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Executive	Summary	
The	 Ohio	 Craft	 Brewers	 Association	 commissioned	 a	 study	 to	 determine	 the	 economic	

impact	of	its	craft	brewing	industry	on	the	state	of	Ohio	in	2015.		The	analysis	was	done	in	

collaboration	with	The	Ohio	State	University	and	the	Brewers	Association.		Relevant	sales,	

employment	and	expenditure	data	were	collected	from	Ohio	craft	breweries	using	an	on-

line	 survey.	 	 The	 percentage	 of	 transactions	 that	 occurred	 beyond	 Ohio,	 or	 leakage	

estimates,	were	also	estimated.		Using	IMPLAN,	an	input-output	model,	the	total	economic	

output	 for	Ohio	 craft	 breweries	was	 determined	 as	well	 as	 direct	 and	 indirect	 employee	

salaries	and	 the	economic	multiplier	effect	 for	craft	beer.	 	The	 following	 is	a	summary	of	

key	findings	from	the	study	for	2015:	

• The	Ohio	craft	beer	 industry	has	a	1.7X	multiplier	effect	on	the	state’s	economy.		

For	every	$1	of	industry	production,	the	State	gets	$1.70	in	total	economic	impact.	

• Based	 on	Ohio	 brewery	 and	 brewpub	 sales,	 expenditures,	 and	 employment,	 the	

craft	brewer	industry	yielded	total	economic	benefits	of	$702.0	million	in	output	

in	2015.			

• There	were	 135	 breweries	 and	 brewpubs	 operating	 in	 the	 state,	which	 directly	

employed	1520	full-time	workers	and	1240	part-time	workers.		Including	indirect	

jobs,	there	was	an	estimated	3727	FTE	employees	across	the	state.	

• Total	direct	and	indirect	income	for	Ohio	workers	was		$141,500,000.	

The	 Ohio	 craft	 beer	 industry	 has	 a	 positive	 impact	 on	 the	 state’s	 economy.	 	 It	 has	 been	

experiencing	 steady	 growth	 over	 the	 past	 few	 years	 and	 produces	more	 than	 1,230,000	

barrels	of	product	annually.		At	least	38	new	establishments	had	filed	for	brewery	permits	

in	2016	indicating	continued	growth.		Ohio	is	poised	to	become	a	leader	in	craft	beer.		The	

future	of	Ohio’s	 craft	 beer	 industry	 could	be	 further	promoted	with	 some	key	 legislative	

changes	including:	

• Updating	 franchise	 laws	 to	 better	 balance	 the	 relationship	 between	 small	 craft	

breweries	and	distributors.	

• Review	and	update	existing	regulations	to	allow	craft	brewers	to	better	market	to	

their	customer	base	through	social	media.	

• Decreasing	start-up	costs	 for	smaller	craft	breweries	to	be	more	in-line	with	the	

other	states.	
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The	Growing	Craft	Beer	Industry	
	

Craft	 brewers	 have	 transformed	 the	 US	 beer	market.	 	 The	 craft	 beer	 industry	 has	 been	

experiencing	double	digit	organic	growth	 for	nearly	a	decade.	 	 In	2015,	 the	US	craft	beer	

market	 saw	 a	 12.8%	 increase	 in	 sales	 volume	 despite	 the	 fact	 that	 overall	 the	 US	 beer	

market	was	down	0.2%	(Kell,	2016).	 	 In	major	cities	across	 the	US,	craft	beer	 is	claiming	

more	and	more	retail	shelf	space.		Cincinnati-based	Kroger	is	responding	to	the	increase	in	

supply	and	demand	of	craft	beer	by	adding	20-30%	more	beer	cold	storage	in	their	stores	

(Eaton,	2015).		This	enables	the	grocery	retailer	to	capture	more	value	from	the	craft	beer	

market	that	has	gone	from	niche	to	mainstream.		The	industry	landscape	for	craft	beer	has	

also	changed	from	a	few	entrepreneurs	in	the	1980’s	to	more	than	4000	businesses	across	

the	country	in	2015.	 	Small	and	independent	breweries	collectively	added	more	than	$55	

billion	 to	 the	 US	 economy	 and	 supported	 more	 than	 420,000	 direct	 and	 indirect	 jobs	

according	to	a	study	conducted	by	the	Brewers	Association	in	2014.		

	

Large	commercial	brewers	such	as	Anheuser-Busch	and	MillerCoors	dominated	the	market	

and	 retail	 shelves	 for	decades.	 	However,	 current	 trends	 in	 the	market	 show	a	definitive	

shift	 in	 consumer	 preferences	 as	 demand	 for	 domestic	 light	 lagers	 such	 as	 Budweiser,	

Coors,	Miller	Light,	and	Busch	has	fallen	continually	over	the	past	several	years.			AB-In	Bev	

has	seen	a	steady	decline	in	both	market	share	and	beer	produced	in	the	US	since	2008	and	

reported	 another	 1.7%	 loss	 in	 retail	 sales	 in	 2015	 (Brown,	 2016).	 	 Moreover,	 organic	

growth	 for	 domestic	 light	 lager	 companies	 in	 the	 US	 has	 all	 but	 disappeared.	 	 	 Larger	

players	have	switched	strategies	for	growth	to	buying	smaller	craft	beer	brands.		A	notable	

example	of	these	acquisitions	was	the	purchase	of	Goose	Island	Brewery	in	Chicago	by	AB-

InBev	in	2011.		More	recently,	Constellations	Brands,	an	international	producer	of	alcoholic	

beverages,	acquired	Ballast	Point	Brewing	for	$1	billion	in	2015	(Kell,	2015).	 	The	size	of	

the	deal	is	an	indicator	of	the	economic	importance	of	craft	beer	to	the	beverage	industry.		

While	 these	 mergers	 strategically	 help	 commercial	 brewers	 retain	 market	 share	 and	

reduce	 operational	 costs,	 there	 can	 be	 negative	 economic	 impacts.	 	 For	 example,	 the	

monumental	 merger	 between	 AB-InBev	 and	 MillerCoors	 is	 predicted	 to	 cause	 a	 3%	

reduction	 in	 the	workforce	 as	 plants	 are	 shuttered	 and	 production	 operations	 are	made	
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more	efficient	(Mickle	and	Norman,	2016).			That	is	a	loss	of	thousands	of	production	jobs,	

not	including	administrative	and	sales	positions.	

