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{9) Its true people on lower incomes would feel the pinch from higher prices on sugary drinks. A 20%
tax on sugary drinks in Australla would cost people from low socioeconomic household about AS35
extra per year, But this i just AS4 higher than the cost o the wealthiest households. Importantly,

poorer households are likely to get the biggest health benefits and lon-term health care.
savings. What's more, the money raised from the tax could be targeted towards reducing health
inequalities,

Myth 2: Sugary drink taxes would result injob losses.
(10) Multiple studies have shown no job losses resulted from taxes on sugar drinks in Mexico and

the United States. This is in contrast to some industry-sponsored studies that try to make the case
otherwise.

(1) In Australia, job losses from such a tax are likely to be mirimal. The total demand for drinks by
Australian manufacturers is uniikely to change substantially because consumers would ikely switch
from sugary drinks to other product lines, such as bottled water and artificilly sweetened drinks.

(12) Despite industry protestations, an Australian tax would have minimal impact on sugar farmers. This
s because 809% of our locally grown sugar is exported. Only a small amount of Australian sugar goes
to sugary drinks, and the expected 1% drop in demand would be traded elsewhere.

Myth 3: People don't support health taxes on sugary drinks

(13) There is widespread support for a tax on sugary drinks from major health and consumer groups in
Australa. In adition, a national survey conducted in 2017 showed 77% of Australians supported a
tax on sugary drinks, if the proceeds were used to fund obesity prevention.

Myth 4: People willjust swap to other unhealthy products, 5o tax i useless

(14) Taxes, orlevies, can be designed to avoid substitution to unhealthy products by covering broad
range of sugary drink options, Including soft drinks, energy drinks and sports drinks. There s aso
evidence that shows people switch to water in response (o sugary drinks taxes.

Myth 5: There’s no evidence sugary drink taxes reduce abesity or diabetes

(15) Because of the multiple drivers of obesity, i’ cifficult to solate the impact of a single measure.

Indeed, we need a comprehensive policy approach to address the problem. That's why Dr. Muecke
s calling for a tax on sugary drinks alongside improved food labelling and marketing regulations.
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Towards better food policies

(16) The Morrison government has previously and repeatedly rejected pushes for a tax on sugary
drinks. But Australian governments are currently developing a National Obesity Strategy, making it
the ideal time to revisit this ssue.

(17) We need to stop letting myths getin the way of evidence-backed health policies. Let'slsten to Dr
Muecke — he who knows ail too well the devastating effects of products packed full o sugar.

Sacks, G, Zorbas, . & Backholr, K. (2020, January 29). Dot bfeve the myths —taving sugary drinks malkes us drink less of .
The Conversation. hits:ftheconversaton.com/ dont-beleve-te-myzhs-taing-sugary<rinks-makes-usdrink ess-of 1130694
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Source#3:;  Taxing sweet snacks may bring greater health benefits than taxing sugar-sweetened
drinks
By London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine

(1) Taxing sweet snacks could lead to broader reductions in the amount of sugar purchased than
similar increases in the price of sugar-sweetened beverages (5585), according to new research

[2) The research team from the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, the University of
Cambridge and the University of Oxford, estimate that adding 10% to the price of chocolate,
confectionery, cakes and biscits may reduce purchases by around 7% This s a similar outcome to
taxing S5Bs, where previous research suggests a 10% price rise can reduce purchases by 6-8%.

(3) Crucially, however, the study found that taxing sweet snacks could have knock-on effects on the
sales of other food items, reducing the purchase of soft drinks (by 0.6-0.8%), biscuits and cakes
(1.2%), and savoury snacks (1.6%).

(&) Thisstudy is an observational analysis and cannot explain why consumers change thei purchasing
behaviour but, although some uncertainty remains, the researchers say the associations observed
suggest that relevant poliies and future research should consider a broader range of fscal
measures to improve diet than is currently the case.

(5) Lead author Professor Richard Smith from the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine said:
"We know that increasing the price of sugar-sweetened beverages i likely to generate a small, but
significant, reduction in their purchase. However, there has been little research on the impact that
a similar price increase on other sweet foods such as chocolate, confectionery, cakes and biscuits
could have on the purchase of sugar. This research suggests that taxing these sweet snacks could
bring greater health gains and warrants detailed consideration.”

(6) This study, funded by the National Institute for Health Research Policy Research Programme, is the
fist to provide a direct analysis of the relationship between price increases and consumer demand
for snack foods across different income groups.

