................................................................................... 1 . 1 X 1 .1 X 3 . 2 7 2 . 2 7 1 . 3 7

SU PPO RT  A iO C2N7 PER D ft lK K  INCREASE 1H ALCOHOL 
T A X :

£ 5 .2 11 6 7 . OX 
1 . 2 X

6 7 . 5 X
6 . 5 X

7 6 . 8 7 6 9 . 3 7 6 5 . 6 7
9 . 9 * 7 . 3 7 9 . 5 7 6 . 6 7

2 4 . 9 7 i o . t x
1 , 1 7

2 4 . 4 7 1 2 . 7 7 1 3 . 5 7 2 3 . 2 7
C o n 1 1 k n o w . ................................................................................................... 1 ,7 7 . 3 . 2 7 2 . 2 7 1 . 4 7

SUPPORT A 5 C IS T  PER  C R IN K  IV C R SA ^ i J«  ALCOHOL 
TA X :

7 0 . AX 6 3 . 3 7 7 1 ,9X 7 7 . 0 7 7 3 . 7 7 7 1 . 9 7
F a v o r  a n  I n c r e a s e  b u t  t e a *  t h a n  5  c e n t s ..............................
o p p o s e  a n  I n c r . a s . / O e n 11 k n ow ........................................................ ...

A .7 X
2 4 . 9 7 3 0 . 7 X

1 .1 X

2 . 7 X
2 4 , 4 7

1 . 1 5

7 . 1 7
1 2 . 7 7
3 . 2 7

5 . 7 7
1 3 . 5 7

3 . 5 7
2 3 . 2 7

1 . 3 7

SU PPO RT  INCREASE IN  TAX I f  PART C f  LCNC UUC& 
PLAN ?

£ 9 . 0 * 6 2 . 1X 6 9 . 9 7 7 3 . 3 7 7 3 . 9 7 7 1 . 3 7
2 2 . 7 7 3 0 . 4 X 2 4 . 9 7 2 2 .  SX I S . 9 7 2 5 . 2 7

2 . 3 * 1 . 2 * 5 . 2 7 3 . 3 S 2  2 7 3 . 4 7

IN CREA S IN G  THE MINIMUM M C E  TO S 7 . 1 5  PER KCORT
7 4 . 2 7 e 2 . i x 7 2 . 3 7 7 2 . 2 7 7 7 . 4 7 7 5 . 5 7
IS .E X 1 5 . AX 2 5 . 1 7 2 2 . 9 7 1 7 . 7 7 2 1 . 2 7
7 . IX 2 . 5 X 2 . 1 7 6 . 9 7 2 . 5 7 3 . 3 7

THERE AFTER AOJL'STtWG MINIMUM WAGE TO MATCH 
IN F LA T IO N ?

7 3 . AX 8 A .1 7 7 6 . 4 7 7 9 . 1 7 6 9 . 1 7 7 7 . 4 7
1 9 . 2 7 1 2 . 3X 21 . c r . 1 9 . AS 2 3 . 8 7 1 9 . 6 7
2 . AX S .d X 2 . 2 7 1 . 5 7 6 . 4 7 3 . 0 7

TC7A' Rw J P *R C £N T ...................................................... . . . . . .......................... 1 3 . AS 1 7 . 5 X 4 1 . 7 7 1 2 . A7 1 5 . C7 I C O . 0 7 !
I I

KELLENTXAL I  A SSO C IA T iS



governm ent is  u s in g  sa v ing s  to  pay f o r  s ta te  s e rv ic e s  and ba lance  th e 
budget in s te a d  o f  in c re a s in g  revenues. O ther people  say th a t  i t  is  
n o t a p rob lem . Do you th in k  the  prob lem  is  e x tre m e ly  s e r io u s , v e ry 
s e r io u s , somewhat s e r io u s , n o t v e ry  s e r io u s , n o t a t  a l l  s e r io u s , o r 
a re  you n o t sure?

S E R IO U S N E S S  O F F IS C A L  G A ? FREQUENCY PERCENT

E x tre m e lv  s e r io u s ................... ................ 9.3%
V e ry  s e r io u s ................................ .............. 13.7%
Somewhat s e r io u s ....................... ............ .. 45. 9%
N ot ve ry  s e r io u s ....................... .............. 10.7%
N ot a t a l 1 s e r io u s ........................................26. ................ 6.8%
Don' t  know...................................... ..............13.7%

I f  a lo n g  range f i s c a l  p la n  fo r  the Scate o f  A laska  is  enacted, i t  may 
in v o lv e  s e v e ra l re v e n u e -ra is in g  p ro p o s a ls , among them an income ta x , 
sa le s  ta x , use o f  Permanent Fund e a rn in g s , and o th e r  ta xe s  l i k e  an 
a lc o h o l o r gas ta x . G e n e ra lly  speak ing , w ith o u t c o n s id e r in g  th e 
d e t a i ls ,  how l i k e l y  is  i t  th a t  you would be s u p p o rtiv e  o f  e f f o r t s  to 
enact a long  range f i s c a l  p la n  f o r  the  S ta te  o f  A laska? A re  you 
e x tre m e ly  l i k e l y ,  v e ry  l i k e l y ,  somewhat l i k e l y ,  nor v e ry  l i k e l y ,  o r 
n o t a t a l l  l i k e l y  to  s u p p o rt a lo n g  range f is c a l  p lan?

SU PPO R T LONG RANGE F IS C A L  PLAN FREQUENCY PERCENT

E xtre m e ly  l i k e l y ............................................ 81 ................... 21.0%
V e ry  l i k e l y ........................................................ 8 7 ................... 22.5%
Somewhat l i k e l y ............................................. 121 ..................31.2%
N et ve ry  l i k e l y ...............................................3 0 ..................... 7.6%
Not a t  a l l  l i k e l y .......................................... 5 3 ...................13.6%
Don' t  know...........................................................16 ..................... 4.1%

ALCOHOL TAX -- 7 '  7  -  - y /  7

•.Icohol abuse and underage d r in k in g  are s e r io u s  and c o s t ly  p rob lem s in  
LLaska. A la s k a 's  c u r re n t  a lc o h o l ta x  has rem ained a t the  same ra te  as i t  
/as in  1983 and b r in g s  in to  the  s ta te  about $15 m i l l i o n  a y e a r. I f  we were 
:o in c re a s e  th e  ta x  by 10 ce n ts  per d r in k  to  keep pace w ith  i n f l a t i o n ,  i t  
:c u ld  mean $33 m i l l i o n  in  a d d it io n a l revenue to  th e  s ta te .

.0A. Do you fa v o r  o r  oppose an in c re a s e  in  th e  a lc o h o l tax?

FAVOR OR O PPO SE ALCOHOL TAX FREQUENCY PERCENT

F a v o r....................................................................2 9 3 ...................76 . 8%
Oppose.....................................................................9 0 ..................23.2%
D o n 't know.............................  0 .....................0.0%

103. Do you su p p o rt a 25 cent p e r d r in k  in c re a s e  in  the a lc o h o l ta x ?



Oppose en in c re a s e /D o n ' t  know.......................... 90 .................. 23.2%
Y e s .....................................................................................200 ..................51. 7%
Favor an in c re a s e  b u t le s s  than  25.c e n ts .92 ..................23.8%
D o n 't  know...................   5 ..................... 1.3%

10C. Do you su p p o rt a 10 ce n t p e r d r in k  in c re a se  in  th e  a lc o h o l ta x ’

10 CENT PER DRINK INCREASE FREQUENCY PERCENT

Oppose an in c re a s e /D o n 't  know..........................  90 ................. 23.2%
Y es.................................................................... ................ 266 .................. 68.6%
F avor an in c re a s e  b u t le s s  than  25 c e n ts .2 5 ....................6.6%
D o n 't  know...........................................................................6 ....................1.6%

10D. Do you su p p o rt a 5 ce n t p e r d r in k  in c re a s e  in  th e  a lc o h o l tax?

5 CENT PER DRINK INCREASE FREQUENCY PERCENT

Ooocse an in c re a s e /D o n 't  knew.......................... 90 ...................23.2%
Yes.......................................................................................279.................71.9%
Favor an in c re a s e  b u t le s s  than  25 c e n ts .14 ................... 3.5%
D o n 't  know...........................................................................5 ................... 1.3%

11. Would you be more fa v o ra b le  to  an in c re a s e  to  th e  a lc o h o l ta x  i f  
was p a r t  o f  a lo n g -ra n g e  f i s c a l  p lan?

INCREASE IF  PART OF PLAN FREQUENCY PERCENT

Ye s ......................................................................... 2 7 6 .................. 71.3%
No .............................................................................9 3 ................... 25.3%
Don' t  know...........................................................1 3 ..................... 3.4%

MINIMUM WAGE

There is  an i n i t i a t i v e  th a t  would ra is e  th e  minimum wage from  th e  c u rre 
$5. 65  p e r h o u r to $6.50 p e r h ou r, then  to  $6.75 per  hour one y e a r  la re 
th e n  one y e a r a f t e r  th a t  to  $7.15 p e r hour, and then to  a d ju s t th e  m inim ’ 
wage a n n u a lly  to  m atch in f la t i o n .

12. Do you fa v o r  o r  oppose in c re a s in g  the  minimum wage t o  $7.15 p e r  hour?

INCREASING MINIMUM WAGE FREQUENCY PERCENT

F a v o r.....................................................................2 9 3 ................. 75.5%
Oppose..................................................................... 3 2 ................. 21.2%
D o n 't  know............................................................ 1 3 ....................3.3%

25 C E N T  P E R  D R I N K  INCREASE F R E Q U E N C Y  P E R C E N T

13. Do you fa v o r  o r  oppose th e re  a f t e r  a d ju s t in g  the minimum wage a n n u a ll



A l c o h o l  T a x e s :  T h e  I m p a c t  o n  Y o u t h

T h e  R e la tio n s h ip  b e tw e e n  in c re a s e d  a lc o h o l e x c is e  
ta x e s  a n d  a lc o h o l c o n s u m p tio n  by y o u th :_____

Youth and young adults reduce their drinking in response to price increases more 
than adults in general. This is especially important given that youth experience a 
disproportionate share of alcohol-related problems (Chaloupka et al. 2000)

Using national data from 1982, evidence shows that a tax policy that offsets the 
effect of inflation and raises the tax on beer to equal the tax on distilled spirits 
would lower the number o f :

Underage drinkers who drink frequently (four to seven drinking occasions 
per week) by 32%,
Under.ge drinkers who drink fairly frequently (one to three times per 
week) by 24% (Grossman et al. 1994).

A recently released study of youth drinking patterns suggests that the estimated 
effect of the beer excise tax on drinking prevalence among young people is 
statistically significant and quite im p o r^ t :  a dollar increase per case of beer 
reduces drinking prevalence by over 2% (Cook and Moore 2000).

Studies indicate that for every 10% increase in the price of beer, beer 
consumption would drop by 3%, while wine consumption would decrease 10% 
per 10% price increase and spirits consumption would drop 15% for every 10% 
increase in price. These price increases would substantially reduce both the 
frequency of alcohol consumption among youth (aged 16-21) and heavy drinking 
among young people (Chaloupka 1993).

A 1998 study which analyzed the relationship between the demand for alcohol 
and marijuana by youths and young adults found that higher beer prices 
significantly reduce the demand for both alcohol and marijuana (Pacula 1998).

Among underage female college students, high local beer prices are associated 
with lower drinking rates (Chaloupka and Weschler 1996).



Research results from a 1998 study of alcohol price elasticities support the 
implication that alcohol demand responds more to price in the long run than it 
does in the short run, which clearly suggests that raising alcohol prices would be 
an effective policy to reduce alcohol consumption by youths (Grossman et al. 
1998).

T h e  R e la tio n s h ip  b e tw e e n  in c rea s ed  a lc o h o l e x c is e  
ta x e s  a n d  o v e ra ll a lco h o l c o n s u m p tio n :_______

The majority of research finds that increasing the price of alcohol results in a 
decrease in:

* drinking and heavy drinking;
* drinking and driving and motor vehicle crashes;
* violence and other crime;
' alcohol related health problems such as cirrhosis (Chaloupka 1998)

Although light to moderate drinkers respond differently than heavy drinkers, the 
demand for alcohol is responsive to price. A 1995 study found that:

- The number of days that people drink five or more drinks (binge drink) 
decreases as taxes increase.