	

Craft	 beer	 is	 being	 recognized	 as	 a	 growing	 industry	with	 potential	 to	 positively	 impact	

state	 and	 local	 economies.	 	 States	 such	 as	 New	 York,	 North	 Carolina,	 Florida	 and	

Pennsylvania	are	changing	regional	legislation	to	lower	barriers	to	market	entry.			Ohio	has	

made	strides	to	pass	legislation	that	supports	the	craft	beer	industry.		Currently,	there	are	

more	than	185	craft	breweries	across	the	state,	and	there	is	at	 least	one	craft	brewery	or	

brewpub	in	41	out	of	88	counties	across	Ohio	(Figure	1).		Furthermore,	there	are	38	more	

breweries	 pending	 permit	 approval	 in	 late	 2016	 according	 to	 the	 Ohio	 Department	 of	

Commerce.	 The	 rapid	 growth	 has	 been	

spurred	 by	 a	 change	 in	 legislation	 that	

lowered	 a	 major	 hurdle	 for	 many	

brewery	 owners.	 In	 2011,	 House	 Bill	

243	 was	 passed,	 which	 allowed	

breweries	 to	 sell	 beer	 by	 the	 glass	 on-

premise	 without	 having	 to	 purchase	 a	

secondary	 permit	 (Kasich	 and	

Goodman,	 2012).	 	 The	 ability	 to	

establish	 taprooms	 made	 it	 easier	 for	

craft	 breweries	 to	 attract	 and	 build	 a	

customer	 base	 as	 well	 as	 sell	 their	

product	at	a	higher	margin.		In	2013,	Ohio	enacted	a	bill	that	reduced	the	start-up	costs	for	

new	brewery	operators.		Prior	to	this,	brewery	owners	had	to	pay	close	to	$8000	annually	

in	permit	fees	to	brew	and	serve	beer	samples	on-premises.		A	new	permit	category,	A1-C,	

was	created	that	allowed	breweries	producing	less	than	31	million	gallons	per	year	to	both	

produce	and	serve	beer	for	a	much	lower	$1000	annual	fee	(Crowell,	2013).	Since	2008,	the	

number	 of	 craft	 breweries	 in	 Ohio	 has	 increased	 350%	 from	 38	 breweries	 to	 134	

establishments	 in	2015.	 	Moreover,	production	has	 increased	 from	892,262	barrels	 to	an	

estimated	1,230,379	barrels	in	the	same	time	period	(Figure	2).	

	

Figure	1:	Number	of	Breweries	by	County	
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Figure	2:	Craft	Beer	Production	and	Breweries	in	Ohio	between	2008-2015	

	

	

Economic	Impact	of	Ohio	Craft	Breweries	

	
With	each	new	brewery	and	brewpub	that	opens,	Ohio’s	craft	beer	industry	creates	more	

jobs	and	more	revenue	for	the	state.		As	the	industry	continues	to	expand	production,	other	

secondary	markets	will	be	impacted	such	as	construction	and	agriculture.		To	estimate	the	

economic	 impact	 of	 the	 small,	 independent	 craft	 breweries,	 the	 Ohio	 Craft	 Brewers	

Association	 contracted	 a	 study	with	 The	 Ohio	 State	 University,	 which	was	 completed	 in	

partnership	with	the	Brewers’	Association.		The	Ohio	craft	beer	industry	was	evaluated	for	

2015	 to	 determine	 the	 impact	 on	 direct	 jobs,	 sales	 revenue,	 expenditures,	 payroll	 and	

benefits	as	well	as	distribution	channels	and	future	reinvestments.	
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Methodology	

	
An	on-line	survey	was	developed	 to	collect	 relevant	data	 from	craft	breweries	as	well	 as	

estimate	 percentage	 of	 transactions	 that	 occur	 beyond	 Ohio,	 or	 leakage	 estimates	

(Appendix).	 	The	economic	 impact	of	Ohio’s	craft	beer	 industry	has	been	estimated	using	

IMPLAN	 software	 supplied	 by	 the	 Brewers	 Association.	 	 IMPLAN	 uses	 an	 input-output	

model	 to	 estimate	 multiplier	 effects	 of	 craft	 beer	 production,	 sales	 and	 employment	 on	

other	industries	within	Ohio.	 	The	study	only	included	independent	craft	breweries	in	the	

state	of	Ohio;	large	domestic	breweries	were	not	included.	

	

Fifty-four	businesses	responded	to	the	on-line	survey.		Respondents	represented	breweries	

of	 different	 sizes	 and	 business	 models	 from	 across	 the	 state	 and	 self-reported	 their	

organizations	 as	 either	 a	 brewpub	 or	 production	 brewery.	 	 	 Data	 was	 categorized	 by	

brewery	 type	 and	 size	 (Table	1).	 	 A	picture	 of	 an	 average	 craft	 brewery	was	 created	 for	

each	category,	and	then	models	were	applied	to	all	non-respondents	to	create	an	estimate	

of	overall	impact	for	the	full	universe	of	Ohio	craft	breweries	(134)	that	were	in	operation	

in	2015.		The	survey	data	was	verified	or	supplemented	by	secondary	information	collected	

from	public	sources.	

	

Direct	Economic	Impact	
Survey	 data	 was	 modeled	 to	 be	 able	 to	 estimate	 sales	 and	 expenditures	 for	 all	 Ohio	

breweries	 dependent	 on	 jobs,	 payroll,	 brewery	 expansions,	 brewery	 start-ups	 and	

production	 levels.	 	 After	

analyzing	survey	results,	

it	 was	 determined	

brewery	 sales	 were	

strongly	 correlated	 to	

production	 levels,	 total	 employees	 and	 total	 full	 time	 employees.	 	 Expenditures	 were	

correlated	 to	 total	 payroll	 and	 if	 the	 brewery	 completed	 an	 expansion	 project	 in	 2015.		

Using	the	determined	relationships,	the	direct	economic	impact	of	Ohio’s	independent	craft	

breweries	 could	 be	 assessed.	 In	 2015,	 the	 independent	 craft	 breweries	 in	 Ohio	 are	

Table	1:	Number	of	Breweries	by	Size	and	Type	in	2015	
Size	(bbl/yr)	 Brewpub	 Brewery	
<500	 15	 50	
>500	and	<	5000	 17	 41	
>	5000	 1	 11	
Total	 33	 102	
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estimated	 to	 have	 supported	 2,760	 full	 and	 part-time	 jobs,	 which	 included	 production	

brewers,	 servers,	 positions	 in	 sales	 and	 distribution,	 and	 general	 administrators.		