{7) Household expenditure on food and drink items were classified into 13 different groups and
‘examined in a national representative sample of around 32,000 UK homes. Purchasing was
‘examined overall and then compared across low-income, middle-income and hi
households. The data (from Kantar Worldpanel) covered a two-year period in 2012 and 2013, and
provided complete details of each sales transaction, in addition to social and demographic
information for each household. To estimate the change in purchasing, the researchers applied a
specialised tool for studying consumer demand.
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(8) The researchers found that increasing the price of sweet snacks led to a decrease in purchases and
may have wider effects on purchasing patterns, which they suggest could potentially bring.
additional benefits to public health. For example, increasing the price of chocolate snacks was
estimated to bring about significant reductions in purchases across most food categories, while a
price increase on biscuits showed a potential reduction in the demand for cakes (2.3%) as well as
chocolate and confectionary (1.75%).

(9) The potential effects of price increases were greatest n the low-income group. Increasing the price
of biscuits was linked to.a reduction in the purchase of chocolate and confectionery for the low-
income group (3% f price increases by 10%). No such reductions for the high-income group were
seen. Increasing the price of chocolate and confectionery was estimated to have a similar effect
across all income groups.

(10) Co-author Professor Susan Jebb from the University of Oxford said: "It impossible to study the
direct effects of a tax on snack food on consumer behaviour untilsuch policies are introduced, but
these estimates show the likely impact of changes in the price. These snacks are high in sugar but
often high n fat too and very energy dense, 5o their consumtion can increase the risk of obesity.
“This research suggests that extending fiscal polcies to include sweet snacks could be an important
boost to public health, by reducing purchasing and hence consumption of these foods, particularly
in low-income households."

(1) The authors acknowledge limitations of the study including the exclusion of purchases of foods and
drink bought and consumed outside of homes (e.g, in restaurants) which they say are likely to be
greater among higher income earners.

(12) An evaluation of efforts designed to reduce how many sugary drinks we consume shows some.
success in changing younger people's habits but warns they cannot be the only way to cut
consumption.

London School of Hyglen & Tropical Medicine. (2018, April 27) Taxing sweet snacks may bring greater health
benefits than taxing sugar-sweetened drinks. ScenceDaif.
itps//wwwscencedally.com/releases/2018/04/180427085228.htm
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Source#1:  Sugary drinks tax is working ~ now it's time to target cakes, biscuits and snacks
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By Gemma Bridge

A sugar tax on soft drinks has now been in operation in the UK for more than a year and results so
far seem to indicate it's working. But campaigners say more still needs to be done and that the next
target should be biscuits, cakes and snacks — many of which contain high amounts of sugar.

Such taxes have been implemented in 28 countries and 12 cities as of 2019 Initial results suggest
such taxes have the potential to reduce consumption of sugar and so may help to reduce obesity,
diabetes and dental decay in the future.

The number of people living with obesity has almost tripled over the past 40 years —and continues.
to rise. Obesity is increasing most rapidly in low- and middle-income communities. And this is
leading to a dual burden of malnutrition and obesity, when a population has both too much food
and not enough of the right foods.

Excess sugar consumption has been linked with increases in obesity and, as a result, the World
Health Organisation recommends that people should consume less sugar. Sugary drinks, such as
carbonated soft drinks, sports drinks and energy drinks, are one of the major sources of dietary
sugar, especially for children and adolescents. So they have become a key target for sugar reduction
—but more still needs to be done.

‘The UK picture
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In 2018, the UK became one of the latest countries to implement a tax on sugary drinks. But unlike
most other taxes that simply increase the price of products, the UK Soft Drink Industry Levy works
by encouraging soft drink manufacturers to reformulate and reduce the sugar content of their
products, This means that consumers do not have to change their purchase habits to benefit from
reduced sugar consumption.

These taxes can also make revenue that can be used to fund public health programmes such as
physical activity in schools or tooth brushing interventions.

Arecently published Public Health England report highlighted how the UK levy has indeed resulted
in reductions in the sugar content of sugary drinks —a 29% reduction per 100ml in retailer own-
brand and manufacturer-branded products. And it has also pushed consumers towards low or zero
sugar products.
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(8) But, that said, the sugar content of non-taxed drinks such as milkshakes and non-taxed sweet
snacks such as biscuits and cakes remains high. Indeed, a team of researchers at Queen Mary
University of London found that 97% of cakes and 74% of biscuits contain unnecessary amounts of
sugar. This means that the consumption of sugar (at least in England) s still a major problem.

(9) This is despite voluntary sugar reduction nitiatives that were implemented to encourage
manufacturers of sweet drinks and snack products to reduce sugar content by 20% by 2020, These
initiatives have resuted in a reduction of sugar in some products (showing that tis possible) but
almost no change in others, highlighting the limitations of voluntary industry self-regulation.

