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Mechanism of SSB excise taxes
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Disclaimer

• Data from studies using comparison communities (difference-in-
difference)
• Unless otherwise noted, figures are my own representations based 

on available data



City Cents per ounce Implementation date

Albany 1.0 April 2017

Berkeley 1.0 Mar 2015

Oakland 1.0 Jul 2017

San Francisco 1.0 Jan 2018

Cook County 1.0 Aug- Nov 2017

Philadelphia 1.5 Jan 2017

Seattle 1.75 Jan 2018

Boulder 2.0 Jul 2017



Revenues



Average annual tax revenues: $134M
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Beverages Prices $1.50
$1.62
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12-oz can of soda
$0.96  or  8¢/oz

8.4-oz energy drink
$1.85  or  22¢/oz

6 pack of soda
$2.88  or  4¢/oz

Relative size of tax is larger for cheaper items

$1.08 
12.5% increase

$1.93  
4% increase

$3.60
25% increase

Prices increase by 1¢/oz



1¢/oz

1.75¢/oz

13 & 15. Powell L, et al. Econ & Human Biology, 2020.





Beverage Sales $1.62
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Heterogeneity and Implications 
for Health Equity



Small non-chains Chains Small non-chains Chains

1. Bleich S, et al. Health Affairs, 2020.

18. Seiler B, et al. J Market Research, 2020.



‘Signaling,’ perceptions & 
confusion



Kaplan et al. Economic Inquiry, 2019.

SSB sales on Berkeley campus declined post-
election, but prior to price increases



Powell & Leider. JAMA Netwk Open, 2020.

Sales in Cook County rebounded post tax repeal



Is Berkeley special or was ‘signaling’ a spurious 
association?
• Grass-roots coalition
• Clear messaging
• Health focus (advisory board)

Falbe et al, 2020



Confusion about tax passing

Altman et al. Int J Env Res Pub Health, 2021. 

Tax passed, 
45%

Tax did not 
pass, 14%

No tax on 
ballot, 41%

1 year after tax passed

Proportion knowing tax passed



Complaints from customers

“At the beginning we had arguments with customers. They did not know 
about the tax and thought it was just our store charging more, and it got 
confrontational.” 

- Retailer, Berkeley Corner store 

Ponce J, et al. Prev Med Reports, 2019.



Confusion about who is taxed

• Nearly all low-income parents in focus groups were confused about 
how tax worked

“If they’re taxing the corporations, I think that’s a good thing... I 
think that they should be taxed because they are being harmful 
to us and to our community. But if they are taxing the 
consumer…?”

- UC Berkeley Student parent

Benesch et al, 2017



While retailers report minimal impact of SSB 
taxes on business…
• Among 103 randomly selected retailers in Bay Area taxed cities:

§ 70% of retailers reported no or minimal effect of tax on their business
§ 76% had no concerns about the tax
§ 54% thought there should be a statewide tax

Ponce J, et al. Prev Med Reports, 2020.

Results were consistent 
across store type and 

neighborhood income level



Retailers don’t know how tax revenues are being 
used
• Only 9% of retailers in taxed cities had heard about how revenues 

would be used

“It’s good for health, but I do not trust politicians. Where is the money going?”
- Retailer, Oakland Corner store

“The tax only benefits the government as the money goes to a general fund. The 
tax is only good if the money actually goes to childhood obesity, education, and 
health education.” 

- Retailer, Berkeley Corner store

Ponce J, et al. Prev Med Reports, 2020.