Collectively,	 these	 positions	 garnered	 more	 than	 $43,850,533	 in	 salary.	 	 Taproom	 and	

restaurant	servers	made	up	the	majority	of	 the	part-time	positions	at	66%.	 	For	 full-time	

jobs,	 positions	 in	 the	 brewery	 made	 up	 the	 largest	 percentage	 at	 28.5%.	 	 A	 complete	

breakdown	 of	 estimated	 number	 of	 jobs	 by	 type	 is	 provided	 in	 Table	 2.	 After	 applying	

model	 estimates	 for	 individual	 breweries	 to	 all	 non-respondents,	 total	 sales	 and	

expenditures	 for	 the	 independent	 breweries	 were	 estimated	 to	 be	 $411,311,462	 and	

$345,566,527,	respectively.			These	totals	include	transactions	within	and	outside	of	Ohio.	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

IMPLAN	Analysis	and	Overall	Economic	Impact	for	Ohio	
	

To	determine	the	overall	direct	and	indirect	economic	impact	of	the	craft	beer	industry	on	

the	state	of	Ohio,	sales	and	expenditures	that	occurred	within	the	state	were	estimated	

from	the	survey	model	and	entered	into	IMPLAN	software.		IMPLAN	is	widely	accepted	

economic	model	that	is	based	on	national	industry	data	and	county-level	economic	data.			

For	this	study,	aggregated	sales,	expenditure	and	salary	data	were	entered	into	IMPLAN	

industrial	sectors	that	interact	with	craft	beer	organizations	(Table	3).		From	the	input-

output	model,	it	is	estimated	that	Ohio	craft	beer	industry	has	an	economic	multiplier	of	

1.7X.		For	every	dollar	injected	into	an	Ohio	craft	beer	business,	$1.7	dollars	will	be	

returned	to	the	state’s	overall	economy.				

	

Table	2:	Estimated	Total	Employees	by	Category	2015	
Position	 Full-Time	 Part-Time	
Brewer/Cellar	Worker	 433	 145	
Server	in	Restaurant/Taproom	 346	 822	
Salesperson	 259	 71	
Distributor	 248	 36	
Administrator	 87	 64	
Other	 147	 102	
Total	 1520	 1240	
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Based	on	Ohio	brewery	and	brewpub	sales,	expenditures,	and	employment,	the	craft	

brewer	industry	yielded	total	economic	benefits	of	$702.0	million	in	output	in	2015.		Craft	

brewers	directly	employed	2,760	employees	in	2015,	and	based	on	IMPLAN	analysis	total	

direct	and	indirect	employment	for	the	industry	was	3727	FTE	jobs.		Total	direct	and	

indirect	income	for	Ohio	workers	was	estimated	to	be	$141,500,000.	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

		

Analysis	of	Survey	Respondents	
	

Sales	and	Expenditures	within	Ohio	

	

The	on-line	survey	collected	information	from	breweries	regarding	sales	and	expenditures	

made	outside	of	 the	state,	methods	of	distribution,	 current	 capacity,	planned	expansions,	

and	 benefits	 offered	 to	 employees.	 	 For	 the	 purpose	 of	 analysis,	 small	 breweries	 were	

defined	 as	 those	 producing	 500	 barrels	 less,	 annually.	 	 Mid-sized	 breweries	 produced	

between	500	and	5000	barrels	per	years;	and	large	breweries	produced	greater	than	5000	

barrels.	 	 Based	 on	 the	 fifty-four	 survey	 responses,	 nearly	 all	 sales	 of	 independent	 craft	

breweries	occur	within	the	state	of	Ohio	for	brewpubs,	small	and	mid-sized	breweries.		On	

average,	 these	beer	producers	 indicated	2%	or	 less	of	all	sales	occur	out-of-state.	 	Larger	

breweries	have	some	sales	outside	of	Ohio	in	neighboring	states;	on	average,	12.5%	of	sales	

occur	beyond	state	borders.		Expenditures	outside	of	the	region	are	much	higher	indicating	

Table	3:	Aggregated	Direct	Economic	Impact	Factors	for	2015	
Position	 Value	
Total	Sales	 $411,311,462	

Sales	in	Ohio	 $373,330,371	
Total	Sales	in	Ohio	(Beer/Cider	Only)	 $319,980,148	

Beer/Cider	Sales	On-Premise	 $62,404,348	
Beer/Cider	Sales	Self-Distributed	 $97,094,212	

Beer/Cider	Sales	Wholesale	 $160,481,588	
Total	Expenditures	 $345,566,527	

Expenditures	in	Ohio	 $173,203,285	
Expansion-Related	Expenditures	 $56,100,000	

Total	Salary	 $43,850,532	
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supplies	 and	 equipment	 are	 being	 purchased	 from	 across	 the	 country	 and	 around	 the	

globe.	 	 Based	 on	 survey	 responses,	 large	 breweries	 have	 the	 lowest	 percentage	 of	 their	

expenditures	 occurring	 within	 the	 state;	 on	 average	 45%	 of	 costs	 incurred	 were	 with	

vendors	from	within	Ohio.		Figure	3	provides	a	comparison	of	financial	transactions	by	type	

for	all	brewery	categories.	

	

Figure	3:	Percent	Sales	and	Expenditures	within	Ohio	by	Brewery	Category	

	

		

	

Distribution	Channels	

	

Survey	 respondents	were	 asked	 about	 distribution	 channels	 used	 to	 sell	 their	 beer.	 	 Not	

surprisingly,	 brewpubs,	 which	 follow	 a	 different	 business	 model	 than	 production	

breweries,	 sell	 the	 majority	 of	 their	 beer	 (85.6%)	 directly	 to	 customers	 on-premise.			

Moreover,	 beer	or	 cider	 sales	make	up	a	 smaller	portion	of	 total	 sales	 for	 these	 types	of	

businesses.		When	including	food	and	merchandise	sales,	beer	makes	up	42%	of	total	sales	

for	 brewpubs	 on	 average.	 	 Similarly,	 small	 breweries,	 which	 on	 average	 get	 84.7%	 of	
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revenue	from	beer	sales,	sell	the	majority	of	their	beer	direct	to	customers	on-premise	in	

taprooms.	 	 This	 emphasizes	 the	 importance	 of	 House	 Bill	 243	 to	 the	 growing	 craft	 beer	

industry	as	the	average	age	of	small	breweries	in	Ohio	is	2	years	and	the	median	age	is	1	

year.		Large	breweries	producing	5000	barrels	per	year	or	more	distribute	the	majority	of	

their	beer	through	wholesalers.		Based	on	survey	data,	on	average	67.3%	of	beer	made	by	

large	 craft	 breweries	 reaches	 retailers	 through	 a	 wholesale	 distributor.	 	 For	 mid-size	

breweries,	 distribution	 is	 more	 evenly	 spread	 across	 wholesale,	 on-premise	 and	 self-

distribution	(Figure	4).	