- An increase in alcohol excise taxes cuts consumption by light and 
moderate drinkers much more than heavy drinkers. A 10% increase in 
the alcohol tax would result in:

o a 5.5% decrease in light drinkers' consumption 
o an 11.9% decrease in moderate drinker's consumption 
o a 1.2% increase in heavy drinker's consumption

This research indicates that raising alcohol taxes may not reduce heavy drinkers' 
consumption at desirable levels, at the same time, light and moderate drinkers 
account for nearly half of all alcohol-related unintentional injuries and thus tax 
increases would result in a substantial reduction of such injuries (Manning et al. 
1995).

A 1981 study exai lined consumption rates in 39 states that had raised taxes 
between 1960 anr 1975. Of 39 states, half had their consumption rates drop 
16% for every 10% increase in liquor tax (Cook 1981).



A 1993 study indicates that increasing the beer tax per case by 10% would 
decrease alcohol consumption by 0.48% per capita (Cook and Moore 1993).

There is evidence that raising taxes on alcohol reduces youth’s 
access to alcohol and thus their involvement in injuries and other

harm.

Raising the price of beer by 10% would have a dramatic impact on college 
students' violent behavior, including a:

• 4.5%  drop in the rate at which students get into trouble with the
police, residence hall or other college authorities

« 5.5% drop in the rate at which students damage property
• 3.4% drop in the rate at which students get into arguments or fight
• 3.6% drop in the rate that students take advantage of another person

sexually or are taken advantage of sexually (Grossman and Markowitz 
1998).

A 1999 study indicates that with a 10% increase in the excise tax on beer, 
severe violence aimed at children could be reduced by 2.3 and overall violence 
toward children reduced by 1.2% (Markowitz, 1999).

Raising the beer tax to its 1951 level in real dollars would have decreased traffic 
fatalities by 32% per year among 18-20-year-olds between 1982 and 1988. 
Imposing a slightly higher tax would have decreased motor vehicle crash deaths 
involving this age group by 42% (Grossman 1994).

For every 10% increase in tax on spirits, there would be a 7% decrease in motor 
vehicle deaths (Cook 1981).

A study detailed in the Journal of the American Medical Association suggests that 
higher alcohol taxes are associated with lower incidence of sexually transmitted 
diseases and that most beer tax increases arc followed by a relative 
proportionate decrease in gonorrhea rates among young adults. A twenty-cent 
per six-pack increase in the beer tax could reduce overall gonorrhea rates by 
8.9% (Harrison 2000).
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Governor Knowles' budget proposal 
receives limited support (28%)...

Question:
“Governor Tony Knowles recently proposed a plan to help 
close the state’s budget gap by beginning a state personal 
income tax, increasing alcohol taxes, and starting a new tax 
on tourists. Do you support or oppose this plan ?”

2 8 %  S u p p o r t  
4 4 %  O p p o s ©

(’ Ask follow-up) 2 4 %  S u p p o r t  s o m e / O p p o s e  o t h e r s  
4 %  U n s u r e

. . . a n d  it m a y  b e  l o w e r  -  n e a r l y  t h r e e  o u t  o f  f o u r  ( 7 2 % )  o f  t h o s e  
s u p p o r t i n g  s o m e  p a r t s  a n d  o p p o s i n g  o t h e r s  o p p o s e  t h e  p e r s o n a l  
i n c o m e  t a x  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n . . .

(‘ F o l lo w  u p  q u e s t i o n )

,,.are there specific parts o f the plan you oppose?

72%
5 6 %  I n c o m e  t a x
1 3 %  I n c o m e  & to u r i s t  t a x

3 %  I n c o m e  & a l c o h o l  t a x

1 0 %  T o u r i s t  t a x
5 %  A lc o h o l  t a x
2 %  A lc o h o l  & t o u r i s t  t a x

1 2 %  U n s u r e

S u r v e y  a r e a : A n c h o r a g e / E a g l e  R iv e r
S a m p l e  s i z e : n = 2 5 8
S a m p l e  e r r o r : 3  -  5 %
D a t e s : J a n u a r y  2 2 - 2 4 ,  2 0 0 2

J M T T M A N  R E S E A R C H  C O R P O R A T I O N  
T h e  A l a s k a  P o u .



Demographics Unsure Income
Tax

Alcohol
Tax

Tourist
Tax

|

Income
&
Tourist

Income
&

i Alcohol

Alcohol
&
Tourist

Base

TOTAL........... 12%
I
1 56% ! 5% 10% 13% 3% 2%

|
100.0%

GENDER 1 j_ r
Male................ i 0% 1 66% 7% I 14% i 7% 2% 4% 50.4%
Female........... 1 23% 45% 3% 1 6% 18% 5% 0% 49.6%
AGE 1

i
I

18-29 years 0% 57% 0% I 19% 14% ! io% 0% 9.5%
30-44 years 16% 64% 0% 4% 9% 7% 0% 31.7%
45-59 years 8% 55% 6% 1 10% 17% 0% 4% 50.4%
60+ years 28% 28% 22% 22% 0% 0% 0% 8.3%
REGISTERED
AS

i
1i 1

Democrat 13% 74% 0% 0% 6% 6% 0% 14.8%
Republican 0% 65% 0% 0% 19% 16% 0% 14.6%
Non-partisan 12% 50% 9% 15% I 12% 0% 3% 58.1%
Other 0% 76% 0% 0% 24% 0% 0% 6.8%

1 Not Registered 50% 25% 0% 25% 10% 0% 0% 5.7% I
1 EMPLOYER I _ j ! ! ! "1

Federal 8% 65% 0% 0% 26% 0% 0% 11.4%
State 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.4% 1
Local 0% 60% 20% 20% 0% 0% 0% 6.8% :

1 Private Co. 14% I 53% 6% 8% 11% 5% 3% 64.1%
. Not in
workforce

8% 55%
I

0% 20%
|

17% 0% 0% 16.3%

O PINION 
TAX PLAN |

1

Unsure 79% 21% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11.1%
Some of Both 3% 60% 6% 11% 1 14% 4% 2% 88.9%

DITTMAN RESEARCH CORP. THE ALASKA POLL JANUARY 22-24, 2002 n=258



Governor Knowles recently proposed to help close the State's budget gap by 
beginning a state personal income tax, increasing alcohol taxes and starting a 
new tax for tourists. Do you support or oppose this plan?

Demographics Unsure Support | Oppose
i

Some of Both | Base
1 |

TOTAL 3% 28% 44% 24% 100%

GENDER 1
Male................ 0% 26% 46% 28% 48.8%
Female........... 6% 31% 43% 21% I 51.2%

1 AGE [~ I
18-29 years 3% 21% 51% 25% 9.2%  i
30-44 years 4% 31% 42% 22% 33.1% j
45-59 years 2% 26% 41% 31% 42.7%
60+ years 4% 32% 53% 11% 14.9%
REGISTERED AS i
Democrat 5% 41% 34% 20% 16.3%
Republican 0% 24% 59% 17% 24.0%

. Non-partisan 3% 26% 42% 29% 50.0% 1
Other 0% 43% 25% 32% 5.8%  j

1 Not Registered I 20% 10% 50% 20% ! 3.9%
I EMPLOYER 1 1 1

Federal 4% 32% 25% 39% 7.3%
State 0% 63% 29% 8% 4.8%
Local 0% 36% 28% 36% 5.2%
Private Co. 4% 21% 49% 25% 59.3%  1
Not in workforce 1% 37% 44% | 18% 23.4%

DITTMAN RESEARCH CORP. THE ALASKA POLL JANUARY 22-



T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  p a c k e t  is  to  p r o v id e  in f o r m a t io n  a b o u t  t h e  im p a c t  
a n d  b e n e f i t s  o f  a n  a d j u s t m e n t  to  A l a s k a ’s  a l c o h o l  e x c i s e  ta x .
In a d d i t i o n  to  t h e  c o v e r  s h e e t  a n d  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  o f  p u r p o s e ,  it 
i n c lu d e s :

Dime a Drink Coalition Statement 
o Alcohol Tax Resolution 
«> Why Increase Alaska’s Excise Tax on Alcohol?
« Alcohol Taxes: The Impact on Youth
* Organizations Supporting Increased Alcohol Excise Taxes 
o Alcohol Tax Websites
o Alcohol Tax Support Polls 

Ivan Moore Research 
Hellanthal & Associates 
Dittman Research Corp. 

o Economic Costs of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse in Alaska, Phase Two -  
McDowell Group: Executive Summary 

® State & Local Publications supporting the Alcohol Excise Tax
* Akeela ExciseTax Brochure

P l e a s e  f e e l  f r e e  to  d u p l i c a t e  a n d  d i s t r ib u te  t h e s e  m a t e r i a l s  a s  
n e c e s s a r y .

W h i le  t h e s e  v i e w s  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  f o u n d a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o a l i t io n ,  t h e y  a r e  
b u t  a  s y n o p s i s  o f  t h e  m o s t  p e r t i n e n t  in fo rm a t io n  a n d  a r e  in n o  w a y  
m e a n t  to  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  e n t i r e  o p in io n  o r  p o s i t io n  of t h e  c o a l i t io n  o r  its 
in d iv id u a l  m e m b e r s .

If y o u  h a v e  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  c o a l i t io n  o r  t h e s e  m a t e r i a l s  o r  
w o u ld  like to  o f fe r  y o u r  s u p p o r t  to  t h e  e f fo r t s  o f  t h e  c o a l i t io n ,  p l e a s e  
c o n t a c t  (in A n c h o r a g e )
Bill H e r m a n  a t  2 6 9 - 7 9 6 2 ,  w illiam  h e r m a n @ m k t d . r e v e n u e . s t a t e . a k . u s
O r,  D e l i s a  C u l p e p p e r  a t  2 6 9 - 7 9 6 5 ,

d e l i s a  c u l p e e p p e r @ m h t a . r e v e n u e . s t a t e . a k . u s
T h a n k  y o u .  T o g e t h e r  w e  c a n  m a k e  a  d i f f e r e n c e .

mailto:herman@mktd.revenue.state.ak.us
mailto:culpeepper@mhta.revenue.state.ak.us


D IM E  A DRINK C O A LIT IO N  STATEM ENT

The Dime a Drink Coalition is a group of  individuals and organizations statewide, which
strongly support, and are advocating for. a significant adjustment to the state aleohol 
excise taxes, of at least 10 cents per drink.

A list o f  coalition member organizations is included in this packet. If you would like 
additional information, please contact (in Anchorage) Bill Merman at 269-7962, 
william herman@mhta.rcvcinie.state.ak.us Or, Delisa Culpepper at 269-7965. 
delisa eulpepper@mhla.revenue.slate.ak.us or write dimeadrink'V/liotmail.com .

The State of Alaska subsidizes the alcohol industry at the rate of S1.30 
per drink!!

The alcohol industry needs to be a part o f  the solution, not the problem. The last

could help reduce alcohol problems and provide revenues to offset some o f  the costs

The Issue: Do the Math!

The State o f  Alaska is facing a budget deficit o f  S906 million in FY02 and over SI billion 
in FY03. At the same time, in year 2000. there was a cost o f  $453 million to Alaskans, to 
address alcohol use and abuse . '

The current rate o f tax on alcohol in Alaska is:
Can o f  Beer (12 oz.) 3.3 cents
Glass o f  Wine (5 oz.) 3.5 cents
Shot o f  spirits (1 oz.) 4.4 cents

In 2000. 33$.284.324 drinks were consumed in Alaska and resulted in $12,655,546 
dollars collected in tax revenues.11 This means that for every dollar (SI.00) in alcohol 
taxes that is taken in, Alaska spends $35.79 to deal with aleohol abuse.