How SSB tax revenues are being 
invested



How cities allocated SSB Tax Revenues

• Document review

Krieger J ,et al. Prev Med Reports, 2021

• Most recent fiscal year

• 189 allocations from SSB tax 
revenues, totaling $133M



Average annual tax revenues: $137M
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Tax revenues and revenue allocations

$0.3M
$1.6M $5M

$10M
$16M

$23M

$0.3M
$1.9M $5M

$18M $20M

$0

$5

$10

$15

$20

$25

Albany Berkeley Boulder Oakland SF Seattle Philly

in
 M

ill
io

ns

Tax Revenues
Allocations in fiscal year studied

(in millions)

$78M$77M

$11M



We organized allocations into 3 major buckets

Human & 
Community

Capital, $90M

Health 
promotion, 

$37M

Tax Administration
& Evaluation, $7M

($ in millions)

67%

5%
28%



$90M invested in Human & Community Capital

Early 
Childhood 
Support, 

$58M

Improve 
Infrastructure, 

$21M

Economic & 
Human 

Development, 
$7M

Youth Development, 
$4M

• High school completion
• 4-year college
• Employment

African-American youth 6-10X 
more likely to drown

Job training provides workers 
substantial financial gains



   

 
  

 

         VOUCHERS 4 VEGGIES: EATSF 

San Francisco Economic Impact 

 
͞Afƚer I paǇ renƚ and all 

my other bills, I have 
exactly $5 to live on for 

ƚhe reƐƚ of ƚhe monƚh͙ƚhe 
EatSF program changed 

eǀerǇƚhing for me͘͟ 
 

EatSF Program Participant 
 
 

 

Vouchers 4 Veggies-EatSF is funded through the Department of Public 

Health, City and County of San Francisco, and other supporters. 
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$37M invested in Health Promotion

Access to 
Healthy 
Foods & 

Beverages, 
$17M

Physical 
Activity, 

$6M

General Health & 
Wellbeing, $6M

Health & Nutrition 
Knowledge, $3M

Prevent Chronic 
Disease, $3M

Reduce SSBs, $2M

Wellness Centers 
improve mental health 



Investments vary widely by city
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Investing in Equity
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Summary

• Net reduction in SSB sales of 20% or more in the largest cities
• Revenue allocations are consistent with intent of taxes
• Gaps:

§ Need to educate public on mechanism and benefits of taxes
§ Impact of taxes by baseline consumption
§ Substitution
§ Larger geography taxes
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Questions



• Extensive evidence from tobacco taxes: no loss of jobs overall
• No effect on jobs or economy in Mexico after 2 years of sugar tax
• No effect on employment in Philadelphia after 1 year of beverage tax
• Models predict a statewide tax in California would lead to small net job 

increase (+0.03%)

No negative economic impacts from taxes

Chaloupka F et al. Annu Rev Public Health, 2019.  Guerrero-López CM et al. Prev Med, 2017.  
Lawman HG et al. PLoS One, 2019.  Powell L et al. Am J Publ Health, 2014.

Money stays in 

the economy



Distributors paying $134M annually

City Annual 
Revenue

Tax (cents/oz) Population 
(000’s)

Philadelphia $77.7 million 1.5 ¢/oz 1,584
Seattle $23.1 million 1.75 ¢/oz 754
San Francisco $16.1 million 1 ¢/oz 882
Oakland $10.2 million 1 ¢/oz 443
Boulder $5.0 million 2 ¢/oz 106
Berkeley $1.6 million 1 ¢/oz 121
Albany $0.3 million 1 ¢/oz 20
Total $133.9 million

Krieger J et al. Prev Med Reports, 2021.
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Tobacco Tax 
example of 

local flexibility
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Healthcare savings & quality-adjusted life-years 
gained

Healthcare savings 
($billions)

Quality-adjusted life-years gained 
(millions)

Lee Y, et al. Circulation, 2020.

1 cent/oz tiered absolute sugar content

$53.2B

$105.0B

$14.5B



Revenues from national SSB tax

Lee Y, et al. Circulation, 2020.

1 cent/oz tiered absolute sugar content

Revenue Generated
($billions)



Health outcomes from 3 types of SSB tax

1 cent/oz tiered absolute sugar content

Lee Y, et al. Circulation, 2020.

Cardiovascular events averted
(millions)

Diabetes cases averted
(thousands)