	

Figure	4:		Percent	Total	Sales	and	Distribution	Channels	by	Brewery	Type	

	

	

	

Current	Capacity	and	Planned	Expansion	

	

The	Ohio	craft	beer	market	shows	no	signs	of	slowing.	 	On	 top	of	 the	39	new	businesses	

that	opened	new	breweries	in	2016,	current	breweries	were	expecting	significant	increases	

in	production	 levels	 over	2015.	 	Averaged	 across	 all	 respondents,	 breweries	 expected	 to	

produce	 183%	more	 beer	 than	 the	 previous	 year.	 	When	 start-up	 breweries	 (<1	 year	 in	

operation)	were	removed,	production	was	still	predicted	to	increase	by	nearly	82%.		This		
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would	suggest	the	Ohio’s	craft	breweries	are	feeling	confident	that	demand	will	continue	to	

increase	in	the	coming	years.		To	meet	this	growing	demand,	the	Ohio	craft	beer	industry	is	

reinvesting	in	itself	and	expanding	capacity.	 	Twenty-two	respondents	indicated	that	they	

are	currently	operating	at	close	to	100%	capacity,	and	average	across	all	respondents,	the	

industry	 is	 operating	 at	 76.8%	 capacity.	 	 There	 are	 a	 few	ways	Ohio’s	 craft	 brewers	 are	

responding	to	capacity	thresholds.		Forty	of	the	survey	respondents	indicated	that	they	are	

planning	to	expand	their	brewery	operations	by	December	2017.		The	majority	expects	to	

expand	 capacity	 at	 their	 current	 locations	 (77.5%)	while	 a	 few	 breweries	 indicated	 that	

they	plan	on	moving	to	a	new	location	or	opening	an	additional	production	facility	within	

Ohio	(Figure	5).	 	Another	model	 for	managing	capacity,	either	an	excess	or	a	shortage,	 is	

contract	brewing.		Four	of	the	survey	respondents	currently	have	their	own	facility	but	are	

purchasing	

excess	capacity	

from	 other	

breweries	 to	

meet	 their	

production	

needs.	 	 Most	

indicated	 there	

are	 positives	

for	 both	 the	

buyer	 and	

seller	 in	 these	

arrangements.		

By	 sharing	

resources	

(labor,	materials)	with	the	production	facility,	both	entities	in	the	partnership	can	scale	up	

faster.			For	start-up	breweries,	purchasing	excess	capacity	is	a	way	to	get	to	market	sooner	

without	the	financial	burden	of	investing	in	brewery	equipment	or	facility	space.		It	is	a	way	

Figure	5:	Respondents	Expanding	in	Next	Two	Years	
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for	small	breweries	to	mitigate	risk	in	the	first	years	of	operation	while	building	a	customer	

base	and	generating	revenue.	 	Five	of	 the	survey	respondents	 indicate	 they	are	currently	

selling	excess	capacity	in	their	production	facilities.	

	

	

Employee	Benefits	

	

Forty-four	respondents	answered	the	survey	questions	regarding	employee	benefits.	 	The	

majority	of	the	responding	breweries	did	not	indicate	that	they	offered	employee	benefits.		

However,	 based	 on	 anecdotal	 information	 from	 the	Ohio	 Craft	 Brewers	 Association,	 it	 is	

likely	that	a	higher	percentage	of	Ohio	craft	breweries	do	offer	benefits	to	employees	or	are	

helping	employees	actively	manage	their	 individual	 insurance	coverage.	 	 It	was	known	to	

the	 OCBA	 that	 craft	 brewery	 owners	 had	 to	 navigate	 the	 recent	 policy	 changes	

implemented	 through	 the	Affordable	Care	Act.	 	 This	 implies	due	diligence	on	 the	part	 of	

craft	brewery	owners	to	support	their	employees.	 	 	Based	on	available	survey	data,	there	

was	no	correlation	between	age	of	 the	brewery	and	whether	or	not	 they	offered	benefits	

(Figure	 6).	 	 Other	 than	 discounted	 product	 and	 merchandise,	 the	 most	 offered	 benefits	

were	health	insurance,	paid	vacation,	dental	and	life	insurance.	

	

Future	of	Ohio’s	Craft	Brewing	Industry	
	

Ohio’s	 craft	 beer	 sector	 is	 ranked	 fourth	 in	 overall	 production	 compared	 to	 other	 states	

making	 over	 1,300,000	 barrels	 of	 beer	 in	 2015.	 	 According	 to	 the	 Brewers’	 Association,	

Ohio	has	1.71	breweries	per	every	100,000	adults	of	drinking	age	in	the	state	putting	Ohio	

26th	 on	 that	 metric.	 	 States	 that	 have	 more	 established	 craft	 beer	 industries	 such	 as	

Colorado	and	Oregon	have	7.28	and	7.72	breweries	per	100,000	people	over	21	years	old,	

respectively	 (Table	4).	The	Ohio	craft	beer	 industry	has	been	successful,	but	 there	 is	still	

much	room	for	growth.		Creating	more	conducive	business	environment	can	help	increase	

the	positive	economic	impact	craft	beer	has	on	the	state.	
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Figure	6:		Respondents	Offering	Benefits	and	Types	of	Benefits	Offered	
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Competitive	Landscape	and	the	Impact	of	Beer	Legislation	

	
As	 Ohio’s	 craft	 beer	 industry	 continues	 to	 grow,	 competition	 will	 not	 only	 come	 from	

within	the	state	but	also	from	out-of-state	players	looking	to	expand	their	customer	base.		

Ohio	breweries	will	have	more	competition	 for	consumers,	 retail	 shelf-space,	on-premise	

tap	 handles	 and	 room	on	distributors’	 trucks.	 	 The	 legislative	 environment	 can	 impact	 a	

state’s	 ability	 to	 keep	 and	 attract	 new	 breweries	 that	 will	 continue	 to	 add	 value	 to	 the	

economy.	 Figure	 7	 compares	 Ohio	 to	 New	 York,	 Pennsylvania,	 Kentucky,	 Michigan	 and	

Wisconsin	 in	 terms	 number	 of	 breweries	 operating	 between	 2008-2015	 (data	 sourced	

from	Brewers	Association).		Differences	in	growth	rates	can	be	seen	among	the	states	that	

can	 be	 linked	 to	 changes	 in	 regulations.	 	 	 Tables	 3	 and	 4	 provide	 information	 on	 the	

business	climate,	tax	climate,	beer	distribution	policies,	compounded	annual	growth	rates,	

and	 permitting	 fees	 by	 state.	 	 This	 allows	 for	 a	 comparison	 of	 business	 and	 regulatory	

environments	 for	craft	beer	operations.	 	A	more	 in-depth	 look	at	recent	 legislative	policy	

changes	that	were	implemented	between	2008	and	2015	and	their	impact	on	the	craft	beer	

industry	in	Ohio	and	states	within	the	Ohio	Valley	region	are	provided	below.	