The annual cost of alcohol abuse:
Excise taxes collected under the current tax rate: 
Divided by the number o f  drinks consumed annually:

$453,000,000
$12.655.546
33S.2S4.324

adjustment to the alcohol excise tax was in 1983 -  over 18 years ago. Alcohol is a

The Answer: Raise Revenue, Protect Otir Children

In addressing alcohol problems, our legislators have largely ignored a policy measure that

mailto:herman@mhta.rcvcinie.state.ak.us
mailto:eulpepper@mhla.revenue.slate.ak.us


Alaskans can no longer afford to subsidize the alcohol industry. The citizens o f  this state 
strongly support an adjustment in alcohol taxes -  a recent statewide poll showed that 76% 
favored an increase and 68% favored an increase of $.10 per drink.

The tim e is now for an ad jus tm ent to the tax on alcohol.. Under proposed legislation, 
a 10 cent per drink adjustment in the excise tax will bring in approximately $33.3 million 
to state confers.

And th a t ’s not all!! Num erous studies indicate that increasing alcohol taxes is one 
of the most effective means of saving young lives. Not only do these studies associate 
increased taxes with a decrease in alcohol related traffic deaths and injuries, but increased 
alcohol taxes have been shown to reduce the incidence of child abuse, domestic violence, 
violence and property crimes -  while improving high school success and college 
graduation.IV

The Impact: Who drinks? Who pays?

While it is unclear to what degree, almost all analysts agree that a price increase will 
reduce alcohol beverage sales. What is clear however is that an adjustment in Alaska’s 
alcohol excise tax will have:
Zero impact on non-drinkers (about 30% o f  the adult population):
M inim al impact on moderate drinkers that consume between one and two drinks per day; 
M axim um  impact on 15 -  20% of the population that consume 75 -  80% o f  the alcohol 
sold in Alaska, and whose alcohol use and abuse has the greatest impact on health care, 
criminal justice and emergency services.

The alcohol beverage industry claims that higher taxes deter drinking by moderate 
consumers, but fail to discourage drinking by those that abuse alcohol. 1 Iowever. 
research shows a link between increased alcohol taxes and reductions in liver cirrhosis 
and drinking and driving crashes -  indicating that heavier drinkers will be impacted as 
well.'

Young people will he impacted the most. Younger people are generally more price 
sensitive, so higher prices will help delay and reduce drinking within this group. A study 
by the National Bureau o f  Economic Research found that even a modest lax increase on 
beer would decrease drinking among young people as much as raising the legal drinking 
age by one year.'1

The Opposition: Sensationalism and Smokescreens

Despite powerful arguments in favor o f  adjusting alcohol excise taxes, the alcohol 
beverage industry has been successful in using sensationalism, smokescreens and lots o f  
monev to thwart these efforts.



The alcohol industry claims: Increasing alcohol excise taxes will destroy jobs throughout 
the economy.
'fhe truth: Industry estimates o f  job losses arc wildly exaggerated. Bureau of  labor 
statistics data indicate that between 1990 and 1992. the years before and after the last 
federal beer rax increase, the number of jobs in malt-beverage manufacturing and 
wholesaling actually rose by 1,400 net positions. While retailing jobs went down by 400. 
research suggests that these jobs shift to other sectors o f the economy since money not 
spent on alcohol shifts to other consumer purchases.'"

fhe alcohol industry claims: The revenue raised by an increase in alcohol excise taxes 
will be spent to increase the state's budget and can not be designated to treatment 
programs.
The truth: Like many states, Alaska's alcohol excise taxes can not be earmarked 
specifically for alcohol treatment programs. However, the funds generated through this 
adjustment will be used to ease the burden of alcohol related costs associated with law 
nforcemcnt, emergency medical services and healthcare, among others. And, the 

citizens o f  Alaska can let their voices be heard and influence where these funds are spent!

'fhe alcohol industry claims: Increased alcohol taxes unfairly target one segment o f the 
population and alcohol taxes are already too high.

The truth: Unlike food, clothing, housing, gasoline and fuel oil and other essentials. 
Alcohol is a discretionary item, not a necessity. The relative eost o f  alcoholic beverages 
and slate taxes have dramatically declined in the past 50 years. Even with a federal 
increase in 1991, the average price o f  beer and wine has fallen by more that 25% relative 
to the consumer price index. The influence of  the alcohol industry creates an 
environment that does not allow for steady increases over time to keep pace with inflation 
and as a result, state taxes have declined dramatically in terms o f  real dollars, costing 
states millions o f  dollars each year in potential revenue.

1 Economic Cos ; o f  Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse in Alaska, Phase Two, McDowell Group, November 
13,2001.
" Alaska Department o f  Revenue
1,1 Ilellanthal & Associates. 1 0 /9 -  10/17/01 Statewide Poll.
" For a comprehensive bibliography o f  alcohol tax research, please contact the Dime a Drink Coalition. 
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E x e c u t i v e  S u m m a r y

The Advisory Board on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, through the Alaska 
Department o f Health and Social Services, contracted with McDowell Group in April 
2001 to conduct a two-phase study on the economic costs of alcohol and other drug 
abuse in Alaska. Phase One of this study identified potential data sets needed to 
estimate the economic cost of alcohol and other drug abuse in Alaska. Phase Two 
estimates the economic costs of alcohol and other drug abuse in Alaska. This report 
is the second phase of the two-phase study.
Alcohol and other drug abuse impacts the economy in many ways. Public safely, 
health care, and public assistance arc among the areas impacted bv alcohol and other 
drug abuse. The extent o f these impacts is evident in the level of alcohol and other 
drug dependency and its associated cost on the Alaska economy. According to a 
1998 study, 9.7 percent o f Alaska's population is alcohol dependent (41,000 
residents), while 1.5 percent is other drug dependent (5,000 residents). The cost of 
this dependence to the Alaska economy is estimated to be $614 million during 1999. 
Alcohol abuse costs accounted for $453 million (74%). Other drug abuse costs were 
estimated at $161 million (26%). Costs by category include:
• $319 million from productivity losses.

$146 million from criminal justice and protective services,
• $123 million from health care.

$21 million from traffic crashes.
• $4 million from public assistance.

Percentage of Costs by Category 
Related to Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse in Alaska, 1999

Public Assistance (1%)

Health Caro (20%)

Productivity 
Losses (52%)

Criminal Justice System & 
Protective Services (24%)

Traffic Crashes (3%)
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More detailed study results for each cost category are presented below. Some of the 
economic benefits related to the manufacturing and sale of alcohol are also included.

Productivity Losses

Lost productivity occurs when alcohol and other drug abuse results in premature 
death, reduced efficiency of workers through physical or mental impairment, 
incarceration for criminal offense, and inpatient treatment or hospitalization. The 
reduced efficiency of employees, or premature death of Alaska residents, results in 
less production of goods and services, and is thus a cost to society.
Alcohol and other drug abuse in Alaska cost an estimated $319 m illion in lost 
productivity’ during 1999. Components of productivity losses and associated costs 
include:
• Premature death from alcohol and other drug abuse in Alaska resulted in an 

estimated $172 million in lost productivity in 1999. The annual average number 
o f deaths from alcohol and other drug abuse between 1994 and 1998 was 224.

• Workers impaired by alcohol and other drug abuse had an estimated reduced 
productivity in Alaska o f $110 million during 1999. This includes $100 million in 
alcohol-related impairment and $10 million in other drug-related impairment.

• Alaska costs from alcohol and other drug-related incarcerations totaled an 
estimated $29 million in lost productivity during 1999. During that period, 9S5 
inmate incarcerations were directly related to alcohol and other drug abuse.
Lost productivity from Alaska residents receiving inpatient treatment for alcohol 
and other drug abuse cost an estimated $S million in 1999.

Traffic Crashes

Alcohol and other drug abuse are a major cause of traffic crashes in Alaska. There 
were 1,05S traffic crashes in Alaska attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse 
during 1999. O f these crashes, 31 were fatal, 83 were major injury crashes, 388 were 
minor injury crashes, and 556 had property damage only. The estimated costs from 
these crashes were more than $21 million. Costs included:
• $8 million for legal costs.
• $9 million for insurance administration costs.

$4 million for property damage costs.
• $1 million for workplace costs.
Costs by traffic accident category in 1999 were more than $21 m illion. These 
included:
• $12 million from major injuries.
• $4 million from fatalities.
• $4 million from minor injuries.
• $1 million from property damage omy.

E conom ic C o sts  o f  A lcohol a n d  O ther Drug A b u so  In A laska, P h a se  Two M cDowoll G roup, Inc. • P ago 2



Criminal Justice

Alcohol and other drug abuse contribute to crime and child abuse, In 1999, an 
estimated 17,100 arrests were attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse. During this 
same period, 32,360 Alaska residents were victims of alcohol and other drug abuse- 
related crimes. Costs attributed to crime-related alcohol and other drug abuse in the 
state were nearly $102 million during this period. Crime costs in 1999 included:
• $61 million for law enforcement.
• $29 million for corrections.
• $11 million for legal costs and court adjudication.
• $1 million for properly damage.
Adult and child protective services attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse cost 
an estimated $44 million in Alaska during 1999. These costs include foster care 
services, adoption care services, residential care services, and social worker services.

Health Care

I lealth care costs attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse result from illnesses or 
injuries. A lcohol and other drug abuse can result in cirrhosis o f the liver, 
hypertension, diabetes, or stomach cancer, In name just a few. Health care costs 
related to alcohol and other drug abuse totaled an estimated $123 million in 1999. 
Health care costs included:

Hospital costs from illnesses and injuries were estimated at $53 million. Alcohol 
abuse-related health care costs accounted for $48 million, while other drug 
abuse-related costs were $5 million.
Alcohol and other drug residential and outpatient treatment costs were 
approximately $15 million.

• Total medical outpatient costs from illnesses and injuries totaled an estimated 
$15 million.

• Pharmaceutical costs were estimated at $9 million, while nursing home costs 
were $400,000.

• Total health care costs for PAS births ranged from an estimated $21 million based 
on an incidence rate of 1.4 for every 1,000 live births to $42 m illion tor an 
incidence rate of 2.S for every 1,000 live births. Using these incidence rates, 
Alaska had an estimated range of FAS births of 14 to 28 in 1999.

• Medical care totaled $4 million for patients with other drug-related I iIV and HIV 
with AIDS. Approximately 93 HIV and H IV  with AIDS cases were attributed to 
intravenous drug abuse.

• Costs for medical treatment of hepatitis 15 and C caused by intravenous drug 
abuse was $5 million. Intravenous drug abuse contributed to 433 hepatitis 15 and 
C cases in Alaska in 1999.

E conom ic  C a sts  o f  A lcohol a n d  O ther D ing A tjuso  in A laska. P h uso  Two M cD ow ell G roup, Inc. • P ago  3



Public Assistance and Social Services

A  portion o f p u b lic  assistance expenditures can be attributed to alcohol and other 
drug abuse. Alcohol and other drug-dependent persons may qualify for public 
assistance because of reduced income, inability to hold a job, or disability caused by 
substance abuse. Costs attributed to abuse (program administration costs only) were 
an estimated $4 million in 1999.
Employment Impacts of Alcohol Sales

Although the focus o f this study is centered on the cost o f alcohol and other drug 
abuse, there are some economic benefits associated with the sale o f alcoholic 
beverages. These economic benefits include employment, income and tax revenues. 
In 1999, there were approximately 3,000 jobs in alcohol related industries in Alaska, 
with earnings of approximately $50 million. State excise tax revenue on alcoholic 
beverages, collected at the wholesale level, was approximately $12 million.

