.
Comments on single-serve drinks containers

Cans of strong beers and ciders in single-serve cans that can not be resealed and that exceed the recommended daily allowance in our opinion give the drinker the least choice to drink sensibly? 
If the drinker likes the taste of a drink that falls into this category but wants to drink within the governments sensible drinking guidelines then how do you suggest they do that? By throwing away some of the drink. Even then there is no guarantee that they have thrown away the correct amount. 

The argument that this is comparable to the sale of party cans, large plastic bottles of cider, bottles of wine and bottles of spirits is at best misleading. Bottles that can be resealed after one drink and placed in a fridge or cabinet where their consistency and taste remains unaffected for many days, would allow drinkers to follow medical advice on alcohol consumption if they choose to. This can not be compared to single-serve drinks.
Party cans again allow for multiple people to be served and waste is expected since these types of cans are not served in bars but at house parties. If an adult wants to get drunk or drink irresponsible then that is their choice. The strong single-serve cans give no choice and we cannot think of a logical reason for these drinks to exceed the daily recommended alcohol allowance unless they are marketed to appeal to those people intent on getting drunk.
‘Rapid drinking’

Can someone please explain to us how a mouthful can constitute rapid drinking when a person takes a drink of anything their mouth will contain more than 20 mls; for example, when a person rinses their mouth with mouth wash the recommended amount to use in a single rinse is 20mls.

The necessary ingredient to achieve rapid drinking is volume and you need not look any further for this volume than lager, cider and Alco-pop bottles.
An attempt to overstate the importance of some of the weakest alcohol products i.e. test tubes and similar offerings in regard to irresponsible drinking is taking place. Has it not dawned on the Committee that much smaller containers restrict alcohol content?
Has it been represented to the public that one serving of a single can of strong lager is equivalent to drinking 14.81 test tube drinks (4 units divided by 0.27 units?).
The public are falsely under the impression that test tubes contain more alcohol than many products produced by the large breweries, and many small producers feel the large breweries foster this misconception allowing them to increase their sales by millions while the least potent products take the blame for society’s ills.
If you calculated the amount of tubes sold in any given week with all the companies that produce test tubes put together then you will find that this does not exceed 300 litres of vodka (alcohol equivalent) through the whole of the UK.
This must indicate that test tube containers are not in any way responsible for the country’s present alcohol related problems, and that you are making the subjective assumption that at some point they will be.
It therefore follows that the alcohol drinks related to this problem are presently sold in millions and our Company feels that the Portman Group’s time would be best served identifying them.    

The Portman Group has made no effort to inform and educate the public to these products which contain the least amount of alcohol of any drink in the market. This hardly deserves the disproportionate attention the Portman Group have bestowed on these types of products and it beggars belief that the Committee has excepted that a comparison can even be made between something that has been made purposely to exceed the average daily recommended intake of alcohol and those products that can be resealed, and in this I include spirits and bottles that have a way of being resealed.
We feel that an independent Queen’s Council appointed to instruct the Portman Group on legalities, fairness and competition laws regardless of perpetuated myths (alcohol potency) would be a well needed sign of the Portman Groups impartiality and its true intention to reduce the excessive amounts of alcohol consumed.
We did not think it was within the Portman Groups remit to appoint levels of priority to the products that big brewers produce. It is perfectly conceivable that a customer could purchase two tubes as their only alcoholic drink all-night and this would be considered by many health professionals as an acceptable amount of alcohol (0.54 units). Why there seems to be a difference for adults other than the amount of alcohol in a particular container i.e. an optic, a glass, and a test tube is bewildering. 
We did not think it was the Portman Groups purpose to tell adults what to drink but keep them informed on product information and protect them from misleading advertising.
Surely it is the Portman Group’s responsibility to correct any inaccurate perceptions the public may have, since this enables them to make more accurate decisions regarding their alcohol consumption.
We therefore suggest you publish comparison charts that are contextually understood by the puplic, for example.
500 ml can lager (type) 4 units


MALE DAILY

14.81 test tubes   (type) 4 units


RECOMMENDED
                                                 


AMOUNT OF ALCOHOL

Four whiskies     (type) 4 units

Two large glasses of wine (type) 4 units

One and half pints (type)   4 units
Test tube products has followed the Portman Group’s guidance on making the product unattractive to children since we recognise that alcohol content is irrelevant and appearance is paramount where children are concerned. However, this argument can not be used where adults are concerned where alcohol content is paramount.
Another matter that concerns us greatly is the association between alcohol, football and children. While the world cup was on the supermarkets used advertising to attract people to buy cases of lager to drink while watching the football. Children would have been present while their fathers watched the matches and must have associated watching the game with drinking and having a good time, to the degree, that one of the news papers published a picture of a small child holding a pint of lager.
The Company believes that it is impossible for the Portman Group to make considered evaluations on alcohol abuse without keeping statistical data.

Over the period May to August when the world cup was being played alcohol related crime doubled .Test tube products sales halved over this period indicating that when serious drinking is being undertaken a product that is low in alcohol content is not considered value for money (0.27 units for £2.00).
Small manufactures cannot enter the brewing market since size is a bar to entry, so we specialise in small containers and it is evident that what ever you put in a test tube it will be 25% less alcohol than contained in an optic.
The statistical data shows an increase in the sales of cans of lager and cider and the Portman Group’s prospective should be to see if the (beer manufacturers) increase in alcohol sales
Correlates with the increase in alcohol related crime.
The proposed restrictions on test tubes will not affect the profits of any large manufactures however, any restrictions on beer, cider and alco-pops would.
We find it curious that the products that contain the least amount of alcohol and have the smallest distribution receive the most attention while those that contain considerable more alcohol and have the greatest distribution receive none. Is the Portman Group implying that if we increase the size of our container, and by doing so increase the alcohol content, that this would be better for adults.       

Recommendations
It is essential for the Portman Group to define rapid drinking i.e. the amount of alcohol consumed over what period. Rapid drinking constitutes human behaviour i.e. you can rapidly drink anything the way the Portman Group uses the phrase. It would be helpful if you could define this term for instance; if you drink a can of lager in 5 minutes is that rapid drinking?
And the Portman Group seems to use subjective values instead of objective facts. Objective fact and statistical data might actually help the Portman Group achieve its mandate.
We recommend that no single-serve container, including optics and pints of beer contains no more than 3 units of alcohol, and this being the same for all companies regardless of their size. 
For instance a single short of vodka 25ml should not be ignored, while a test tube of vodka for instance, which contains 25% less vodka, which could be poured into a  glass and unlike the glass can be resealed is treated differently.
However we do agree that products made by any company should not have references on their packaging or promotional material to speed drinking e.g. slammer, shot  

We also think that small companies should have seats on the Portman Group so we can witness the dynamics between the big manufacturers and the rule making body.