	

New	York	

	

New	York	has	strategically	changed	legislation	in	recent	years	to	promote	growth	of	its	

craft	beer	industry.		In	2012,	two	bills	were	passed	by	the	State	of	New	York	that	lowered	

the	financial	risks	for	small	breweries	as	well	linked	craft	beer	to	a	strong	and	prospering	

agritourism	industry	(Hallenbeck,	2016).				The	first	bill	was	a	tax	credit	that	provided	

breweries	$0.14	per	gallon	for	the	first	16,000	barrels	produced.		After	that	threshold,	

breweries	received	$0.045	per	gallon	for	the	next	483,000	barrels	totaling	$745,000	for	the	

maximum	available	credit.		The	bill	also	exempted	small	breweries	(<1,5000	barrels	

annually)	from	paying	a	$150	brand	label	fee.		A	second	bill	passed	the	same	year	looked	to	

create	a	connection	between	the	growing	craft	beer	industry	and	New	York’s	strong	

agriculture	and	tourism	industries	(New	York	State	Senate,	2012).		A	new	Farm	Brewer	

license	was	created	that	encouraged	breweries	to	source	ingredients	locally.		Initially,	a	

brewery	that	sourced	at	least	20%	of	their	hops,	malts	or	other	ingredients	from	New	York	
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suppliers	were	afforded	the	privileges	to	sell	beer	by	the	glass,	have	taprooms,	operate	

retail	shops	and	restaurants,	and	sell	at	farmers	markets	without	secondary	permits.		

Similar	legislation	was	instituted	in	New	York	in	the	past,	which	led	to	sustained	growth	of	

wine	production	and	wine	tourism	in	the	state.		Legislators	are	hoping	to	repeat	the	

economic	success	of	the	New	York	wine	industry	with	craft	beer	and	initially	it	seems	

fruitful.		Between	2013	and	2014,	there	was	a	56%	increase	in	the	number	of	breweries	in	

New	York	(Figure	7).				It	can	be	argued	that	the	legislation	specifically	targeting	the	craft	

beer	industry	helped	brewers	prosper	despite	having	to	operate	within	a	tax	climate	that	is	

business	prohibitive	(Table	4).	Another	critical	piece	of	legislation	that	helped	support	the	

growth	of	New	York’s	craft	beer	industry	was	the	passing	of	the	Small	Brewers	Bill	(S1315)	

in	2012.		The	change	in	policy	allowed	small	brewers	to	end	contracts	with	distributors	

provided	that	the	brewer	could	show	just	cause	or	provided	fair	compensation	to	the	

distributor	based	on	market	value.		This	exemption	to	the	state’s	franchise	law	was	provide	

to	breweries	producing	300,000	or	less	per	year	and	whose	relationship	with	a	wholesaler	

makes	up	3%	or	less	of	that	distributor’s	total	business	(Griffo,	2012).	

		

Pennsylvania	

	

Pennsylvania	is	experiencing	growth	in	its	craft	beer	industry	similar	to	Ohio,	Michigan	and	

New	York.	 	 Small	 breweries	 are	 opening	 around	 the	 state	 and	 total	 number	 has	 jumped	

from	seventy-three	in	2011	to	one	hundred	and	seventy-seven	in	2015,	a	135%	increase	in	

establishments.	 	Historically,	Pennsylvania	has	limited	packaging	options	and	distribution	

routes	for	brewers.		For	years,	breweries	could	only	sell	beer	direct	to	consumers	in	kegs.		

House	Bill	242,	which	was	signed	into	law	in	2012,	allowed	breweries	to	sell	beer	direct	to	

consumers	in	any	size	package	including	growlers,	cans	and	bottles	(Everett,	2011).	 	This	

made	on-premise	sales	and	tastings	at	breweries	possible.		In	2015,	the	policy	was	adjusted	

again	 to	 allow	 for	 on-premise	 beer	 sales	 by	 the	 glass	making	 taprooms	 a	 possibility	 for	

breweries	 and	opening	up	 a	 sales	 channel	 that	 created	higher	margins	 for	 craft	 brewers	

(Board,	2014).			
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Figure	7:	Breweries	by	Neighboring	States	Between	2008-2015		

	
	

Michigan	

	

Michigan	has	 also	 implemented	 recent	policy	 changes	 to	help	grow	 the	 state’s	 craft	beer	

industry.	 	 In	 2014,	Michigan	 passed	 seven	 pieces	 of	 legislation	 that	 help	 craft	 breweries	

prosper	signifying	a	commitment	to	growing	the	industry.		A	significant	change	doubled	the	

maximum	 allowable	 production	 capacity	 from	 30,000	 barrels	 per	 year	 to	 60,000	 for	

operations	 classified	 as	 microbreweries	 (Brown,	 2015).	 	 For	 the	 small,	 independent	

breweries	producing	1,000	barrels	or	less	per	year,	these	businesses	were	now	allowed	to	

distribute	product	directly	to	retail	outlets.		To	encourage	the	creation	of	more	brewpubs,	

Michigan	legislators	allowed	owners	to	hold	and	operate	six	brewpubs	as	compared	to	the	

previous	 limit	 of	 three	 brewpubs,	 thereby	 increasing	 the	 number	 of	 opportunities	 for	

brewers	 to	sell	 their	beer	directly	 to	consumers	on-premise	 increases	profit	margins	per	

glass	of	beer.		A	supporting	policy	change	now	allows	Michigan	brewers	to	give	advertising	

items	 to	 retailers	 to	 help	 market	 their	 beer.	 	 Between	 2014	 and	 2015,	 the	 number	 of	

Michigan	breweries	increased	41%	from	145	to	205.	
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Ohio	

	

