
Beverly Hills City Council I Health and Safety Commission Liaison
Committee will conduct a Special Meeting, at the following time and place,

and will address the agenda listed below:

CITY HALL
455 North Rexford Drive

4th Floor Conference Room A
Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Thursday, November 30, 2017
4:30 PM

AGENDA

1) Public Comment
Members of the public will be given the opportunity to directly address the
Committee on any item listed on the agenda.

2) Flavored Tobacco Products

3) Adjournment

Byron City Cl/

Posted: November 22, 2017

A DETAILED LIAISONAGENDA PACKETISAVAILABLEFOR REVIEWIN THE
LIBRARY AND CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Conference Room A is wheelchair
accessible. If you need special assistance to attend this meeting, please call the City

Manager’s Office at (310) 285-1014 or TTY (310) 285-6881. Please notify the City
Manager’s Office at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the meeting if you require

captioning service so that reasonable arrangements can be made.





CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS

POLICY AND MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

City Council Health and Safety Commission Liaisons

Logan Phillippo, Senior Management Analyst

November 30, 2017

Flavored Tobacco Products

1. Local Tobacco Policies in the Retail Environment
2. Flavored Tobacco Products Fact Sheet
3. Menthol and Cigarettes
4. Focus on Flavors, Office of Attorney General of California

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

ATTACHMENTS:

Representatives from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health have indicated the
Health Department’s support of policies that restrict the sale of flavored tobacco products.
Health Department staff have contacted the City Council to provide related information. Health
Department Staff have already met with three councilmembers for the purposes of providing
information on the topic. The Health Department will provide informational materials to discuss
policy options that could restrict the sale of flavored tobacco products in the city.
Representatives from the American Lung Association or American Cancer Society may also
attend. The informational materials provided by the County Health Department to be discussed
are attached to this report.

Attachment 1 provides a summary overview of policies related to tobacco product sales in
various California cities.

Attachment 2 provides information related to the types of flavored tobacco products and usage
among adolescents.

Attachment 3 provides information specific to menthol cigarettes and marketing tactics that
target youth, female, and minority populations.

Attachment 4 provides an opinion from the California Attorney General regarding the authority of
state or local government to restrict or prohibit the sale or distribution of flavored tobacco
products.

There is no action requested on this item at this time. County Health Department
representatives will present on the information and be available to answer questions.

Staff will provide the Commission with an update of this meeting at the next Health and Safety
Commission Regular Meeting on December 18, 2017.





THE CENTERLocal Tobacco Policies AMERICAN
LUNG

in the Retail Environment ASSOCIATION. forTobacco Policy& Organizing
I C.eJFOR.NIA

In order to reduce illegal sales of tobacco products to
minors, many cities and counties in California have
passed policies to regulate the sale of tobacco in the retail
environment. One critical policy is a strong tobacco retailer
licensing ordinance, which over 100 local communities
have adopted. Some of these communities have also
adopted additional measures to further regulate the retail
environment and decrease youth use of tobacco products.
For example, placing restrictions on what retailers can and
cannot sell and where retailers can be located are important
measures to counter Big Tobacco’s efforts to attract new
customers. These provisions can either be included as part
of a tobacco retailer licensing ordinance or outside of it.

Throughout California, 156 cities and counties have one
or more policies that provide additional protections in
the retail environment. Of those communities, 111 have
passed additional policies exclusively as part of their
tobacco retailer licensing ordinance. Twenty-five don’t
have a tobacco retailer licensing ordinance but have passed
additional policies as separate ordinances; these policies
are usually part of the community’s zoning or conditional
use permit regulations. Twenty have tobacco retailer
licensing ordinances and have passed a mix of additional
policies, some of which are associated with the tobacco
retailer license and some of which are separate. This
document lists all 156 communities that have one or mote
of the following additional provisions:

2. Reducing Retailers by Location — Prohibits a tobacco
retailer from being located within a certain distance
of other retailers to avoid a high concentration in
certain areas.

3. Reducing Retailers by Population or Overall Number
— Limits the number of tobacco retailer licenses that
can be issued, depending on population, to avoid a high
concentration within communities or limiting the overall
number of retailers located in a community.

4. Pharmacies — Prohibits the sale of tobacco products in
stores containing a pharmacy in order to limit the number
of locations where tobacco is available in a community.

5. Flavor Restrictions — Bans the sale of flavored
tobacco products (not just cigarettes), which are attractive
to youth.

6. Minimum Pack Size for Cigars — Prohibits the sale of
cigars in individual or small packages, which increases the
price and makes them less attractive to youth.

7. Electronic Cigarettes — Regulates the sale of electronic
cigarettes the same as other tobacco products.

Though the matrix below notes whether a community has
a tobacco retailer license (TRL), only communities that also
have one of the seven policies listed above are included.
For a full list of the communities in California with tobacco
retailer licensing ordinances go to:

I
rttil-trr..’ironlrlf:nt/.

schools. parks, etc.

