SUBMITTED BY: Dee I. Myers, Baker City, OR, 541:%-2036
As a citizen and Oregon Liquor Store owner
OLCC Liquor Agent Store #1036-La Grande
OLCC Liquor Agent Store #1092-Baker City

RE: SB 1559

DATE: February 3, 2014

I would like to have you consider my testimony agaiSB 1559 as it is currently written.
Critical Concerns:

= Any plan that puts hard liquor on open shelvesige grocery shelves without
direct control over access is an invitation to theft bpaons and ease of supplying
minors by adults. Over the last 12 years, Oregmworked hard to reduce
underage drinking and it has been successful.
= Small business in Oregamill be hurt by this model.
o Liquor stores in Oregon are privately owned andehasen being
operating for many years on a very small margimrénily about 8.8%).
To stay in competition with off-premise licensees, will need to keep
our prices at the minimum set by OLCC. If thatpris 8.8% or less
above the wholesale cost to us, we will not be &bkurvive the loss of
sales to those stores, and we cannot predict dtledel the price over
wholesale would need to be for us to offset thst tevenue.
o0 Oregon craft distillers will lose shelf space. Pfemise licensees will be
maximizing margins by shelving the top selling pro. Without the
exposure now provided in liquor stores, Oregontatistillers will have a
difficult time staying in business.

Alternatives:

The system works very well as it is. It is undéhyethe most efficient system for
wholesaling and distributing liquor in a mannertthvides accessibility to over 2,000
products to every corner of Oregon, while providingemarkable revenue stream to the
State. Private business could not do betterodtdcbe done, but the cost to the consumer
would be higher, product diversity would be limit@ad personal service would diminish.

If our purpose is truly to provide more accessdostmers, we should utilize the existing
system including the liquor stores to expand abditg without jeopardizing small
businesses or public safety and without increasdrginistrative burden and cost beyond
the benefit provided by additional sales due to éx@ansion. Some bold ideas:

= Allow any “store” to become a off-premise licendgemeeting the typical
requirements and:
o If over 5,000 square feet, liquor must be either nonsatie or in a
separately partitioned area that restricts entranttee same manner as a
liquor store [Rationale: Under 5,000 square &iotes have more ability



to provide supervised sales of alcohol, much lkisteng non-exclusive
liquor stores. Larger stores need to be able tieerdwectly supervise the
liquor area to prevent theft and control salesisthly intoxicated
consumers. Think about it: as a society we deterdito “confine”
tobacco sales, but we are willing to put liquor ontthe shelves. A
product that doesn’t result in DUI is restrictedf b product that can
result in DUI and lethal overdose is out on thdsee]
= Sell the liquor to the “stores” through existinguor stores. The infra-structure
exists in the dispenser sales system currently. uSed to the “stores” with an
8.8% discount and let them put their own pricelanliquor.
= Encourage existing liquor stores to expand operatity developing off-site sales
centers that are extensions of the existing stdtes utilizes the market
knowledge of the local liquor store owner whileoaling some small level of
autonomy to a highly restricted entrepreneurship.

We have a good system. In fact, | doubt that peiesterprise could do a more efficient
job, but our public doesn’t realize how the systeally works. Most people think liquor
store owners are government paid employees andhéh&tate is “making all the
money.” If liquor store owners can act more likesiness owners, they system will be
perceived less as a government operation and nkera government supervised
operation.

If I could be of any assistance in the developneéiat responsible modernization plan,
please call on me.

Respectfully submitted,
Dee I. Myers