Ohio	legislators	have	taken	great	strides	in	the	past	five	years	to	help	boost	the	craft	beer	

industry.	 	 Overall,	 the	 state	 is	 small-business	 friendly	 and	 has	 been	 ranked	 9th	 in	 the	

country	 for	 creating	 an	 environment	 that	 helps	 small	 entrepreneurs.	 	 This	 is	 mostly	

dependent	on	the	investments	in	training	and	workforce	development	(Table	4).			As	stated	

before,	 in	 2011	 and	 2013,	 Ohio	 passed	 two	 significant	 pieces	 of	 legislation	 that	 helped	

lower	barriers	for	market	entry	for	small,	independent	breweries	by	creating	a	new	permit	

for	 small	 breweries	 that	 was	 a	 quarter	 of	 the	 price	 for	 the	 original	 beer	manufacturers	

licensing	fee.		Since	2011,	the	number	of	breweries	in	Ohio	has	increased	40%	each	year	on	

average.	 	 Moreover,	 Ohio	 has	 attracted	 Scottish-based	 BrewDog	 to	 build	 their	 US	

headquarters	 just	 outside	 of	 Columbus,	 OH.	 	 Along	 with	 regional	 incentives,	 a	 recent	

legislative	 change	 signed	 into	 action	 in	 2016,	 which	 removed	 the	 limit	 on	 alcohol	

percentage	by	volume,	improved	Ohio	breweries’	ability	to	better	compete	on	the	national	

level	(Eaton,	2016).		

	

Wisconsin	

	

Wisconsin	has	 a	 long	history	with	beer	production	 and	beer	has	been	part	 of	 the	 state’s	

identity	as	home	to	iconic	brands	including	Miller,	Pabst,	and	Schlitz.		Craft	beer	is	growing	

in	Wisconsin	as	well	but	at	a	 flatter	rate	 than	many	states.	 	Between	2008	and	2015,	 the	

number	of	breweries	increased	each	year	by	10%	on	average.		The	lag	in	Wisconsin’s	craft	

beer	industry	has	been	linked	to	2011	regulations	that	were	put	in	place	to	strengthen	and	

up-hold	 the	 three-tier	 distribution	 system	 (Ivey,	 2015).	 	 The	 change	 in	policy	prohibited	

establishments	 with	 liquor	 licenses	 from	 also	 having	 a	 brewery	 permit.	 	 There	 is	 a	

distinction	 between	 breweries	 and	 brewpubs	 in	Wisconsin,	 and	 there	 are	 limitations	 to	

both	business	models	 for	businesses	established	after	2011.	 	Brewpubs	are	permitted	 to	

sell	 wine	 and	 liquor	 on	 premise	 as	 well	 as	 produce	 beer	 on-premise.	 	 However,	 if	 a	

brewpub	looks	to	expand	production	through	contract	brewing,	the	business	would	have	to	

apply	 for	 a	 brewery	 license	 and	 lose	 the	 right	 to	 sell	 wine	 and	 liquor	 (Council,	 2011).	
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Breweries	that	look	to	add	or	partner	with	a	restaurant	establishment	as	a	way	to	create	a	

steady	customer	base	are	prevented	from	doing	so.		These	current	Wisconsin	policies	limit	

craft	brewers	 from	taking	full	advantage	of	market	opportunities	and	the	result	has	been	

slower	 growth.	 	 The	 entrepreneurial	 nature	 of	 craft	 beer	 requires	 more	 flexibility	 and	

balance	between	breweries,	distributors	and	retail	outlets.	

	

Kentucky	

	

By	comparison,	Kentucky’s	craft	beer	industry	is	lagging	behind	other	state	within	the	Ohio	

Valley	area.	 	With	0.75	breweries	per	100,000	adults	over	 the	age	of	21,	Kentucky	ranks	

45th	 in	the	nation	along	that	metric	(Table	5).	 	 It	has	one	of	the	higher	excise	tax	rates	at	

$0.83,	and	a	wholesale	tax	on	beer	that	was	11%	until	2014.				The	overall	business	climate	

puts	 Kentucky	 in	 the	 bottom	 third	 of	 all	 states.	 	 The	 three-tiered	 system	 is	 strongly	

supported	by	Kentucky	 legislators,	 and	breweries	are	not	 allowed	 to	 self-distribute	 their	

products;	breweries	must	go	 through	a	wholesaler.	Known	more	 for	bourbon	and	spirits	

than	beer	production,	there	are	24	total	breweries	in	the	state,	over	half	of	which	opened	

between	2013	and	2015.	Changes	to	legislation	impacting	the	craft	beer	industry	have	been	

less	 significant	 as	 compared	 to	New	York	 and	Michigan.	 	 In	 2014,	 a	 bill	was	passed	 that	

lowered	 wholesale	 tax	 on	 beer	 from	 11%	 to	 10%	 by	 2018	 (Kentucky	 Department	 of	

Revenue,	 2016).	 	 In	 2015,	 Kentucky	 reinforced	 the	 three-tiered	 distribution	 model	 by	

passing	 a	 law	 that	 prevented	 breweries	 for	 owning	 their	 own	 distribution	 company	

(Stumbo	et	al.,	2015).		While	not	lowering	any	current	barriers	for	growth	for	smaller	craft	

breweries	in	Kentucky,	this	did	level	the	playing	field	somewhat.		Large	domestic	breweries	

like	Anheuser-Busch	could	no	longer	dominate	distribution	channels.	
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asource	(Keating,	2016),	bsource	(Walczak,	2015),	csource	(US	Department	of	Commerce,	2015)	

	

	

Table	4:	Economic	Climate	Comparison	

	
Small	Business	
Policy	Indexa	

Overall	Index	
Tax	Climate	

Rankb	
Corporate	Tax	

Rankb	
State	Excise	Taxb	

($)	

