
Q2 Give us your thoughts on your answer to
the previous question.

Answered: 42 Skipped: 11

# Responses Date

1 This tax is completely avoidable to anyone who doesn't wish to pay it. Additionally, discouraging the consumption of
sugar is a major public health benefit.

5/31/2016 8:16 AM

2 It is the lesser of the two evils between this and the container tax. That said, I think both proposed taxes are
misguided. If the sugar tax works at cutting down the consumption of products that are so detrimental to health, the
moneys projected to be raised will obviously not happen, while the container tax would tax products that are health
enhancing for all.

5/28/2016 8:09 AM

3 People do not need sugary products Children today should be drinking water or mild Water is free There should be no
tax on bottles Phila is a very obese city There's are taxes on cigs and alcohol which is unhealthy Also the taxes to
homeowners are getting out of hand

5/27/2016 4:24 PM

4 Support the mayor 5/27/2016 3:44 PM

5 Sugar causes obesity and other health problems. Taxing drinks with sugar would, hopefully, result in a decrease in
consumption, especially by children. This is in itself, a great reason to support the tax.

5/27/2016 10:12 AM

6 Two objects, change of diet and needed funding. The alternative does not address the diet issue. Shame on you
Blondell.

5/27/2016 9:42 AM

7 As a parent raising young children in the city I am furious over the marketing of this proposal as a "grocery tax" that
will almost double prices. WE HAVE AN EPIDEMIC OF POOR EDUCATION FOR OUR YOUNG PEOPLE IN THIS
CITY. That is marketing that I would WELCOME seeing around town. I applaud Mayor Kenney for taking the initiative
to make this historic step on our children's behalf.

5/27/2016 8:20 AM

8 While supporting quality early childhood education, this tax could also have the benefit of addressing the obesity
epidemic.

5/27/2016 5:07 AM

9 Both taxes are regressive. 5/27/2016 1:41 AM

10 Sugary drinks are not a necessity, nor are they healthy. If you want to drink them fine. But why not tax them? Wine
gets hit with a hefty tax (and red wine has some heart health benefit unlike coca cola). It is important to find funding for
pre-school and those opposed to this tax has offered no suggestion on how these funds could be raised.

5/26/2016 11:07 PM

11 Sugary drinks make people sick. Calling it a grocery tax is offensive as no one needs sugar to survive. 5/26/2016 10:43 PM

12 This bill is heads you win, tails you win. It is estimated to better cover the cost of universe pre-k, which will provide
better education for children not only in those early years, but down the road after the children have a stronger
educational foundation than they would otherwise have. Alternatively, the tax leads to a reduction in consumption of
sugary drinks. Obesity rates and health care costs go down. It is a win win.

5/26/2016 9:45 PM

13 3 cents might go through - get the rest later 5/26/2016 9:41 PM

14 A thoughtful linking of proposed income for schools with taxing products that lack nutrition and contribute to the obesity
epidemic. The other proposal is neither focused nor rational.

5/26/2016 8:59 PM

15 I agree with the CCRA observations that the container tax will impact healthy beverage choices. I feel the Philly
version of the sugar drink tax de-emphasizes the negative health consequences of the sugary drinks. This tiptoe-ing
around the consequences is almost racist in its effort to not offend. And the Teamsters and small store owners won't
be affected if people choose to purchase diet drinks or water or milk instead. A broader container tax, on the other
hand might affect them.

5/26/2016 8:34 PM

16 The tax on bottles is a tax on everyone and an outrageous amount of money. The sugary drink tax is something
people can avoid and benefit their health at the same time. And, it raises money for the benefit of Philadelphians who
need it most.

5/26/2016 8:33 PM

17 It will fund sorely needed early education. As a side benefit, it will Discourage the consumption of sugary drinks which
are a health menace.

5/26/2016 7:40 PM

18 Only this solution addresses both the health aspects and programming 5/26/2016 6:48 PM
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19 2 cents an oz also might be considered; a container tax won't produce the revenue needed or the health benefits of
the sugar tax; maybe for environmental reasons, also require deposit for cans & bottles to be paid at purchase,
returned when returned to store--some won't be ret'd but hopefully will go into recycling bins & not trash cans; city
should share the unreturned deposit revenue 50-50 with the stores but this won't produce sufficient revenue for
preschool & other needs

5/26/2016 6:08 PM

20 read Mark Biiterman's op ed in yesterday's NYT 5/26/2016 5:51 PM

21 It's all an indictment of failed federal policies. 5/26/2016 5:40 PM

22 Sugar-added drinks are a major cause of obesity and problems related to being overweight (e.g., diabetes). Even is
the sugar tax changes people's behavior, thus eliminating the source of the pre-K funding, I prefer this tax to one that
would also tax more healthful beverages.

