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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK Increasing Efforts & Shifting Barriers to Progress

Point-of-sale policies are increasingly important...and it shows.

Tobacco companies promote their brands through advertising, product placement, and price
promotions at the POS. These strategies:

POS Policy Activity by State Barriers to POS Policy Activity

increase impulse purchases;

C e O : :
encourage initiation; In 2012, 57% of state tobacco control representatives said POS 2015 5014
. . SR . 2014 POS
discourage cessation; and policies had become more important than before the 2009 FSPTCA. P soore ) 01 01
normalize tobacco products in everyday life. 0 5 10 15 920 925 30 35 .the political 78 Political Wil
o . .. . . | | | | | | | | Cllmate I‘lght now
- In 2014, /5% said that POS policies were more important than in ; is working with
The 2009 Tobacco Control Act allowed state & local governments to complement existing 2012 Aabama L, businesses to keep
policies with new POS legislation. Our ongoing study assesses POS policy activity and ' Alaska — them in place and
major barriers to policy development. Arizona o no one wants to
é\r:‘_?"s‘_’s . . rock the boat or
. .. . . Cao:oc:';"o:i . ; make waves.” "
. Industry Interf
POS Policy Activity by Policy Domain comenti — 52 e
2014 Implemented/Enacted Proposal Planning None Delaware °
Florida —/°
MLSA Georgia e : o .
B A establish tax Hawai —" ...It’ interesting 4 L misaume fanding
_ | Idaho ° ; that this e-cigarette Low Capacity
We conducted semi-structured interviews with tobacco control staff in the summers of E-cigarettes - = ban self-service lllinois ° legislation that
. . o . .
2012 and 2014 and a third wave is planned. for 2015. I S Indiana . passed was
restrict types/locations of retailers « lowa . industry-written, Competing Priorities
ansas )
S - I | and fails within -
Kentucky * . State Preemption
Quantitative Analysis — | o poien
distance from schools/parks Louisiana e the existing ack orevidence
. , , I restrict types of retailers Maine - preemption. They Enforcement lssues
Starting in the first wave of interviews | Density/ - R Maryland e : haven’t challenged e
(2012), we computed a measure of overall Policy Fell Licensing | Massachusetts i - it because they are nacvy
. . implemented I restrict zones for sales Michigan VYA A
activity for states called a POS Policy P?;icz’sed enacted B Ty I e Minnesota : ° s It 7 Percezntzfe;tates
. . S . -
Activity Score.The scores include only Planning/ prop T Sy e Mls“:!:zgpr:!_. :
: : : _ issouri
planning and policymaking at the state level. advocating R —————— Mot .
In Iight Of additiOnal queStionS and a neW NO :fo.rmal Product ban productdisp|ays Nebraska ®
policy domain for e-cigarettes added in activity Placement it # of products displayed Nevadas
_ New Hampshire °
Wave || (20 | 4), we normalized scores to limit times for product displays New Jersey o
enable comparisons. Given that the POS - minimum price law New Mexico °
: : : : i - New York : ° :
band t I
IS sbtlll a relatlvelly nef\]:v pc?!lcy arlea for , Non—Tax an discounts/specials North G . Gett’n g the WO rd out
tobacco control staff, policymakers, an Price ban coupon redemption — :
-~ > Y < o 48 StateS (96%) IR o North Dakojca .
researchers, rising scores are promising. . L ban coupon distribution Ohio : Forthcoming papers:
. . . o o ) —0 .
Besides questions about specific policies, reported in each of the sunshine laws Oklahoma a » . .

, , first two waves S s MLSA Oregon : e “The Point-of-Sale Policy Landscape:
we asked about barriers to POS policy Other Pennsylvania . Point-of-Sale Report to the Nation Results of a National S .,
development, useful resources and tools, e 46 states (92%) Approaches H ban flavored OTP Rhode Island ; . e esults or a INational survey
and the overall policy environment 2 : B minimum pack size for OTP South Carolina : o “Barriers to Point-of-Sale Policy Activity:

policy ° participated in both waves — imit ads near schools/parks South Dakota .
Tennessee . Reports from State Tobacco Control”
I limit outdoor ads Texas s
([ J [ J o o L : °
Q ual Itltatlve AnaIYSIS Advertising imitindoorad placement Verrlnjf)an": o | In 20 I 6 IOOk for. the thll"d in our
limit fad :
| | | | | Imit manner or aas V|rg|n|a R h N . .
We also coded interview transcripts to assess the different types of barriers to POS B content-neutral ad bans Washington 5 . : eport to the INation series
policy that tobacco control staff reported. Many respondents reported multiple types of limit ad times of day West Virginia " SCICAA
barriers. From the first two waves, we uncovered 10 general categories of POS policy Health i PG O llve i Wyoming T
. . . .« o . . arnings : :
barriers. The most frequently reported barrier in 2014 was a lack of political will behind g _ O
. . . | | | | | | | |
POS policies. Industry interference and low awareness of the extent and impacts of RRRRA AL LR RN R LN RN RN L RN RN R LR RN AR AR RRRRR RN RN LR 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 For more information, contact: ‘
’ f I d 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 POS PO"Cy ACthlty Score
tobacco’s presence at the POS were also frequently reported. Perc%r:t_zfgs),tates Todd Combs * toddcombs@wustl.edu SCTC ‘)‘
) O

http . / / C P h SS.wWU Stl .€ d u State and Community Tobacco Control Researci

A % K] ) ¢ ) ) ¢
This project 1s funded by grant number CA154281 from the National Cancer Institute at the National Institutes of Health C aSh]Ilgt()n UmVGrSlW m St. ]_DUIS