2008-2015	
Nondurable	
Goods	CAGRc	

Alabama	 7	 28	 27	 1.05	 4.1	
Alaska	 25	 4	 30	 1.07	 2	
Arizona	 8	 23	 24	 0.16	 -0.4	
Arkansas	 37	 39	 40	 0.34	 5.1	
California	 50	 48	 34	 0.2	 -0.4	
Colorado	 11	 20	 12	 0.08	 2	
Connecticut	 44	 42	 32	 0.23	 -11.8	
Delaware	 36	 14	 50	 0.16	 1.8	
Florida	 5	 5	 14	 0.48	 3.9	
Georgia	 18	 36	 8	 1.01	 1.5	
Hawaii	 46	 30	 9	 0.93	 1.5	
Idaho	 29	 19	 21	 0.15	 3.4	
Illinois	 27	 31	 47	 0.23	 6.7	
Indiana	 10	 8	 22	 0.12	 3.7	
Iowa	 42	 41	 49	 0.19	 2.3	
Kansas	 21	 22	 38	 0.18	 5.6	
Kentucky	 34	 26	 29	 0.83	 4	
Louisiana	 22	 35	 23	 0.32	 2.8	
Maine	 41	 33	 45	 0.35	 -0.9	
Maryland	 40	 40	 16	 0.49	 3.7	
Massachusetts	 35	 24	 37	 0.11	 4.1	
Michigan	 12	 13	 10	 0.2	 4.2	
Minnesota	 47	 47	 44	 0.47	 3.7	
Mississippi	 17	 18	 11	 0.43	 1.4	
Missouri	 24	 17	 4	 0.06	 2.3	
Montana	 31	 6	 18	 0.14	 5.4	
Nebraska	 38	 29	 31	 0.31	 5.4	
Nevada	 1	 3	 1	 0.16	 3.1	
New	Hampshire	 32	 7	 48	 0.3	 2.4	
New	Jersey		 49	 50	 41	 0.12	 -2.9	
New	Mexico		 26	 38	 35	 0.41	 -0.8	
New	York	 48	 49	 20	 0.14	 1.1	
North	Carolina	 19	 16	 25	 0.62	 2	
North	Dakota	 14	 25	 19	 0.39	 5.6	
Ohio		 9	 44	 26	 0.18	 7.2	
Oklahoma	 20	 32	 7	 0.4	 -1.9	
Oregon	 43	 12	 36	 0.08	 3.7	
Pennsylvania	 30	 34	 46	 0.08	 2.2	
Rhode	Island	 39	 45	 43	 0.12	 5	
South	Carolina	 16	 37	 13	 0.77	 3.5	
South	Dakota	 3	 2	 1	 0.27	 4.1	
Tennessee	 23	 15	 15	 1.29	 4.2	
Texas	 2	 10	 39	 0.2	 6.5	
Utah	 13	 9	 5	 0.41	 6.7	
Vermont	 45	 46	 42	 0.27	 1.3	
Virginia	 15	 27	 6	 0.26	 5.3	
Washington	 6	 11	 28	 0.26	 1.6	
West	Virginia	 28	 21	 17	 0.18	 4	
Wisconsin	 33	 43	 33	 0.06	 4	
Wyoming	 4	 1	 1	 0.02	 -5.2	



Economic	Impact	of	Ohio’s	Craft	Beer	Industry	2015	
	 	

20		

asource	(Keating,	2016),	bsource	(Walczak,	2015),	csource	(US	Department	of	Commerce,	2015)	

	

	

Table	5:		Brewery	Industry	Environment	 	

	
Large	Brewery/Small	

Brewery/Brewpub	Permit	Fee	
Can	Self-
Distribute	

Total	Breweries	Per	
Capita	Rankd	

Total	Breweries/	
100,000	21+	Adults	

Alabama	 $1000/$500	 Yes	 46	 0.69		
Alaska	 $500/$1000	 No	 8	 5.28		
Arizona	 $600	 Yes	 31	 1.63		
Arkansas	 $250	 Yes	 37	 1.22		
California	 $1371/$171/$12000	 Yes	 23	 1.88		
Colorado	 $1425/$1600	 Yes	 3	 7.28		
Connecticut	 $1600/$400	 Yes	 34	 1.33		
Delaware	 $3000	 No	 20	 2.19		
Florida	 $3000/$500	 No	 42	 1.00		
Georgia	 $1000	 No	 47	 0.63		
Hawaii	 $1320	 Yes	 36	 1.23		
Idaho	 $100	 Yes	 10	 4.42		
Illinois	 $1500	 Yes	 25	 1.71		
Indiana	 $500	 Yes	 17	 2.46		
Iowa	 $500	 Yes	 15	 2.59		
Kansas	 $3200/$500	 No	 35	 1.27		
Kentucky	 $2500/$500	 No	 45	 0.75		
Louisiana	 $1000	 No	 48	 0.60		
Maine	 $1000/$50	 Yes	 5	 5.89		
Maryland	 $2750/$500	 Yes	 33	 1.38		
Massachusetts	 $10000/$500/$1000	 Yes	 27	 1.68		
Michigan	 $50	 Yes	 13	 2.88		
Minnesota	 $4000/$500/$500	 Yes	 14	 2.66		
Mississippi	 $1000	 No	 50	 0.37		
Missouri	 $250	 No	 28	 1.67		
Montana	 $700	 Yes	 4	 6.47		
Nebraska	 $800	 No	 16	 2.47		
Nevada	 $75	 No	 29	 1.65		
New	Hampshire	 $1200/$240	 Yes	 9	 4.47		
New	Jersey		 $1250	 Yes	 44	 0.78		
New	Mexico		 $3000	 Yes	 11	 3.06		
New	York	 $4000	 Yes	 32	 1.43		
North	Carolina	 $300	 Yes	 19	 2.23		
North	Dakota	 $500	 Yes	 30	 1.64		
Ohio		 $3406/$1000	 Yes	 26	 1.71		
Oklahoma	 $650	 Yes	 49	 0.51		
Oregon	 $500	 Yes	 2	 7.72		
Pennsylvania	 $1425	 Yes	 22	 1.89		
Rhode	Island	 $500	 Yes	 24	 1.80		
South	Carolina	 $400	 No	 40	 1.02		
South	Dakota	 $500	 No	 18	 2.31		
Tennessee	 $1000	 Yes	 39	 1.09		
Texas	 $750	 Yes	 41	 1.01		
Utah	 $3800	 Yes	 38	 1.16		
Vermont	 $285	 Yes	 1	 9.42		
Virginia	 $2215	 Yes	 21	 2.04		
Washington	 $2000/$100	 Yes	 6	 5.88		
West	Virginia	 $1000	 Yes	 43	 0.87		
Wisconsin	 $0	 Yes	 12	 2.90		
Wyoming	 $500	 Yes	 7	 5.47		
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Barriers	to	Growth	from	the	Ohio	Brewers’	Perspective	
	

Along	 with	 economic	 impact	 data,	 Ohio	 brewers	 were	 asked	 their	 opinion	 regarding	

barriers	 to	 growth,	 both	 legislative	 and	 operational.	 	 Respondents	 were	 asked	 to	 rate	

potential	 barriers	 such	 as	 excise	 taxes,	 permit	 fees,	 distribution	 regulation,	 and	 FDA	

regulations	 on	 a	 scale	 from	1	 (does	 not	 impose	 a	 challenge	 for	 growth)	 to	 9	 (imposes	 a	

great	 challenge	 for	 growth).	 	 Respondents	 differed	 in	 opinion	 on	 what	 were	 the	 most	

significant	 challenges	 to	 growth,	 and	 there	 was	 no	 observable	 correlation	 between	

rankings	and	age	or	size	of	brewery.		On	average,	the	most	challenging	legislative	barriers	

to	growth	were	distribution	contract	 regulations	and	 increased	quality	control	 standards	

and	 monitoring	 implemented	 by	 the	 FDA	 through	 the	 Food	 Safety	 Modernization	 Act	