CENTER4TOBACCOPOUCY.ORG

LUNG.ORG/CALIFORNIA

The Center for Tobacco PoI)cy & Organiz)ng Amer(can Lung Associadon in California
1531 Street. Suite 201. Sacramento. CA 95814 I Phone: (916) 354.3864( Fax: (916) 442.8585

2O17. casfornia Department ot Public Health. Rinded under contract 414 10013.
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1. Sales Near Youth-Populated Areas — Prohibits tobacco
retailers from being located within a certain distance of
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Butte County

Mar 2013’Mar 2013
Zoning

Contra Costa County

Concord
Population: 128,370

County of Contra Costa
Population: 173,454

El Cerrito
Population: 24,600

Piftsburg
Population: 69,818

Pleasant Hill
Population: 34,657

Richmond
Population: 111,785

Crescent City
Population: 6,389

Firebaugh
Population: 8,202

Selma
Population: 25,156

Inyo County

Bishop
Population: 3,954 Apr 2016

Albany
Population: 18,988

Berkeley
Population: 121,238

Dublin
Population: 59,686

Emeryville
Population: 11,854

Fremont
Population: 231,664

Hayward
Population: 161,040

Oakland
Population: 426,074

San Leandro
Population: 88,274

Union City
Population: 73,452

Feb 2009’Feb 2009 Feb 2009CUP

Dec 2002 Sep 20151 Sep 2015 Sep 20152 Sep 2015

Dec 2012’Nov 2012* Nov 2012Zoning

Mar 2007*NG

Reg

Dec 2015’s
Zoning

Jul 2014 Jul 2014’ CUP

Apt 2008 Apr 2008’
CUP

Jul 2001’ CUP Jul 2001’ CUP

Nov 2010 Jan 2010’ CUP

Jun 2014

Oroville
Population: 18,037

Dec 2015*

Jun2014 Jun2014 Jun2014

Apr 2008

Dec2013 Dec2013

Mar2013 Mar2013

Sep2006 Sep2011

Jan 2003 Jul 2017 2 Jul 2017 JuT 2017 Jul 2017 Jul 2017 Apr 2013

Sep2015 Sep2015 Sep2015 Sep2015 Sep2015 Sep2015

Nov 2016’

Jul 2015” Jul 2015

Jun 2009 Jun 2009

Apr 2015’
CUP

Det Norte County

Nov 2009’

Aug 2009

Fresncr County

Dec2013’ Dec2013’
CUP CUP

Apr2015’
CUP

Apr 2016’

CENTER4TOBACCOPOLICY.ORG
LUNG.ORGJCAUFORN IA

Aug 2009

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing I American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street. Suite 201. Sacramento, CA 95814 Phone: (9161 554.5864) Fax: (916) 442.8585

c2017. Califernia Oeprtment & Public Health. Funded under contract 14 1.0013
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Arvin
Population: 21,157

California City
Population: 14,248

County of Kern
Population: 311,015

Delano
Population: 53,152

Shatter
Population: 18,868

Taft
Population: 9,492

Tehachapi
Population: 12,280

Wasco
Population: 26,980

Baldwin Park
Population: 75,537

Beverly Hills
Population: 34,646

Burbank
Population: 105,033

Calabasas
Population: 24,202

Carson
Population: 93,674

Compton
Population: 100,050

Covina
Population: 49,011

Culver City
Population: 40,103

Duatte
Population: 22,033

El Monte
Population: 114,268

Gardena
Population: 60,721

Glendale
Population: 201,748

Hawaiian Gardens
Population: 14,753

Huntington Park
Population: 59,383

CENTER4TOBACCOPOIICY.ORG

LUNG.ORGJCALIFORNIA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street. Suite 201, Sacramento. CA 958141 Phone: (916 554.5864 Fax: (915) 442.8585

2O17. California Deeartnent of Public Health. Funded under contract #1410013. J

Commun

Reducing I MinimumRetailcrs by Flavor ElectronicPharmacies Pack Size for -Population or Restrictions Cigarettes
Number Cigars

Sep 2016 Sep2016

Feb2007 Feb2007

Nov2006 Jul2014

Jun2008 Jun2008

Nov 2016 Nov 2016

Aug2016 Aug2016

Feb 2007 Oct 2015

Mar 2007 Mar 2007

.

. 4, %4 ,.‘

Oct 2008 Oct 2008

Aug2010 Feb2014

Feb2007 Feb2007

Jun2009 Jun2009 Jun2009

Nov 2006 Jan 2015

Jul 2007 Jul 2007

Apr 2014’ Apr2014’
CUP CUP Apr2014’

Jul 2009 Jul 2009

May2013 Aug2014

Nov2011 Nov2011

Jul 2008 Jul 2008 Jul 2008

Sep2007 Sep2007

Jul2011 Jul2011

Nov2011 Nov2011 Nov 2011 Nov2011 Nov2011 Nov2011
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Community Youth Popu RetaiIersy
POPuot