Snack taxes

(10) Sugary drink taxes have the potential to reduce sugar consumption. And in the longer term,
especially if combined with “snack taxes”, may also help to reduce obesity and diabetes —as
supported by a recent study published in the British Medical Journal. But there are a number of
bariers to the implementation of more sugary drink and snack taxes globally.

(11) Opposition from the well-resourced and powerful food and drink sector, and associated lobbyists, is
a critical barrier. Their arguments against taxation include:

« Obesityis a condition of individual responsibility, so education and increased physical activity
should be encouraged rather than taxation.

« Taxationis “regressive” meaning that it affects lower socioeconomic groups more than those in
higher socioeconomic groups.

 Taxes can resultin profit and job losses, negatively impacting the economy.

(12) These arguments, which are targeted both at the government and the public, are similar to those
used by the tobacco industry against tobacco taxation. And these arguments are pushed directly at
meetings with policy makers and indirectly via the media.

{13) Industry groups also argue against taxation and have influenced food policy globally, for example by
funding and conducting research sed to support or oppose health policies, or by becoming

members of nutrition research panels that advice policy makers.

Reducing obesity
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(14) But on top of taxes, governments do have other options. Actions such as better labelling and the
restriction of junk food advertising can make a difference. But itis not just governments who.
should be responsible for reducing sugar consumption. Everyone has a role to play, including the
private sector and wider society.

(15) Retailers, for example, could reduce the promotion of high sugar products in favour of healthier
alternatives. And schools or community centres could increase the provision of quality nutrition
education. Ultimately, this is a societal problem and so it needs a societal solution.

(16) And while taxing sugar and sugary drinksis not going to prevent obesity, diabetes and dental decay
overnight, these taxes do have the potential to reduce the sugar content of products on the
shelves. They can also help to generate revenue and spark conversations that may lead to changes
in social norms around sugar, changes that can make a big difference to the health and wellbeing of

‘millions of people.

Bridge, G. (2019, October 1). Sugary drinks tax s working—now I's time to target cakes, biscults and snacks. The Conversation.
https://theconversation.com/sugary-drinks-tax-&-working now-ts-time-to-arget-cakes-biscults-and-snacks-124325.
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Don't believe the myths — taxing sugary drinks makes us drink less of it
By Gary Sacks, Christina Zorbas, & Kathryn Backholer

(1) This year's Australian of the Year, Dr James Muecke, is.an eye specialist with a clear vision. He
wants to change the way the world looks at sugar and the debilitating consequences of diabetes,
which include blindness. Muecke is pushing for Scott Morrison's government (Morrison is the Prime
Minister of Australia) to enact a tax on sugary drinks to help make that a reality. Such a tax would
increase the price of soft drinks, uices and other sugary drinks by around 20%. The money raised
ould be used to fund health promotion programs around the country.

(2) The evidence backing his calls is strong.

(3) An evaluation of efforts designed to reduce how many sugary drinks we consume shows some
success in changing younger people’s habits but warns they cannot be the only way to cut
consumption.

‘Taes on sugary drinks work

(4) Several governments around the world have adopted taxes on sugary drinks in recent years. The
evidence is clear: they work.

(5) Last year, a summary of 17 studies found health taxes on sugary drinks implemented in Berkeley
and other places in the United States, Mexico, Chile, France and Spain reduced both purchases and
consumption of sugary drinks. Reliable evidence from around the world tell us a 10% tax reduces.
sugary drink intakes by around 10%.

(6) The United Kingdom soft drink tax has also been making headiines recently. Snce ts introduction,
the amount of sugar in drinks has decreased by almost 30%, and six out of ten leading drink
companies have dropped the sugar content of more than 50% of their drinks.

(7) In Australia, modelling studies have shown a 20% health tax on sugary drinks s ikely to save almost
AS2 billion in healthcare costs over the lifetime of the population by preventing diet related
diseases like diabetes, heart disease and several cancers. This s over and above the cost benefits of
preventing dental health issues linked to consumption of sugary drinks. Most of the health benefits
(nearly 50%) would occur among those living in the lowest socioeconomic circumstances. A 20%
health tax on sugary drinks would also raise over AS600 million to invest back into the health of
Australians.

S0 what's the problem?

(8) The soft drink industry uses every trick in the book to try to convince politicians a tax on sugary
drinks is bad policy. Here are our responses to some common arguments against these taxes:

Myth 1: Sugary drink taxes unfairly disadvantage the poor