(Table	6).		The	concern	with	distribution	

	

contracts	is	that	by	Ohio	law	brewers	have	to	provide	60	days’	notice	of	termination	when	

looking	to	end	a	relationship	with	a	wholesale	distributor.	Brewers	wanting	to	terminate	a	

distribution	contract	must	show	just	cause,	and	distributors	can	address	those	issues	in	the	

60-day	 window.	 	 This	 provision	 in	 the	 legislation	 can	 be	 perceived	 as	 providing	

wholesalers	with	more	 power	 in	 the	 relationship.	 	 	 Breweries	 that	 find	 themselves	 in	 a	

suboptimal	distribution	arrangement	may	have	a	difficult	time	resolving	the	issue,	leading	

to	increased	costs	and	lost	revenue.	 	Changes	to	the	Food	Safety	Modernization	Act	allow	

for	more	monitoring	and	 inspections	of	breweries	by	TTB	and	FDA	agents.	 	There	 is	also	

the	 possibility	 that	 by	 December	 2017,	 breweries	 will	 have	 to	 provide	 caloric	 and	

nutritional	information	for	retail	outlets.		Changes	to	legislation	will	require	restaurants	to	

Table	6:	Rating	of	Legislative	Barriers	to	Growth	
Position	 Rank	 Average	Rating	 Std.	Dev	
Distribution	contract	regulations	 1	 5.36	 2.85	
Increasing	quality	control	standards	and	monitoring		 2	 4.91	 2.18	
TTB	and/or	FDA	Regulations	 3	 4.80	 2.09	
Other	 4	 4.53	 3.66	
Federal	brewer	excise	tax	 5	 4.48	 2.40	
Franchise	law	 6	 4.34	 2.93	
Cost	of	permits	 7	 3.95	 2.34	
Brand	registration	fees	 8	 3.73	 2.15	
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display	nutritional	 content	of	beers	 they	 sell.	 	 If	 the	 responsibility	 falls	 on	 the	brewer	 to	

provide	that	information,	more	testing	and	product	validation	will	be	required.		These	costs	

could	be	onerous	especially	for	smaller	breweries.	

	

When	asked	about	operational	barriers	to	growth,	survey	respondents	differed	in	opinion,	

similar	 to	 their	 opinions	 on	 legislation.	 	 Again,	 there	 was	 no	 observable	 correlation	

between	 rankings	 and	 age	 or	 size	 of	 brewery.	 	When	 averaged	 across	 all	 responses,	 the	

most	challenging	operational	barriers	to	growth	were	increased	competition,	lack	of	access	

to	capital,	lack	of	a	properly	trained	workforce,	and	cost	of	ingredients		(Table	7).			Policies	

similar	 to	 those	 implemented	 in	 New	 York	 could	 address	 some	 of	 these	 concerns.		

Implementation	of	tax	credits	would	return	resources	back	to	craft	breweries	that	could	be	

reinvested	in	operations	and	improve	cash	flow.			

	

Some	 respondents	 suggested	 specific	 actions	 that	 could	 be	 implemented	 to	 encourage	

continued	growth	of	Ohio’s	craft	beer	industry.		There	was	an	expressed	concern	that	large	

domestic	 breweries	 in	 the	 state	 could	 continue	 anti-competitive	 efforts	 and	 block	

distribution	 channels	 for	 independent	 breweries.	 	 There	was	 the	 suggestion	 that	 permit	

fees	 for	 small	 breweries	 ($1000)	 were	 still	 prohibitive,	 especially	 compared	 to	 fees	 for	

wineries	($76).			Similarly,	it	was	suggested	that	there	should	be	a	serving	permit	class	for	

taprooms	 that	 is	 at	 a	 reduced	 rate	 for	 businesses	 that	 only	 serve	 products	 (liquor,	 beer,	

wine)	manufactured	in	Ohio.	 	This	 is	 in	 line	with	the	Farm	Brewery	permits	of	New	York	

and	 other	 states.	 	 Marketing	 through	 social	 media	 to	 promote	 events	 and	 reaching	

Table	7:	Rating	of	Operational	Barriers	to	Growth	
Position	 Rank	 Average	Rating	 Std.	Dev	
Increased	competition	 1	 5.48	 2.23	
Lack	of	access	to	capital	 2	 4.81	 2.37	
Lack	of	properly	trained	workforce	 3	 4.73	 2.35	
Cost	of	ingredients	 4	 4.44	 2.19	
Lack	of	market	access	 5	 4.11	 2.60	
Cost	of	FDA	label	requirements	 6	 4.02	 2.52	
Lack	of	available	brewery	equipment	 7	 3.93	 2.21	
Other	 8	 3.92	 3.15	
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consumers	 is	 currently	 limited	 by	 current	 policies.	 	 This	 cost	 effective	 communication	

method	would	be	valuable	to	small	breweries	with	limited	marketing	budgets.	

	

Suggested	Legislative	Changes	

	

Moving	forward,	some	of	the	most	critical	issues	that	could	promote	growth	and	increase	

the	positive	economic	impact	of	Ohio’s	craft	beer	industry	are	changes	to	franchise	law,	tax	

credits	 and	multiple	 permit	 types.	 	 Franchise	 laws	were	 enacted	when	 the	 beer	market	

looked	 very	 different.	 	 Large	 domestic	 breweries	 had	 supplier	 power	 and	 could	 dictate	

brewer-distributor	 relationships.	 	 Franchise	 laws	 were	 established	 to	 protect	 the	

distributor.	 	However,	 the	brewery	 landscape	has	drastically	 changed	and	 there	are	now	

many	more	small	breweries	that	produce	a	larger	variety	of	beer	styles	in	smaller	volumes.		

Current	 distribution	 laws	 hold	 the	 small,	 independent	 breweries	 at	 a	 disadvantage	 and	

limits	their	access	to	market.	Competition	among	distributors	is	also	stifled	by	the	current	

policies.	 Tax	 credits	 are	 critical	 for	 new	 breweries	 to	 increase	 access	 to	 resources	 and	

incentive	 reinvestment	 in	 the	 business.	 	 Increasing	 the	 types	 of	 permits	 beyond	 large	

capacity	and	small	capacity	breweries	would	allow	for	more	flexible	business	models	and	

make	it	easier	for	breweries	to	respond	to	change	in	customer	demands	and	preferences.			
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