Actual Costs

It is critical the reader recognize that the alcohol and other drug-related costs 
presented in this study are estimates'only. Actual costs could be 25 percent higher 
or lower than the total presented in this report. Very little underlying data exists 
regarding the monetary impact o f alcohol and other drug abuse in Alaska. There is a 
clear need for more comprehensive research.
For this report, the McDowell Group study team used national data to estimate 
Alaska's alcohol and other drug abuse costs and then adjusted these costs for 
Alaska's higher cost of living. The study team relied heavily on a 1998 publication 
from the National Institute on Drug Abuse and National Institute on Alcohol Abuse 
and Alcoholism (N IDA /N IAAA ), and a 1999 study for the Washington Slate 
Department of Social and Health Services, Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse. 
As exhaustive and thorough as these studies are they do not address Alaska's higher 
alcohol rates or its higher cost of providing services. Alaska's alcohol-dependent 
population is double the national average, according to results of the Alaska Adult 
Household Telephone Survey conducted by the Gallup Organization. In addition, 
cost-of-living indicators published bv American Chamber of Commerce Researchers 
Association (ACCRA) show Anchorage health care costs were 65 percent higher than 
the national average during 1999.
In nearly all cases, Alaska specific data were not available on the amount of crime, 
health and medical costs, lost production, and public assistance that can be 
attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse. Estimates rely on national norms based 
on tested methodologies. National norms are based on a lower prevalence of alcohol 
abuse and dependence than is the case in Alaska. Comprehensive development of 
Alaska specific data is recommended.
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P r o d u c t i v i t y  L o s s e s

Summary

Alcohol and other drug abuse cost Alaska an estimated S319 m illion in lost 
productivity during 1999. Lost productivity occurs when alcohol and other drug 
abuse results in premature death, reduced efficiency of workers through physical or 
mental impairment, incarceration for criminal offense, and residents requiring 
inpatient treatment or hospitalization. Overall, the reduced efficiency of employees 
or premature death of Alaska residents results in less production of goods and 
services, and thus is a cost to society. Figure 1 illustrates the sources o f lost 
productivity in the Alaska economy.

Figure 1
Percent of Lost Productivity for Alaska from 

Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse in 1999

Diminished Production (34%)

Alcohol-Drug Treatment (3%) 
Incarceration (9%)

Mortality (54%)

• Premature death from alcohol and other drug abuse in Alaska resulted in an 
estimated S172 million in lost productivity in 1999. Males accounted for $143 
million in estimated losses and females, $29 million. An average o f 224 deaths 
annually can be attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse between 1994 and 
1998. Total number of deaths from nil causes in Alaska in 1998 was 2,579.
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Alcohol and other drug abuse can impair worker performance resulting in lost 
productivity. An estimated 41,000 Alaska residents are alcohol dependent, 
resulting in reduced productivity o f S I00 million in 1999. Another 5,000 residents 
were other drug dependent resulting in $10 million in diminished productivity. 
The male population accounted for the largest portion of lost productivity at $92 
million, while estimates for productivity losses for females were SIS million.
O f the 3,42S Alaska residents incarcerated for criminal acts, an estimated 9S5 
incarcerations can be attributed to alcohol and other drug abuse in 1999. Lost 
productivity was estimated at S29 million from incarceration of alcohol and other 
drug dependent inmates.
Time spent bv Alaska residents while receiving inpatient treatment for alcohol 
and other drug abuse resulted in $8 million in lost productivity in 1999. These 
figures do not measure actual cost of treatment.



WHY INCREASE ALASKA'S EXCISE TAX ON ALCOHOL?

Approximately 70% o f Alaskan adults consume alcohol, most with no health, legal or 
social adversities. Yet too often, when people's judgment, coordination and memory are 
affected by alcohol, innocent Alaskans suffer grievous bodily injury and death (just read 
the Anchorage Daily News Alaska Section).

Alaska ranks near the very top o f the nation in alcohol consumption, underage drinking 
and alcohol abuse. The prevalence o f alcohol dependence and alcohol abuse in Alaska is 
about twice the national average - 7% nationally and nearly 14% for Alaska (Gallup 
Corporation Telephone Survey for the State o f Alaska Division o f Alcoholism and Drug 
Abuse).

Alcohol use is the sole cause o f the only fully preventable birth defect, fetal alcohol 
syndrome (FAS). FAS is the leading known cause o f mental retardation. Alaska ranks 
highest in incidence o f FAS. Between 15 and 30 Alaska children are born each year with 
this syndrome and approximately another 126 are born with serious alcohol-related birth 
defects (State o f Alaska. Department o f Health & Social Services. Office o f  Fetal 
Alcohol Syndrome, http://healih.hss.state.ak.us/fas'resources).

An analysis o f 29,408 reported cases o f domestic violence cases in Anchorage between 
1989 and 1998 showed that in 48% of the cases alcohol was identified as a factor 
(Municipality o f Anchorage Domestic Violence 10 Year Si,..iy 1989-1998. 
http://www.nHtni.org/ieeimages.'I Iealthl Dvreport.txlI) .

An estimated 23.9% o f  Alaskan adults were reported as binge drinkers, engaged in acute 
drinking -  compared to a national average of 14.3% (Municipality o f Anchorage. I lealthy 
Anchorage Indicators Project 1997. 
hllpV/www.nniiii.orL/iceiiiKtues/l leallh l/reporl97,pdf).

Children in alcohol-abusing families were nearly 4 limes more likely to be maltreated. 
They were 5 times almost 5 times more likely to be physically neglected and 10 times 
more likely to be emotionally neglected than children in non-alcohol abusing families 
(1997 National Clearinghouse on Child Abuse and Neglect, In Fact...Answers to  
Frequently Asked Questions on Child Abuse and Neglect. May 1997).

In Alaska, a 1997 special audit o f DFYS child abuse cases found 83% o f these eases with 
at least 6 reports within 2 years, were alcohol-related (1997. State o f Alaska. Division of 
Youth & Family Services [Special Audit o f Repeat Cases).

http://healih.hss.state.ak.us/fas'resources
http://www.nHtni.org/ieeimages.'I
http://www.nniiii.orL/iceiiiKtues/l


S. The present state excise lax on alcohol, is only 3.3 cents on 12 ounces o f beer: 3.5 cents 
on a 5-ounce glass o f wine; and 4.4 cents on 1-ounce o f distilled spirits. Alaska's excise 
tax on alcohol has not been increased since 1983. In fact, there has been only one 
increase in the tax on alcohol in Alaska in the last 41 years; 1960 being the previous time 
it was raised (State of Alaska, Department o f Revenue. Tax Division. 
http://www.tax.state.ak.us ).

9. Alcohol abuse presently costs the State o f  Alaska as a whole $453,000,000 annually. Yet 
the existing alcohol excise tax contributes only a little over $12,000,000 to the General 
Fund. The people o f the State of Alaska arc subsidizing the alcohol industry at the rate o f  
$1.30 per drink (Economic Costs o f alcohol and Other Drug Abuse in Alaska. Phase 
Two, McDowell Group, November 2001).

10. Alaska is facing an impending budget deficit o f 5. 06 million in FY02. A 10 cent per 
drink increase in the state excise tax on alcohol will bring in approximately $34,000,000 
in additional revenue to the state; A 15 cent per drink increase will bring in 
approximately $50,000,000 in additional revenue; and a 20 cent per drink would bring in 
approximately $66,000,000 in additional revenue to the state (State o f Alaska.
Department o f Revenue.. http://www.tax.stntc.ak.us).

http://www.tax.state.ak.us
http://www.tax.stntc.ak.us


These Alaska organizations support an adjustment in the alcohol excise 
tax by at least a dime a drink, and the list is growing!

Advisory Board on Alcoholism & Drug Abuse
AK Commission on Aging
AK Inter-tribal Council
AK Medical Association
AK Mental Health Association
AK Mental Health Board
AK Mental Health Trust
AK Mother’s Against Drunk Driving
AK Nurses Association
AK Parent Teachers Association
AK Psychiatric Institute Medical Staff
AK Public Health Association
Akeela Inc.
Alaska Native Brotherhood
Alaska Native Sisterhood
ARC of Anchorage Board of Directors
Atmautluak Traditional Council
Avenues/Wrangell Council on Alcoholism
Bristol Bay Area Mental Health Center
Community-based Action for a Safer Society
Concerned Clergy Coalition
Connecting Ties. Inc. of Valdez
Council on Alcohol Abuse & Public Safety
Fairbanks Native Association
Gastineau Human Services, Inc
Georgetown Tribal Council
Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education 
Juneau Medical Society 
League of Women Voters of AK 
Lime Village Traditional Council
National Association of Social Workers (NASW) Alaska Chapter
National Council on Alcoholism and Drug Dependence/Juneau Affiliate
Native Village of Mekoryuk
Native Village of Upper Kalsag Traditional Council
Newtok Traditional Council
Norton Sound Health Corporation
Organized Village of Kwethluk
Parents, Inc.
Scammon Bay Traditional Council 
Seaview Community Services of Seward 
Sleetmute Traditional Council 
Southeast AK Regional Health Consortium 
State of Alaska, Office of the Governor
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Stebbins Community Association 
Substance Abuse Directors Association of AK 
Tanana Chiefs Conference 
Valdez Counseling Center

KB-G I’aeo 2 2/19/02



Alcohol Tax Resolution

Whereas. The people of Alaska face an ever increasing shortfall of 
revenue and that revenue from alcohol excise tax is limited at the 1983 flat fixed 
rate. And, that the total revenue from this source is only $12.5 million annually, and that the direct costs of alcohol abuse are in excess of $140.0 million annually;

Whereas An alcohol excise tax adjustment is the most successful, 
effective and proven method to delay the age of first use and reduce alcohol 
consumption by youth, thereby reducing the motor vehicle crashes, teen 
pregnancy, school failure and violence resulting from underage drinking;

Whereas Alaskans who do not drink will experience no financial impact 
from the excise tax adjustment; Alaskans who drink moderately will experience 
limited financial impact and Alaskans who drink heavily will more equitably bear 
the heavy financial impact of alcohol-related costs borne by all Alaskans;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

T H A T ,_______________________________________________________

Respectfully requests that the Alaska legislature honor the overwhelming voter 
support for a substantial adjustment in the alcohol excise tax and enact 
legislation that will increase the alcohol excise tax by at least 10 Cents a drink.

Resolved: this________ day o f____________ 2002.

O f f i c e r : __________________________________________________________

Address:

City:  , Alaska zip

Email a d d r e s s : _________________________________

Please endorse and return to:

DIME A DRINK COALTION P.O. Box 91825 Anchorage, Alaska 99509
[Please copy and circulate to any interested party]
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Southwest Aiif a
M U N I C I P A L S  
C O N F E R E N C E

A laskg-Penlnaula ♦  A leutian Chain ♦  B ris to l Bay ♦  Kodiak Is land ♦  Prih ilo f Islands

March 14. 2002
Senator Dave Donley, Chair 
Senate Finance Committee 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99011
Dear Senator Donley:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SB 347 to increase the wholesale tax or 
alcohol and allow voters to increase local sales tax on alcohol. We support your efforts to 
provide a way to raise revenue in order to combat the many negative effects of alcohol in 
Alaska. We also believe that local voters should have the option to allow higher alcohol taxes 
in their communities to help offset alcohol related expenses.
The Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference 2002 Policy Statement states, in part, as follows: 

Revenue and Finance;

State Alcohol Beverage Wholesale Tax: The Conference supports a shared revenue allocation 
for the existing and any future increase in tf.<=* wholesale tax on alcohol for the mitigation of the 
impacts of alcohol consumption based on the proportion of local vs. state expenditures for 
public safely and alcohol treatment.
Tax-Levying Authority: The Conference supports legislation to allow local voters to approve a 
special tax on alcohol.

We appreciate your willingness to tackle tough issues facing our state. While 
introducing new taxes is never popular, the alternative of spending the entire savings account 
will be even worse for our residents. If we can assist you further, please let me know.
Sincerely,

MarW Earnest 
Executive Director

T h e  S o u th w e s t  A la s k a  M u n ic ip a l C o n fe r e n c e  is  a  re g io n a l m e m b e r s h ip  o rg a n iza tio n  th a t a d v a n c e s  
th e  c o lle c tiv e  In te r e s ts  o f  S o u th w e s t  Alaska p e o p le ,  b u s in e s s  a n d  c o m m u n itie s .

