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Tobacco Retail License Recommendations
For the City of Sebastopol

The Gravenstein Health Action Chapter-Cradle to Career Task Force, in partnership with the Sonoma County Tobacco-Free Community Coalition recommend that the City of Sebastopol adopt a Tobacco Retail License that contains the 10 provisions listed below.

Note: This recommendation was completed with technical support from the Sonoma County Department of Health Services, Impact Sonoma Tobacco & Nicotine Prevention Team, who provided research on the number of California jurisdictions with policy provisions, evidence for specific provisions, and prevalence data.

	Provision Title
	Proposed for Sebastopol
	CA Communities with Provision*
	Evidence of Provision’s Effectiveness
	Why the Provision is Needed/
Status in Sebastopol

	1. Restrict Flavored Tobacco Products (Section 8.06.050A)
	Ban sale of all flavored tobacco products.
	83 jurisdictions statewide, 
3 in Sonoma County: Cloverdale, City of Sonoma, & Windsor
	· An evaluation of New York City’s law, which prohibits the sale of all flavored tobacco, excluding menthol, found that as a result of the law, youth had 37% lower odds of ever trying flavored tobacco products and 28% lower odds of ever using any type of tobacco; 29
· According to the FDA, 81 percent of youth and 86 percent of young adults who ever used tobacco—even once or twice in their lifetimes—reported that the first tobacco product they used was flavored.42
	· “All of the [tobacco] products we collect are flavored” - Shauana Ferdinanson, Analy High School Principal.
· Of the California teens who consume tobacco products, including vape products, 86.4% report using a flavored tobacco product. 33
· [bookmark: _Hlk44073340]The FDA reported a 78% rise in e-cigarette use among high school students and 48% increase among junior high students between 2017 and 2018. 35


	2. Restrict Sale of e-cigarettes
(Section 8.06.050B)
	Ban sales of all nicotine e-cigarette devices.
	22 jurisdictions statewide, 
Ø in Sonoma County
	· A nationally survey of youth who had used JUUL in the last 30 days: 74% of youth are obtaining JUUL e-cigarettes from a physical retail location, 52% from a social source, and 5% from the internet.28
	· Vaping products are the most commonly used tobacco product in California. .34
· More than 80% of high-school students who consume tobacco use a vaping device. 33


	3. No Discount / Coupons 
(Section 8.06.060D)



	Restrict retailers from accepting or offering discounts or coupons on tobacco products.
	Ø in Sonoma County
	· Tobacco companies spend billions in price discounts in efforts to counter state and local tobacco control efforts, appeal to price-sensitive consumers, and increase demand for tobacco products. For example, tobacco companies spent the majority of their marketing budgets on price discounts, accounting for nearly $8 billion of $8.7 billion advertising and promotional expenditures in 2016. 14,15,26
· The tobacco industry’s price discounting strategies, such as coupons and multiple- package discounts, are popular among consumers, with more than half of adults using some price minimization strategy. In California, individuals who use price minimization strategies save an average $1.04 per pack (or 18.6% off the total).  27

	· A survey by GHAC/TC found that City of Sebastopol retailers are using price discounting strategies on tobacco products.




	4. Minimum Price
(Section 8.06.060F)
	Set a minimum price of $10 per pack of cigarettes, little cigars, & cigars.
	3 Jurisdictions statewide:

County of Sonoma & Windsor each at $7 per pack.

Santa Barbara County @ $10
	· The availability of inexpensive tobacco products leads to increased tobacco use as evidenced by more than 100 academic studies that conclusively show that when tobacco products are made more expensive, fewer people use tobacco, fewer initiate tobacco use, and more people quit tobacco use. 11,12-15,16-19 
· A 20% price increase would reduce demand for cigarettes by approximately 10.4%, the prevalence of adult tobacco use by 3.6%, and initiation of tobacco use by young people by 8.6%; 20
· Studies estimate that if price discounts were prohibited across the US, the number of people who smoke would decrease by more than 13%;21 the impact of a $10 federal minimum floor price for cigarettes could reduce the number of packs sold in the United States by 5.7 billion/year and prompt 10  million smokers to quit; and that state-level minimum price floor laws designed to raise the average price of cigarette packs by $2.00 could decrease cigarette consumption by 15.9% and reduce income-based smoking disparities more than a comparable excise tax increase. 22

	· Currently there is no minimum price set for tobacco products in the City of Sebastopol.
· The County minimum price was set in 2016 and best practices are now higher at $10.


	5. Minimum pack size
(Section 8.06.060E)
	Set a minimum pack size of 5 for little cigars & 2 for cigars.
	3 jurisdictions in Sonoma County: Cloverdale, City of Sonoma, & Windsor have minimum of 5 per pack.