5/26/2016 5:07 PM

23 Philadelphians are already excessively taxed. 5/26/2016 4:56 PM

24 It makes sense 5/26/2016 4:48 PM

25 If this is a way to help people curb the very unhealthy consumption of sugary drinks I am for it. The container bill
would penalize everyone for all drinks - even healthy ones - which is not fair.

5/26/2016 4:47 PM

26 Nobody has to buy sugary drinks. They do have to buy milk and plain juices. And Pre-K is very important. 5/26/2016 4:39 PM

27 This tax could help reduce diabetes and also reduce tooth cavities in children 5/26/2016 4:32 PM

28 I do not think there should be a tax on all non-reusable containers. There is no other way to purchase necessary
beverages for household use such as water, milk, or juice. However, I do not consider beverages such as soda or
sweetened drinks to be necessities; in fact they are harmful. So taxing them might discourage people from buying
them and if they insist on buying them anyway it will produce revenue.

5/26/2016 4:24 PM

29 The sugary beverages tax not only raises the revenue needed, but it should also reduce diabetes and heart disease,
together with their associated costs.

5/26/2016 4:18 PM

30 It will reduce poverty and improve health at the same time. It also provides new jobs. The Administration's assumption
about reduced consumption of 55% combats the argument that there will not be sufficient funds over time. No one is
forced to pay it. They can choose other drinks. Federal agricultural subsidies make soda & other sugar products very
low to begin with. The sugar tax will actually enable us to seriously address poverty by improving education instead of
just moaning and wringing our hands-and NEVER ACTUALLY DOING ANYTHING ON THE SCALE NEEDED!!! The
container tax requires a tax on necessities like water, the sugar tax does not increase these prices. The container tax
will not generate enough funds.

5/26/2016 4:15 PM

31 At least allow me choose not to sin, drink sugar, than plane old add another tax on us. Our leaders are corrupt and
inefficient none of this is needed if they would do their job, along with the inefficient city workers. Collect past due
taxes silly.

5/26/2016 4:15 PM

32 This tax will have the added benefit of changing the diets of residents in an attempt to reduce obesity and diabetes,
especially in children.

5/26/2016 4:10 PM

33 The problem with obesity and diabetes is as important as the need for Pre-K education. Like cigarettes, you can
continue to practicle unhealthy habits, but a tax is levied.

5/26/2016 3:55 PM

34 raises money for pre-k AND promotes health (like a big tax on cigarettes) 5/26/2016 3:53 PM

35 Makes more sense to tax the soda, itself. 5/26/2016 3:48 PM

36 The bill is a win/win. Money for schools and discouraging consumption of sugary drinks. 5/26/2016 3:44 PM

37 Our schools need the money and it is the least regressive tax that Phikadelphia can enact. 5/26/2016 3:37 PM

38 CCRA put it aptly - why tax healthy necessities. Burdening everybody (including the poor) Soda / Sugary drinks are a
problem that we all pay for in the end. Anything that can be done to curb their consumption helps EVERYONE in the
end. In other words if the poor consume less sugar and their is less diabetes - it will help everyone long term. Health
care is a huge public expense.

5/26/2016 3:36 PM

39 Sugar is really an evil substance. Think diabesity!! Anything we can do to reduce its use is a benefit to society. Using
the $$ to support pre-K, all the better. It is NOT a regressive tax! It is a use tax. Not all bottled beverages are
unhealthy, why tax them the same way??

5/26/2016 3:36 PM

40 We have a diabetes epidemic and an obesity epidemic. These drinks are like tobacco. 5/26/2016 3:34 PM

41 Currently money would go towards Pre-K, rec centers, and pensions. That is too diffused. Put all money to schools,
Pre-K and regular. Perhaps rec centers but distant second, which are encouraging active lifestyles and would tie in
with the 'sugar' tax. Pensions don't belong in this mix. Find some other funding for this.

5/26/2016 3:33 PM
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42 Philadelphia is not an island. Both of these taxes will simply encourage residents to shop outside the city and
businesses to locate outside the city. Philadelphia has many problems, but these taxes will exacerbate them by
reinforcing the city's already terrible reputation for taxing.

5/26/2016 3:32 PM
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