Southwest Alaska Municipal Cnn'orence (SWAMC)
♦ 3300 Arctic Boulevard, Suite 203 ♦ Anchorage, AK 99503 ♦ 
(ph) 907-562-7380 ♦ (tx) 907-562-0438 ♦ www.swamc.org

http://www.swamc.org


|Fwil: SB 347 - "An Act relating to taxation")

Subject: [Fwd: SB 347 - "A n Act relating to taxation"]
Date: Tint, 14 Mar 2002 08:55:33 -0900

From : Senator Dave Donley <Senator_Davc_Donley@legis.state.ak.us> 
Organization: Alaska Stale Legislature

To: Mindy Rowland <Mindy_Rowland@lcgis.state.ak.us>

Subject: SB 347 - "An Act relating to taxation"
Date: Wed, 13 Mar 2002 21:52:03 -0900 

From: "Michele Czajkowski" <michelec@gci.net>
To: <Scnator_Dave_Donley@legis.state.ak.us>, <Senalor_Pctc_Kelly@Iegis.state.ak.us>, 

<Scnator_Loren_Leman@lcgis.state.ak.us>, <Senator_Lyda_Grecn@Jegis.statc.ak.us>, 
<Senator_Gary_Wilken@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Senator Lyman Hoffman" <Scnalor_Lyman_Hoffman@lcgis.stale.ak.us>,
"Senator Donny Olson" <Scnalor_Donny_Olson@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Senator Jerry Ward" <Scnator_Jerry_Ward@legis.state.ak.us>.
"Senator Alan Austerman" <Senalor_Alan_Ausierman@legis.stale.ak.us>

Dear Mr. Chairmen and Members o f the Senate Finance Committee,

! am writing to ask you to support SIB 347, "an act relating to taxation." SB 347 recommends a very modest increase to an 
alcohol tax that has not seen one penny o f an increase since 1983. The level o f taxation recommended in SB 347 is reasonable: 
hard liquor to be taxed at $18.40 per gallon, wine to be taxed at $3.41 per gallon, and beer to be taxed at $1.42 per gallon. This 
is the same level o f taxation that was recommended in MB 225, the "dimc-a-drink" tax that was introduced during the last 
legislative session.

We all pay the costs o f alcohol abuse: in Anchorage alone, 55% o f all motor vehicle crash fatalities, 100% o f lire fatalities, 60V< 
o f lire injuries, 50% o f assaults, 59%' o f all domestic violence, 55%' o f sexual assaults, and 48%- o f all homicides are 
alcohol-related (ref. M O A ’s Healthy Anchorage Indicators Report, 1998). Statewide, the annual cost o f alcohol abuse in Alaska 
is $246 m illion yet a mere $12.7 m illion is collected under Alaska’s current state alcohol tax.

It is time for the alcohol industry to share some o f the burden. As I mentioned, there has been no increase in the alcohol lax 
since 1983. I wish I could say that about my taxes!

Thank you for introducing this very important piece o f legislation and for providing an opportunity for the public to comment.

Respectfully,
Michele Czajkowski 
3930 East 60th Avenue 
Anchorage, A K  99507 
phone: 907-522-3479

I of I .Vt.l/02 8:56 AM
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ADVISORY S13 347

We recommend:

That coalition participants fully support and encourage passage of the 10 cent per drink add-on to 
the current flat fixed 1983 alcohol excise tax rates which is the principal component of this bill.
It matches the rate currently being considered by the House.

That coalition participants express appreciation and thanks to the Senate Finance 
committee for their bi partisan support for that 10-cent add-on component.

Those participants fully support the concept o f allowing municipalities the discretionary 
authority to raise local revenue by taxing alcoholic beverage consumption. We suggest however 
that this sales lax issue is much more complex. And the component which authorizes a 
differential sales tax, would face what we believe would be insurmountable (and perhaps 
justifiable) opposition from local Alaskan licensees.

It is our belief that tying the two very different issues together in the same legislation 
greatly reduces the current opportunity for long overdue passage o f  a substantial, long overdue, 
badly needed, effective and popular adjustment to the state alcohol excise tax rate.

That participants encourage the Senate Finance Committee to put the issue o f local 
municipal authorization into a separate piece o f legislation which may be examined and 
debated on it's own and unique merits.

That participants encourage the Senate and House to consider the somewhat unusual but 
very efficient option o f authorizing municipalities to collect revenue through the state o f  Alaska 
excise.tax system which causes no economic hardship to local Alaskan licensees, rather that a 
differential sales tax.

We suggest that participants reiterate thanks and support for both components o f the bill That 
you encourage the Senate to separate the state alcohol excise tax rate adjustment, and the much 
more complex, politically sensitive, and controversial authorization fora differential sales tax for 
municipalities component, into two separate and distinct bills. And, consider in depth the 
advantages o f  allowing the municipalities to use the very effective and efficient alcohol excise 
tax system. This is a very simple and effective solution but it is ail unusual method o f  revenue 
generation, which is only applicable in a very limited number o f  situations.

CAAPS has detailed and extensive information on the excise tax authorization method o f local 
revenue generation and would be happy to share that information with any interested parties.
(Alaska utilizes a similar system o f collection o f local taxes by the state, for municipalities right 
now.) -c
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IRvd: SB 347]

Subject: [Fwd: SU 347]
Date: Thu, 14 Mar 2002 08:43:30 -0900

From : Senator Dave Donley <Senator_Davc_Donley@legis.state.ak.us> 
Organization: Alaska State Legislature

To: Mindy Rowland <Mindy_Rowland@legis.state.ak.us>

Mindy-

Can you make th ese  part o f the SFC Record?

Thanks,

Sara

Subject: SB 347
Date: Thu, 14 Mar 2002 02:39:24 

From : "Agnes Sweetsir" <amswcetsir@holmail.com>
To: Scnator_Dave_Donley @lcgis.state.ak.us, Senator_Pete_Kcllcy@lcgis.state.ak.us 

CC: Scnator_Georgianna_Lincoln@lcgis.state,ak.us

Dear Senators and the Senate Finance Committee:
I understand you are having hearing on SB347. I am sorry th at I w i l l  be 
unable to p a r t ic ip a te  te le p h o n ic a lly . I want to  take th is  opportunity  to  
ask you to support SB347 a t a dime a drink in crea se . I worked fo r  alm ost 
two decades in  c h ild  p ro te c tio n  in th is  ^ ta te . I can t e l l  you heartbreaking  
s to r ie s  o f the d ev a sta tin g  e f f e c t s  a lcoh o l abuse has on ch ild ren  and 
fa m ilie s  and even more heartbreaking s to r ie s  o f parents wanting help  and
being unable to  g e t i t .  We need more treatm ent ar.d a f te r c a r e . We are
experien cin g a fr ig h ten in g  trend Statew ide -  ch ild ren  (younger than teen s!)  
are drinking -  not experim enting, drinking! We know from research  that
r a is in g  c c s t  d ecreases demand, e s p e c ia l ly  in youth. I have ta lk ed  to
hundreds of peop le about th is  is su e  and have run across no one th at i s  
u n w illin g  to  pay an ex tra  dime a drink to deal w ith  th is  is s u e . I 
ap p recia te and r e a l iz e  the daunting task you have to balance the budget. I 
encourage you not to do th at on the backs o f the most v u ln era b le . When I 
f i r s t  became employed, I was proud to pay my School and S ta te  Income Tax. I 
am w il l in g  to  do th at again; in  fa c t ,  b e lie v e  i t  should have never ceased . 
People I ta lk  to are w il l in g  to  pay.
With th is ,  thank you s in c e r e ly  fo r  your se r v ic e .

S in cere ly ,
Agnes Sw eetsir  
PO Box 8
Galena, AK 99741

Chat with fr ien d s o n lin e , try  MSN Messenger: ht t p : / /messenger.msn.coin

3/14/02 8:44 AM
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C H A N G IN G  T ID E S  

C O U N S E L IN G  S E R  V IC E S
20J North Nordic, Suites 204 ,205  

P.O. BOX  1350, Petersburg, Alaska 99833 
Phone: (907) 772-3552, Fax: (907) 772-3580 

e-msil: chanfling@milkof.net home p*ge: hnp^/www.mitkofnrt/-chinoIng

Senate Finance Committee

Senator Dave Donley -Co-Chair, Senator Pete Kelly - Co-Chair, Senator Je rry  W ard, 
Senator Alan Auiterman, Senator Lyda Green, Senator Loren Leman,
Senator Gary W llken, Senator Lyman Hoffman, Senator Donny O lien.

RE : SB 347

This is a letter to express my support fo r SB 347. I am the Director o f an outpatient 
substance abuse treatment program in the small community o f Petersburg. SB 347 would 
lJiist our community by allowing the municipality the opportunity to adjust the tax on 
alcohol to reflect the community’ s wishes. The City o f Petersburg supports ou r program 
with City monies. This b ill would allow the municipality to make a “ choice" as to the 
amount o f tax on alcohol, be it higher, lower, or equal to, other taxes In the community.

This concept has been discuised in Juneau for a few years, I have spoken to our city 
officials concerning this concept o> t r  the last couple o f years and they have expressed the 
opinion that any bill that gives tln-n greater control over taxation can only benefit this chy. 
Please consider that southeast Alaska is facing great economic upheaval at this time. 
Logging monies arc nonexistent, and fishing profits are lower every yaar. O u r local 
communities are losing citizens and local governments are losing flsh taxes as well as 
property taxes as people move from the region. This bill would allow them a “ choice" in 
letting the tax level on alcohol in their community. Choice is a good thing, and would allow 
them to adjust taxation to reflect community needs and wishes.

I am sorry I cannot attend the meeting in person or by telephone. I  can be reached i t  fhe 
above numbers i f  you have any questions about Petersburg o r my support o f this bill. 
Thank you fo r  the opportunity to provide input on this issue.

Sincerely,

La rry  King, £A C  I I , NCAC I, CCS 
Program Director

Serving the community o f Petersburg since 1972 Outpatient, Aftercaro, Prevention, and Crisis Services for Individuals and Families

mailto:chanfling@milkof.net
http://www.mitkofnrt/-chinoIng
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217 Second Street, Suite 200 ■ Juneau, Alaska 99801 * Tel (907)586-1325, Fax (907)-463-5480

March 13, 2002

Senator Dave Donley, Chair 
Senate Finance Committee 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Donley:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SB 347 to increase the wholesale tax on alcohol 
and allow voters to increase local sales tax on alcohol. We support your efforts to provide a way 
to raise revenue in order to combat the many negative effects of alcohol in Alaska. We also 
believe that local voters should have the option to al'ow higher alcohol taxes in their communities 
to help offset alcohol related expenses.

The Alaska Municipal League and the Alaska Conference of Mayors 2002 Policy Statement 
adopted by the full membership in November 2001 stilus;

P an  I  Revenue and Finance:
State Alcoholic Beverage Wholesale Tax: The League’s position is that if the State 
increases the wholesale tax on alcohol, the increase shall be shared equitably with 
municipalities for programs that mitigate the impacts o f alcohol consumption based on the 
proportion o f  local vs. state expenditures for public safety and alcohol treatment.

Tax Levying Authority: ... The League supports legislation to remove the prohibition in 
AS 4.21.010. c. that prevents local voters from approving a special tax on alcohol.

P an  III. Local Government and Public Services:
Alcohol Issues: The League supports an increase in the alcohol tax at the wholesale level 
to help fund the inherent cost to the public o f alcohol abuse, and the League supports that 
the resulting tax increase be returned to communities.

We appreciate your willingness to tackle the tough issues facing our state. While introducing new 
taxes is always difficult, the alternative o f spending the entire savings account will be even worse 
for our citizens. Jfwe can assist you further, please let me know.

Kevin Ritchie 
Executive Director

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties



re: SU347 - lhankyou!

Subject: re: SB347 - thank you!
Dale: Wed, 13 Mar 2002 21:54:56 -0900 

From: "Michele Czajkowski" <michelec@gci.net>
To: <Senator_Davc_Donley@legis.state.ak.us>

Dear Senator Donley,

Thank you lor sponsoring SB347. 1 will be unable to testily during tomorrow's bearing, but 1 did e-mail my comments to you 
and the other members o f the Senate Finance Committee.