Alameda County has minimum of 20 per pack. 
	· Many retailers sell little cigars and cigars individually, making them more affordable and appealing to youth.23 For example:
· 87.4% of California tobacco retailers sell a popular brand of youth-friendly cigars for less than $1.00; 24
· From 1995 to 2008, annual sales of cigarillos increased by 255%, and sales of little cigars increased by 316%; 25
	· According to the FDA loosie cigarettes were made illegal as they are more likely to be sold to children.32
· Per HHS Flavored little cigars: Of middle and high school students who used tobacco products in 2014, more than 60 percent smoked flavored little cigars. 36
· Current trend, Alameda County minimum is 20, mirroring cigarettes.

	6. Tobacco Free Pharmacies
(Section 8.06.070C)
	Prohibit tobacco sales in locations with pharmacies.
	As of June 2020
42 jurisdictions statewide, 
3 Sonoma County: Cloverdale, County of Sonoma, and Healdsburg
	· By selling tobacco products, pharmacies reinforce positive social perceptions of smoking, convey tacit approval of tobacco use, and send a message that it is not so dangerous to smoke. 6,7 
· Pharmacies sell cigarettes cheaper than other stores.8 
· Tobacco-free pharmacy sales policies decrease the availability of tobacco products by reducing tobacco retailer density by up to three times compared with communities that do not have such policies.9 
· Immediately after the nationwide CVS policy change to not sell tobacco products, cigarette purchases declined and smokers who had previously purchased their cigarettes exclusively at CVS were up to twice as likely to stop buying cigarettes entirely. 10 

	· The purpose of pharmacies is to provide medications and resources for health. Selling tobacco products is antithetical to this mission.
· Sebastopol has two pharmacies selling tobacco products.
· CVS Pharmacy opened without tobacco products in 2017.

	7. Proximity to youth oriented-areas
(Section 8.06.070D)
	Not allow new tobacco retailers within 1000 ft of a preschool, elementary, middle or high school nor a public park.

Provision does not affect current retailers.
	2 in Sonoma County: Windsor & County of Sonoma
	· The density of tobacco retailers near schools has been associated with increased youth smoking rates. 30 
· Tobacco companies make extensive use of the retail environment to reach both current and future customers by advertising and promoting their products and normalizing the presence of tobacco products in everyday life. 37,38 
· Point-of-sale (POS) tobacco marketing, includes product displays and placement, exterior and interior advertisements, and promotional and price incentives to consumers. 39, 40

	· Currently, there is no rule in Sebastopol that prohibits tobacco retailing near K-12 schools or other youth sensitive locations like the skate park.
· Youth are exposed to tobacco advertising, including storefront advertising and at the point of sale
· This is a simple regulation that has been found to yield great results in reducing marketing to youth. It is an attractive nuisance encouraging tobacco use to kids on their way to and from school.


	8. Significant Tobacco Retailers (STR)
(Section 8.06.070E)
	Not allow licenses to new retailers who would sell 50% of more of inventory as tobacco products.

	3 in Sonoma County: Windsor, County of Sonoma, and City of Sonoma
	· 2019 Statewide Young Adult Tobacco Purchase Survey results indicate a sales rate of 17.9% to youth. Tobacco stores/smoke shops, otherwise known as significant tobacco retailers, had a sale rate of 30.6% to youth and young adults.31  

	· City of Sebastopol has one STR.
· Sebastopol planning commission in May 2020 reviewed an application for a STR. Without a policy more STRs can establish business.

	9. Density Limit
(Section 8.060.070F)
	No new tobacco retailers until density limit is reached. Tobacco retailers operating lawfully at time of passage would be eligible to receive a license.
	County of Sonoma, City of Sonoma, & Windsor. Documentation on CA is unavailable though this is known to be a common provision.

	· Retailer density is an important predictor of youth and young adult smoking. This is unsurprising since, as youth are especially susceptible to POS marketing. As the number of tobacco retailers increase, so does exposure to tobacco advertising and promotion.41
· Experimental smoking among youth is correlated with the number of tobacco retailers in high school neighborhoods and in communities where youth live.37
· Adults who smoke have a harder time quitting when residential proximity to tobacco retailers is closer and density is higher. 1,2
· Policies to reduce tobacco retailer density have been shown to be effective and may reduce or eliminate inequities in the location and distribution of tobacco retailers. 3,4,5

	· Sebastopol currently has 1 retailer per 338 people (2014 population data), the County Unincorporated Tobacco Retail License policy sets the limit at 1 retailer per 2,000 people.
· Reducing access and availability is a proven strategy to counter tobacco/vaping industry marketing. 



	10. Non-transferability of license
(Section 8.060.120)
	Not allow retailers to transfer their tobacco retail license upon sale of the business.
	4 Sonoma County: Healdsburg, County of Sonoma, City of Sonoma, & Windsor
	
	


*Information as of May 2020—ordinance language varies between jurisdictions
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