Respectfully,

Michele Czajkowski

.1/1*1/2002 8:55 AM
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3-14-02; 8 :05AM; Seav iew 1907 224 7001

March 14, 2002

TO: All members o f Senate Finance Committee 
RE: Senate Bill 347

PLEASE SUPPORT THIS BILL. THIS IS A FAIR, STRAIGHT-FORWARD TAX. 
DRUG ABUSE IS OUR NUMBER 1 SOCIAL PROBLEM. LET THE USERS 
CONTRIBUTE TOWARD REDUCING IT.

Dixie Landenburger 
Box 274
Seward, AK 99664



The City of Galena is a progressive community that wants to got things done. 
They are know for finding ways to solve problems locally if possible.
In 1996, there was no local police department here. There were two troopers 
who covered so much territory that they were seldom in town and had no patrol 
time.
The City Council decided to hire a secretary for them in the hopes that they 
would then find some time to patrol locally. We oaid for the position for one year 
but still did not get any local patrolling done by the Troopers.
So we hired our own policeman. Finding the funds is difficult. This is particularly 
true since over the past ten years our share of State revenues has decreased 
dramatically.
We still have an Ordinance on our Books to charge additional sales taxes for the 
sale of Alcohol. But we can not enforce it. We are not asking for the State to 
"give us a grant" for police services. Or to place more Troopers here. We are 
only asking the we be allowed to determine locally what is a fair tax on the sale of 
this commodity.
We don’t expect the state to ’fix’ our problem. We hope you won’t prevent us 
from finding our own solution.

Marvin Yoder

Note Re: Municipal options for Alcohol Tax. 3 ^  7



alcohol tax - municipal prohibition

Subject: alcohol (ax - municipal prohibition 
Date: Fri. 15 Mar 2002 17:10:47 +0000 

From: "loin morphat" <tommorphet@hotmail.com>
'l’o: Senator_Davc_Donlcy@lcgis.state.ak.us

Sen. Donley:

I was e x c ite d  and su rp rised  to hear on the news today th at your versio n  
o f the s t a t e  a lc o h o l tax in c lu d es removing the p ro h ib itio n  on m unicipal 
a lco h o l ta x e s .

In H aines, where I 'v e  l iv e d  for 15 years, we pay a 1 percent general 
SALES TAX to  p rov id e ambulance se r v ic e , although many, i f  not most, 
ambulance c a l l s  are for a lc o h o l-r e la te d  in c id e n ts . I was look ing in to  
g e tt in g  th is  tax s h if t e d  onto a lco h o l in  Haines la s t  year when I ran in to  
the s t a t e ' s  p r o h ib it io n  on m unicipal a lcoh o l ta x es .

I was fu rth er  d isapp oin ted  to find  out that Rep. Murkowski' s House b i l l  
o r ig in a l ly  included  a llow in g  m unicipal a lcoh o l ta x es , but th at th is  s e c t io n  
was dropped from her b i l l  e a r ly  on. (I think i t  -"as during her b i l l ' s  f i r s t  
committee h ea r in g .)

O bviously, c i t i e s  should be ab le  to impose th e ir  own taxes on a lco h o l, 
e s p e c ia l ly  in  ru ra l Alaska where a lcoh o l i s  a b ig  p ortion  of r e t a i l  s a le s  
and a lso  a huge c o s t ,  econom ically  and s o c ia l ly ,  to communities.

A lso , a t a tim e when m u n ic ip a lit ie s  are cry in g  for money, i t ' s  
important th at the L eg is la tu re  not handcuff them from r a is in g  money to pay 
for th e ir  needs, a t  they se e  f i t .  The p ro h ib itio n  on m unicipal liq u o r  tuxes  
was bad p o lic y , bad lea d ersh ip  and bad law, and i t  should be exposed as 
su ch .

I would g la d ly  t e s t i f y  on th is  m atter as a concerned c i t i z e n .  I might 
be ab le to  r e c r u it  the former C ity  o f Haines Mayor, who i s  a r e t ir e d  s ta te  
trooper, to  t e s t i f y  on i t  as w e ll .

Thank you fo r  tim e.

S in c e r e ly ,

Tom Morphet
(907)463-1256

Get your FREE download o f MSN Explorer at h t tp : / /e x p lo r e r .m sn .co m /ln tl.a sp .
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Subject: F\v: SB 3^7
Date: Thu, 14 Mar 2002 10:52:27 -0900 

From: "Leigh Carrigan" <camgan@gci.net>
To: <Senator_Dnvc_Donley@iegi.s.state.ak.us>

3/14/02
To: S e n a to r  D on ley  a n d  th e  F in a n c e  C o m m ittee ,

P l e a s e  vo te  for SB  3 4 7 .  Its th e  right thing to do. I know  th e  m o n e y  g o e s  into th e  g e n e ra l  fund. W e  n e e d  new  
rew a b le  s o u r c e s  of r e v e n u e  to  g o  into th e  g e n e ra l  fund. W e  h a v e  d e p e n d e d  on  th e  oil industry  fa r  too long to carry  
the  load. T h e y  jus t  a n n o u n c e d  th e y  a r e  no  lon ger  contr ibu ting to political c a m p a ig n s .  T h e y  a r e  talking a b o u t  pulling 
out of A laska .  T h e  s t a t e  m a k e s  it difficult to d o  b u s in e s s  h e re ,  th e y  h a v e  o th e r  fields p ro d u c in g  a t  h ig h e r  m a rg in s  in a  
le s s  restrict ive  b u s i n e s s  a tm o s p h e r e .

O n  th e  o th e r  h a n d  th e  a lcoho l  industry  is marginally  ta x e d  o n  th e  r e s o u r c e  they  u s e ,  w hich  is o u r  p e o p le .  T h e y  m a k e  
a  h u g e  profit se lling  the ir  p roduc t ,  c a u s e  a n  incred ible  a m o u n t  of d es tru c t io n ,  ta k e  the ir  profits o u ts id e ,  d o  not 
re inves t  in th e  co m m u n i ty ,  n o r  d o  th e y  m itiga te  the  d a m a g e s .  T h e  tax  p a y e r s  a r e  paying  for the  d a m a g e s  a n d  I for 
o n e  a m  fired of it.

In A n c h o ra g e  6 8 %  of o u r  p ro p e r ty  t a x e s  g o  for public sa fe ty .  Fire, P o lice  a n d  e m e r g e n c y  r e s p o n d e r s .  L as t  t im e  i 
c h e c k e d  with W al t  M o n e g a n  7 8 %  of police  calls  a r e  a lcohol re la ted .  You all a re  talking a b o u t  cutting m o n e y  from 
b u d g e t  of d e p a r t m e n t s  tha t  con tr ibu te  to o u r  quality of life. W h e n  I h e a r  tha t th e  park  se rv ic e  is p ro jec ting  c los ing  
p a rk s  a n d  th e  city of A n c h o r a g e  cou ldn 't  afford to p a y  a  life g u a rd  for J e w e l  L ake  last s u m m e r  I g e t  u p s e t .  Not to 
m en t io n  D enali Kid C a r e  a n d  M enta l H eal th  reduc t ions .  N ow  w e  a r e  talking a b o u t  th e  h e a l th  a n d  s a f e ly  a n d  o u r  
child ren .

It is morally  w ro n g  to a llow a n  industry  to  profit off th e  r e s id e n ts  In o u r  s t a te  a n d  not e x p e c t  th e m  to con tr ibu te .  W e  
e le c te d  you to m a k e  d e c i s io n s  for u s  on  o u r  behalf .  You  a re  th e  f in a n c e  g u y s , c o m p u te  th is :  C o m p a r e  Phillips 
o r  BP with th e  la rg e s t  w h o le s a le r s .  W h e r e  a re  the  leg is la to rs  d e m a n d in g  c o m p e n s a t io n  for th e  a lcoho l industry 's  
u s e  of the  r e s o u r c e ?  W h e r e  is th e  6  million dollar c o rp o ra te  funding p ro g ra m  th a t  s u p p o r t s  th e  n o n -p r o ’ils w ho  trea t  
the  a d d ic te d ,  co m fo r t  th e  grieving DUI surv ivors ,  s u p p o r t  th e  m en ta lly  ill a n d  p rov ide  s e rv ic e s  for o u r  FA S  a n d  FAE 
b a b ie s ?  T h a t  d o e s n ' t  e v e n  foot th e  bill. Lifetime s e rv ic e s  for a n  F A S  child c o s t s  th e  s t a t e  1.3 million do l lars .  Forty 
five w o m e n  co u ld  g o  th ro u g h  th e  m o s t  e x p e n s iv e  t r e a tm e n t  p ro g ra m  for tha t  c o s t .  W h e r e  a r e  th e  industry  
w a tc h d o g s  tha t  police  th e  industry  s o  th e  r e s o u r c e  d o e s  not ge t  d e s t r o y e d ?  T h e  E xxon  Oil Spill (a lcohol re la ted)  
c o s t  h o w  m u c h  to c l e a n  u p ?  Yet w e  a r e  ex p e r ien c in g  in o u r  s t a te  a  d i s a s t e r  far g r e a te r  th a n  th e  oil spill. T h e  h ig h es t  
r a t e s  of FA S/FA E  a n d  su ic id e  in the  nation,  just to m en t ion  a  few. B P, Phillips, ta x p a y e rs ,  e v e ry o n e  e l s e  is s te p p in g  
up  to th e  p la te  to a d d r e s s  t h e s e  p r o b le m s  c a u s e d  by  a n  industry  tha t  just t a k e s  th e  c a s h  a n d  ru n s  for th e  
bo rder .  C a n  w e  g e t  s o m e  equity  h e r e ?  I g e t  the  feeling in c o m e  tax is a ro u n d  th e  c o rn e r .  I a m  ok with th a t . . . .a s  long 
a s  e v e ry o n e  a n d  e v e ry  industry  p a y s  the ir  fair s h a r e .

Alcohol is legal.  P e o p le  a r e  go ing  to drink it. Its a  re n e w a b le  s o u r c e  of in c o m e  for the  s t a t e  of A lask a .  Its 
irres, ' " h i e  to  ig n o re  that.  W e  a r e  w a tc h in g  you. Are you th e  s t ro n g  l e a d e r s  w e  n e e d  to g u id e  u s  into th e  fu tu re?  
P e o p le  u o  w h a t  you  e x p e c t  th e m  too. W e  n e e d  you to e x p e c t  the  a lcoho l industry  to b e  g o o d  c o rp o ra te  c itizens.
W ith th e  oil ind us try  p a ck in g  their b a g s  w e  c a n n o t  afford to let th e m  sl ide  a n y  longer. P l e a s e  p a s s  th e  a lcoho l tax, 
S B 3 4 7 ,  its time.

Leigh C ar r ig a n  
M o ther  of six ch i ld ren  
r eg is te re d  v o te r  
25  y e a r  r e s id e n t  of A la sk a  
P O  Box 2 2 0 6 8 4  
A n c h o ra g e ,  A la sk a  9 9 5 0 2  
277-4771

I •>! I 3/15/2002 S:21 AM
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Subject: SB347
Date: Thu, 14 Mar 2002 16:00:15 -0900 

From: "Allen Bailey" <allcii@lawofTiceamb.com>
To: <Senator_Dave_Doniey@legis.stale.ak.us>

CC: "Howard Fletcher Seaman" <catalyst@alaska.com>

Dear Dave,

As a former prosecutor who is quite aware of the cost to our community of alcohol abus 3 ,1 strongly support the 
enactment of SB347, providing for significant increases in taxation of alcoholic beverages on ooth state and local 
levels. As you may already know, I am working with the Coalition on Alcohol Abuse and Public Safety (CAAPS) and 
the Dimes a Drink Coalition on this issue.

One suggestion I have, however, is that your committee change the means of taxation from a sales tax to an 
excise tax. That would, on both state and local levels, permit the tax to be indexed to beverage price increases and 
would be a more efficient means of collecting the tax, It would also avoid the difficulties a sales tax would present to 
(lie Alaska business people who are licensed to sell alcoholic beverages.

Allen M. Bailey
310 K Street, Ste. 400
Anchorage.

I »i i .1/15/2002 S:17 AM
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ADVISORY SB 347

We recommend:

That coalition participants fully support and encourage passage of the 10 cent per drink add-on to 
the current flat fixed 1983 alcohol excise tax rates which is the principal component o f this bill.
It matches the rate currently being considered by the House.

That coalition participants express appreciation and thanks to the Senate Finance 
committee for their bi partisan support for that 10-cent add-on component.

Those participants fully support the concept o f allowing municipalities the discretionary 
authority to raise local revenue by taxing alcoholic beverage consumption. We suggest however 
that this sales tax issue is much more complex. And the component which authorizes a 
differential sales tax, would face what we believe would be insurmountable (and perhaps 
justifiable) opposition from local Alaskan licensees.

It is our belief that tying the two very different issues together in the same legislation 
greatly reduces the current opportunity for long overdue passage o f a substantial, long overdue, 
badly needed, effective and popular adjustment to the state alcohol excise tax rate.

That participants encourage the Senate Finance Committee to put the issue o f local 
municipal authorization into a separate piece of legislation which may be examined and 
debated on it’s own and unique merits.

That participants encourage the Senate and House to consider the somewhat unusual but 
very efficient option o f authorizing municipalities to collect revenue through the state o f  Alaska 
excise.tax system which causes no economic hardship to local Alaskan licensees, rather that a 
differential sales tax.

We suggest that participants reiterate thanks and support for both components o f the bill That 
you encourage the Senate to separate the state alcohol excise tax rate adjustment, and the much 
more complex, politically sensitive, and controversial authorization for a differential sales tax for 
municipalities component, into two separate and distinct bills. And, consider in depth the 
advantages o f  allowing the municipalities to use the very effective and efficient alcohol excise 
tax system. This is a very simple and effective solution but it is an unusual method o f revenue 
generation, which is only applicable in a very limited number o f situations.

CAAPS has detailed and extensive information on the excise tax authorization method o f  local 
revenue generation and would be happy to share that information with any interested panics. 
(Alaska utilizes a similar system o f collection o f local taxes by the state, for municipalities right
now.)

Thank you!
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A l a s k a  C H A R R  1111 East 8lh Ave., #3 Anchorage, AK 99518

March 14, 2002

Senator Dave Donley 
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Re: SB 347 -  Alcohol Tax 

Dear Senator Donley:

As the chairman of Alaska CHARR (Cabaret, Hotel, Restaurant & Retailers Association), 
I convey our trade organization’s opposition to Senate Bill 346, currently before the 
Senate Finance Committee.

The hospitality industry has shown its solidarity in requesting a comprehensive fiscal 
plan to be formulated prior to any targeted taxation on specific industries within the state. 
Since Alaskans already pay one of the highest taxes for alcohol in the nation, and our 
state constitution prohibits placing tax revenues into a designated fund, an alcohol tax on 
our industry will burden responsible consumers and have little affect or impact, if any, on 
curbing alcohol abuse in the state.

I’m sure you are aware of the enormous size of the hospitality industry in Alaska, with 
over 3,000 employees and revenues exceeding $50 million. The state annually collects 
S12 million in revenue from the existing excise tax on alcohol beverages and another $25 
million is generated from other local, state and federal fees and taxes on alcohol.

To now suggest that this tax is fair and ripe for installment because of our looming $1.1 
billion deficit in the state budget is short-sighted. On the contrary, it is the antithesis to a 
pro-business mentality and will no doubt cause a confiagration of chip-away taxation that 
will not address the problem in its entirety. Furthermore, the budget benefit of a targeted 
tax is outweighed by inequity and unfairness to our industry and responsible paeons.

Alaska CHARR implores you to delay passage of this bill and amalgamate the intent into 
a broader, comprehensive fiscal plan that covers all industries and services uniformly. 
Ultimately, Alaskans desire efficient government at a reasonable cost. SB 347 will not 
accomplish this end.

Resmwlfully, j *

Don Skcwis, Chairman 
Alaska CHARR



17345 Glacier Hwy 
Juneau, AK 99801 
March 14, 2002

To: Members o f the Senate Finance Committee 

Re: SB347/long range fiscal plan

I urge you to pass this bill at no less than 10 cents/drink. It will be one more 

Arrow in the quiver for use in reducing the cost to the state o f  the problems 

Caused by excessive use o f  alcohol. It will not be a burden to moderate drinkers.

An increase in cost is a deterrent to many underage drinkers and even to certain overage 

Drinkers.

Furthermore, I encourage you to come up with a viable long range fiscal plan so 

That we do not have these emergency periods every year leading to ill considered 

Cuts, uncertainty o f  personnel and difficulties in retention o f  skilled workers.

I am well aware that your job is a tough one-but here is my two cents.

Sincerely,

Anne E.. Kinter

Cc: Reps. Hudson, Kcrttula, Murkowski, Rokeburg, Sen..El,rm
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Purposive changes in alcohol policy do not only affect 
moderate or non-dependent drinkers: 

a l c o h o l  p o l i c y  c h a n g e s  o f t e n  e s p e c i a l l y  a f f e c t  
p r o b l e m a t i c  d r i n k e r s

Some examples of differential effects of dramatic alcohol 
policy changes:________________________________

Country, date, 
policy change

change in 
total
consum ption
in next year

change in alcohol problem  indicators

indicator change in 
next year

Denmark. 1917: 
huge increase in 
spirits taxes, some 
increase in beer 
taxes

-76% cases o f  DTs (Delirium  
Tremens)

chronic alcoholism deaths

-93%

-83%

Sweden. 1955: 
abolition o f  
motbok  (alcohol 
rationing)

25% cases o f  DTs 438%

Finland. 1969: 
beer into grocery 
stores

46% deaths from alcohol- 
specific causes

58%

Russia. 1985-88: -34%* deaths from alcohol- 
specific causes

-54%*
less availability in
anti-alcohol
campaign

•^comparison 1987 vs. 1984. Change in total consumption includes 
estimated change in unrecorded consumption.

Sources: Denmark: Bruun et al., 1975
Sweden: Norstrom, 1987
Finland: Osterbcrg, 1979; Tryggvesson et al., forthcoming 
Russia: Shkolnikov & Nemtsov, 1997; Leon et al., 1997

~ l ) e J.JUOC'*-' Q  QCJLs .
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MAR-15-2002 FRI 11:57 dll BROUN JUG ADMINISTRATION FOX NO. 907 562 3008

To: Semite Finance Committee
CC: Sara Wright, secretary
From: lid O 'Neill / Brown Jug, Inc.
Date: U3/15/02
Re: W O RK ING  TOGBTHF.R

Brief summary of an Alaskan small business
.Started in the Alaska nlcohol industry in 1937 as a family business.
Awarded national retailer of the yeur 1967, beverage retails category; with community involvement, a 
key point.
Brought the beverage-training course (TAM) to Alaska, pushed it along until it became stalo law.
,Shared and implemented original law limiting beverage alcohol to the bush.
Cl c tiled a way o f empowering all Anchorage licensees to assess a $ 1,000 civil penally on minors 
entering a beverage alcohol establishment; no w state law.
Spearheaded ARBR  A Group “Anchorage Responsible Beverage Retailers Association" which funds 
•$ 6,000+ each year o f beverage related trash pick-up, managed by Brown Jug. Please note attached 
memo dated 12/19/01.
Points for consideration after noting Tax Free "Beverage o f Choice" mentioned in ARBRA  
memo. (I .ots of physical evidence and photo’s to prove horrific severity of issue)
J) Cost of social problems and management of wishful solutions is way up,
2) Consumption of "Legal" alcohol beverage use has leveled in comparison.
3) Wanting to slmrc with beverage industry solutions or potential solutions to manage problem is 
rate i f  ever.
4) The industry is and w ill always be generous with material as well as management skill: and 
solutions that Include accountability for all concerned. (Charging for CSC pick-ups etc. etc.).
5) Working together fur a constructive plan comes first. This tax issue as concocted now is u 
waste o f valuable lime.
6) People are close to death or dying with empty mouthwash bottles all around them and nothing 
is being done to control access to a product that has a higher alcohol proof lliun wine and hcer. W illi 
all the money being spent on administrative expenses, why aren’ t some of these administrators going 
out on the sheet untl doing one on one intervention. Then we might nciually see some good being 
done with the money llml is spent.
1 have been blunt, with may offend some, hut I am tired of tho second class treatment this industry 
receives after putting forth a lot of effort.
The problem is purely social one wc should all be working on together,
Singling out one industry i.s a ht/.y excuse; gmher then constructive creative dialog wc must nil share 
for intelligent responsible ideas nnd solutions.
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A K K R A
A N C H O R AG E RESPO N SIBLE  BEVERAGE RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

MojhIjits.

Lawcli Shinn 
fid O'Neill 
f< ob Klein
Drown Jua, Inc.
S-m.WISVJP»

77m Sclvaqo 

?n%?uUciuor 
Cleon Peloicoo
Joyco lliir.clonri •
CARRS / safoway • Tonnane Clean-up (tliankslo Bean's cafe' for the casual labor at 57.00 per hour)

Memorandum 

Date: 12/19/01
to: ARBRA Members and Associates 
From: Ed O'Neill

 Com m u n ity  C ou n c i l  A R BR A  P re s e n ta t io n s , (display the ARBRA Carr's vests'
'"(presenter - do not forget the timely "good neighbor" soft drinks and cookies I!)

Mihu lllow ll
J-ir.k MullunkJirp
Fred Me ycr jt;<n?co
S i id iy l  Thnmpr.Jh
S n irit o f  A laska  irj own
Ilk tiucy
Tosoro 2  GoCuaru
C.vrdi fiMOy 
Alltno fln rn y
Miry runner 
M-Vvm fjUlk
Value Liquor2«<IKM
Onryi Oivh  
W ilF .nm  Express• 73 3310

Aasncliitps
Jettn McMonamir.
Calais Company, Inc.

Pacc Jonos 
Can AD

Siir.rniJn Ernouf
C o llo y  & A s s o c ia te s

S lrm i O estlin rd iny
Cold Cache Dingo

An aggressive "ARBRA" effort is and continues to be made policing cleanup after tho street people / panhandling / inebriate problem city Wide. Approximately four tons of trash/a// types) has been picked-up and hauled to the dump this season by ARBRA crows,
• Mouthwnsh (becoming the beverage of choice; no law or tax to deal with this Issue)
Our efforts to limit & / or cutoff sales to those we feel are abusing the product by their behavior has resulted In 40% (160 units) of alcohol rotated trash being mouthwash this past season. Primary source arc Mid'Town big box stores with minimal control on it's solo. Please note tho average alcohol proof Is 20° for Wine, 12° for Ico Beer, 80Q for Liquor and 54° proof for Mouthwash at S2.17 a 1.5 Liter plastic btl. (cheapest, deadliest affect).
* Underbrush (thanks to stalo, city and private owners (or cloarlng permission)

• r  •

Drinking camps have proven to bo a serious danger t<5 the Inebriates and tho surrounding neighborhood due to behavior and unsightly conditions. The removal of underbrush has been effective. We've addressed New Seward and Northern Lts., 10th and E Street alloy, Ngrth Star School, Naturo Trail, Barrow at 27th, North of Carr's Huffman, North of Valuo Liquor on Dimond and Centennial Park off Muldoon.Underbrush removal was completed across from Aurora Villago Center in lato May. Underbrush removal will be a major focus in Spring north of FIrewced on the east sido of A Stroet with wood chipping & follow-up clcan-up wherever needed on tho above.
«Panhandlers (thanks to St Francis House and the "tokens for food donation boxes")
Before the panhandling begins on any given day; they’re being well fed and clothed in this more than generous City and State. When tho panhandling starts; they'll receive an abundance of cash in a very short tirno to fulfill their alcohol needs from store customers with good intentions, ending in a devastating result 
(share photo's). In order to discourage money lor panhandlers, St. Francis food tokens are available at the members cash-out counter donation box. It's niso encouraged to suoplement the token with a snack food item when panhandlers are in tho area. The main focus is a public awamess of not giving cash to Inebriates.Food pick-up, 3710 East 20th Ave. (bus route H45). Open Mon.-Thru. 1 -4pm.

Jnhn Jownnkt
N o rlh w ln d  Ftofrlgoralian

Leo ynn S ch n b u n  
USKtf

* HQJL TINE addrosslng the above problems and solutions: Ed <§> 563-3815 X2P5.
Sincere thanks to all members and associates for covering the above costs; and especially Muni's Fred Fulgencio Community Work Service Programs guidance and his able-bodied crew.
Team Spirit, For A Safor, Friendlier, Appealing City!

Ed O'Neill Brown Jug, Inc.
2 0 7  Crist N o rthern  L igh ts nivd. S u ite  200 A nchorage. A laska 09503" 
(907) 27/1*3305 Fnx (307) 27 4-42 50



A la sk a  S tate  C h am b er o f  C om m erce

Position 2002 - 4 

Opposing an Increase in Alaska’s Alcohol Excise Tax

The Ah; ka State Chamber o f  Commerce opposes an increase in the Alaska Aleohol Excise 'fax 
until a comprehensive solution to the State's fiscal problems is adopted by the legislature.

Rationale:
The Alaska State Chamber h. ; always advocated for responsible fiscal policy at the state level. 
At the same time, our state continues to have a serious and growing fiscal problem. All 
businesses and economic sectors can play a part in the overall solution, but arbitrarily singling 
out individual sectors o f the economy for tax increases without first addressing the underlying 
issues necessary to balance the state's budget is poor public policy.

Beverage alcohol is already the most heavily taxed consumer product in the United States and 
Alaskans currently pay some o f the highest beverage alcohol taxes in the nation. Current 
legislative efforts to increase excise taxes on alcohol products by more than three hundred 
percent (300%) are unreasonable and will do nothing to cure the stale's alcohol problems. While 
Alaska's alcohol problems deserve attention, it is an issue best addressed in a comprehensive 
manner, not just through tax increases.

Alaska’s constitution prohibits revenues from being dedicated fora specific purpose. That means 
that higher alcohol taxes will go into the genc al fund where they can be spent on unrelated 
items. One has only to look at how the state is spending the tobacco settlement money to know 
that it is going for government operations, not smoking prevention, as intended.

The Alaska Stale Chamber is concerned that lax increase proposals will seriously jeopardize the 
future o f many small businesses, which play a vital role in our state's economy. Both nationally 
and locally, the hospitality industry is reeling from the current economic slow down as fewer 
Americans travel, dine out or entertain outside the home.

ADOPTED

November 1. 2001

BY BY
Pamela La Bolle 1 lelvi Sandvik
President Chair



The label “ 10 cents per drink” is a deception by proponents o f  an alcohol tax 
increase, because it implies the cost o f  a drink for the consumer’s purchase w ould  
only increase b_ a dime. This ignores the sales process that takes p lace between  
the imposition o f  the alcohol tax upon entering the state and the products final 
destination to an Alaska Consumer. Such unrealistic logic would im ply that a ten 
dollar increase in the cost o f  a ton o f  iron ore would only raise the cost o f  a n ew  
car by ten or twenty dollars.

Like the many business costs that impact the price o f  a car, from raw ore to the 
showroom floor, there are many costs that determine the price o f  a drink.

The state controls the sale o f  alcohol beverages to the public in two legal modes, 
o ff  premise (retail liquor stores) and on premise (restaurants, bars, and clubs).
These businesses operate from the profits produced in the “mark-up” o f  beverage 
alcohol that they purchase and sell. The distributors that would first see the 
alcohol tax also operate on a mark-up. A s a general marketing principal, all 
business operates this wry. Government is the only business that is not required 
to generate a profit in order to continue its existence. Various mark-up 
percentages are involycd by each different business that buys or sells the newly 
taxed alcohol. Before the consumer has a sip!!

State law requires that a “drink” be sold for consumption in licensed, on premise 
business. How does the new tax increase affect the cost to consumers in bars and 
restaurants? After the distributor bumps that dime up ten or fifteen percent, the 
on premise business must try to average a twenty percent pour cost. This means . 
they must charge five times the cost o f  the alcohol in establishing the sale price or 
the drink. “A HUGE MARK”, you cry? What business are you in? Retail 
furniture has higher mark-ups. What do you suppose the mark-up is on those 
crafts and trinkets that the tourists buy? What does it take to keep your business 
profitable? The bar business is very expensive to get into, very labor intensive to 
operate, and requires large space and promotion cost. To support all this cost and 
expense, the owner relies only on mu drink sales dollar.

Twenty percent pour cost

D r i n k  S a l e s  D o l l a r 15% fixed cost
o n o /  a 1 AAn|



From the 15% gross profit, the bar owner must pay other operating expenses like 

taxes and insurance, advertising and promotions, improvements and replacements, 

and debt service. A successful business might return 2%-5% net profit from 20%  

average pour cost on alcohol beverage sales.

If all alcohol beverages could be purchased at the same cost and marketed with 

the same 20% pour cost at sale, the “ten cent drink tax” would be fifty or sixty 

cents added to the bar customers drink. Unfortunately, the many types and prices 

o f  alcohol beverages further complicate the sales price. In order to average 20%  

and maintain competitive and marketable products; the bar must put a much lower 

mark-up on expensive, “top sh elf’ items, in order make them sell.

The less expensive “well drinks”, draft beer and other items must have a higher 

mark-up to provide the profit percentage that will bring average pour cost in al 

around 20%. The “ten cent drink tax” will raise the cost o f  these items to the bar 

owner by the highest percentage, because it is set by volume. The sixty dollar 

case o f  generic vodka now costs the bar ninety dollars. A fifty percent increase in 

the cost o f  the most high volume, high profit item the bar sells. A  thirty dollar 

increased cost in the four hundred dollar case o f  scotch doesn’t impact quite as 

greatly.

When the on premise business owner examines his sale dynamics after the “ten 

cent drink tax” lakes effect, he will find that he must raise his drink prices $1.00 

to $1.50 to keep his business profitable. How will this 25%-30% consumer cost 

increase affect sales in a business that has seen steady declines for ten years?

When our summer visitors come,how will our prices compare to their hometown 

down south? Thi tax will have drastic impacts on our tourist and hospitality 

markets.



|P\vcl; Objection to Alcohol Tax Hill j

Subject: [Fwd: Objection to Alcohol Tax Hill]
Date: Thu, 14 Mar 2002 08:54:54 -0900

From: Senator Dave Donley <Scnator_Dave_Donley@legis.slale.ak.us> 
Organization: Alaska Slate Legislature

To: Mindy Rowland <Mindy_Rowland@legis.statc.ak.us>

Subject: Objection to Alcohol Tax Bill 
Date: Wed, 13 Mar 2002 15:48:58 -0900 

From: "Lowell Shinn" < lshinn@brownjug.aIaska.net>
To: "Alan Austcrman (E-mail)" <Senalor_Alan_Austennan@legis.state.ak.us>, 

"Dave Donley (E-mail)" <Senator_Dave_Donley@Iegis.state.ak.us>,
"Donny Olson (E-mail)" <Scnator_Donny_Olson@legis.stale.ak.us>,
"Gary Wilkcn (E-mail)" <Senalor_Gary_Wilken@legis.statc.ak.us>,
"Jerry Ward (E-mail)" <Scnator_Jerry_Ward@lcgis.stalc.ak.us>,
"Loren Leman (E-mail)" <Scnaior_Lorcn_Leman@legis.statc.ak.us>,
"Lyda Green (E-mail)" <Scnator_Lyda_Green@lcgis.state.ak.us>,
"Lyman Hoffman (E-mail)" <Scnator_Lyman_Hoffman@lcgis.stale.ak.us>, 
"Pete Kelly (E-mail)" <Scnator_Petc_KelIy@legis.state.ak.us>

Dear Senator,

I ob ject to  the proposed e x c is e  tax in crease  and the a d d itio n a l SB 347 
p ro v isio n  £ u th o riz in g  product s p e c i f ic  sa le s  taxation  by m u n ic ip a lit ie s .

A 300% in crea se  in  any tax i s  not fa ir  or reasonable. Could any of your 
b u sin esses  stand th is?

In creasirg  beer taxes to 591% o f the n ation a l average, wine taxes to 
460% o f the n a tio n a l average and liq u o r  taxes to 508% o f the n ation a l 
average, i s  not reasonable.

Why should Alaskans have to  pay f iv e  to s ix  tim es more in  a lco h o l tax 
than the r e s t  o f the country?

On top o f the s t a t e  ta x es , the SB 347 opens the flood  gate t Dre 
m unicipal ta xes on a a lready h ea v ily  taxed product. I f  you aj_e going to 
allow  product s p e c i f ic  s a le s  taxes on a lco h o l, then why not fa t  foods 
too? VJhere does the government stop  try in g to l e g i s la t e  m orality?

P lease vo te  a g a in st SB 347.

Lowell Shinn 
President 
Brown Jug, Inc.

I of I 3/1•1/02 8:55 AM
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I Fwd: SB 447|

Subject: [Fwd: SB 447]
Date: Thu, 14 Mar 2002 08:54:20 -0900

From: Senator Pave Donley <Senator_Dave_Donlcy@lcgis.stale.ak.us> 
Organization: Alaska S.ale Legislature

To: Mindy Rowland <Mindy_Rowland@lcgis.stale.ak.us>

I imagine th ere w i l l  be a couple more of th ese .

Thanks,

Sara

Subject: SB 447
Date: Wed, 13 Mar 2002 18:19:42 -0S00 

From: Joel Kadarauch <jkadarauch@Odomcorp.com>
To: "’Senator_Davc_Donley@legis.statc.ak.us’" <Scnator_Davc_Donley@legis.statc.ak.us>

Dear Senator Donley,
I a p p rec ia te  the com plexity and d i f f i c u l t y  o f the f i s c a l  dilemma 

cu rren tly  fac in g  the Alaska le g is la tu r e .  A 300% e x c is e  tax in crea se  and 
accompanying p ro v isio n  to a llow  unlim ited  m unicipal s a le s  taxes or a lc o h o lic  
beverages as provided in  SB 347 however i s ,  in  my op in ion , beyond a 
reasonable component o f any so lu t io n .

I tr u ly  b e lie v e  th at the H o sp ita lity  in d u stry  f e e ls  the need to  be 
c o n s tr u c tiv e ly  in vo lved  in  a compx'ehensive f i s c a l  so lu t io n . Every Alaskan  
should. However, the increm ental revenue produced by th is  b i l l  would; 1) 
provide next to  nothing in  r e la t io n  to the o v e r a ll  b i l l io n  d o lla r  gap, 2) do 
nothing to  d ir e c t ly  address the s o c ie t a l  problems a s so c ia te d  w ith the abuse 
o f a lco h o l, and, 3) most su re ly  produce d isa stro u s  e f f e c t s  f e l t  by a l l  
b u sin esses  and people w ith in  th is  in du stry .

Further, from my p oin t o f view  o f an "average" consumer, the $13.99  
case o f M iller  L ite  beer bought a t Safeway has the d is t in c t  l ik e lih o o d  of 
becoming a $25 purchase. S im ila r ly  r e su lt in g  in crea ses  on wine and s p ir i t s  
are even more "dramatic", and p a in t a far d if fe r e n t  p ic tu re  than the 
seem ingly innocuous "10 cen ts  a drink" sound-byte with which w e've a l l  been 
con d ition ed ,

A lask a 's f i s c a l  predicament- needs a so lu tio n  which although perhaps 
p ain fu l to  a l l ,  i s  eq u ita b le  to  a l l ,  as w e ll .  A th r e e -fo ld  tax in crea se  on 
a s in g le  and already h ig h ly -ta x ed  in du stry  would c e r ta in ly  be onerous, even 
i f  c o n s tr u c tiv e . And the fa c t  i s  th at i t  prom ises a b so lu te ly  no so lu tio n  at 
a l l .

S in cere ly ,

Jo el Kadarauch 
Odom Company &
Coca Cola o f Alaska

Joel Kadarauch 
j kadarauch@odomcorp. com

I of I 3/14/02 8:55 AM
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