Pharmacies
Restrictions Pack Size fot

Inglewood
Population: 114,900

Oct 2007 Oct 2007

La Canada Flintridge
Population: 20,497

Jun 2009 Sep 2015

Ca Mirada Nov 2007’
Pop ulation: 49,434 CUP

Lancaster
Population: 157,820

Jun 2006 Jun 2006

LaVerne
Population: 33,174

Jan 2017 Jan 2017

Lomfta
Pop ulation: 20,403

May 2007 May 2007

Long Beach
Population: 480,173

Feb 2008 Mar 2014

Los Angeles
Population: 4,041,707

Sep 2005 Dec 2013

Lynwood
Population:71,997

Oct2012 Oct2012 Oct2012 Oct2012 Oct2012

Malibu
Population: 12,742

Nov 2011 Nov 2011

Manhattan Beach
Population: 35,488

Jan 2016” Dec 2015 Dec 2015 Dec 2015

Maywood
Population: 28,016

Aug 2006 ‘ Aug 2006

Montebello
Population: 63,917

Sep 2009 Sep 2009

Monterey Park
Population: 61,606

Apt 2010 Aug 2014

Palmdale
Population: 158,605

Jan 2010 Jan 2010 CUP Jan 2010

Pasadena Feb 2004’
Population: 143,333

Feb 2004

Santa Monica
Population: 93,834

Nov 2008 Jun 2014

South Pasadena
Population: 25,992

Dec 2013 Dec 2013 Feb 2009

Temple City Oct 2014’
Population: 36,389

Dec 2012
Zoning Oct 2014’

West Hollywood
Population: 35,882

Oct 2016 Oct 2016 Oct 2016 Oct 2016 Oct 2016

‘

County of Mann
M Feb 2002’

Population: 69,214
ay 2012 Aug 201

Mill Valley
Population: 14,910

Sep2012 Sep2012

Novato Apr2001’
Population: 54,522

Jan 2017
Zoning Jan 2017 Jan 2017 Jan 2017 Jan 2017

CENTER4TOBACCOPOUCY.ORG

LUNG.ORG/CAUFORNIA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing I American Lung Associahon in California
1331 I Street, Suite 201. Sacramento, CA 95314 Phone: (916) 554.5364J Fax: (916) 442.3535

c.2017. Ca5fornia Depurnr.ent of Pub5c Hesith. Funded under ontr5ct 414 10013.
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Modoc County

Alturas
Feb2017 Feb2017Population: 2,660

Monterey County

American Canyon
Population: 20,570

Nevada County

Grass Valley
Population: 12,859

Nevada City
Population: 3,208

Anaheim
Population: 358,546

Costa Mesa
Population: 114,044

Santa Ana
Population: 341,341

Seal Beach
Population: 24,890

Westminster
Population: 93,533

Rocklin
Population: 64,417

Nov 2009

Nov 2006 July 2016

Jun 2013*

Cup

Sep 2015
Zoning

CENTER4TOBACCOPOLICY.ORG

LUNGORG/CALIFORNIA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street, Suite 201, Sacramento. CA 958141 Phone. (916) 554.5864 Fax: t916) 442.8585

2O17. Califcmia Department of PibIic Hea!th. Funded under contract #14 10013 ]

San Rafael
Population: 60,842

Feb 2003*
Aug 1999

Reducing

teej_ P0
Pharmaues

Restrictions
Fsior

ectc

Fort Bragg
D 2012

Population: 7,772
ec Nov 2016

•iTTrn ‘a%

Merced
Population: 84,464

Jul 2016* Jul 2016

Carmel-by-theSea
Oct 2013

Population: 3,842 Oct 2013

County of Monterey
May2012

Population: 107,009 May 2012

Monterey
Nov 2014

Population: 28,828 Nov 2014

Salinas
Jan 2015

Population: 162,470 Jan 2015

Seaside
Population: 34,165 Apr 2015

civ’mi’z .-

Jan 2016* Jan 2016*

Orange County

Nov 2009

July 2016 Nov 2007

Oct2006

Mar 2014*

Cup

Jul 2014
Cup

Sep 2015* Reg

Placer County

Oct 2006

Mar 2014

Jul 2014*

Pwnas County

Sep 2015
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Reducing
Tobacco Re

o Retailers by Retailers by
Pharmacies

Flavor
Pack Size fortailer License Population or Restrictions Cigaretteslated Areas Location

Numr CTI’S

Sep 2016**
Sep2016

Banning
Population: 31,068

Aug 2006 Aug 2006

Beaumont
Population: 46,179

Jun 2006 June 2008

Calimesa

Population: 8637
Jun 2007 Jun 2007

Cathedral City

Population: 54557
Aug 2016 Aug 2016

Coachella

Population: 45,551
Jul 2007 Jul2007

Corona
Population: 167,759

Oct 2005 Oct 2005

Desert Hot Springs
Population: 29,111

Aug 2007 Aug 2007

Eastvale
Population: 64,613

Oct 2010 Jan 2011

Hemet
Population: 81,868

Mar 2008 Mar 2008

Lake Elsinore
Population: 62,092

Aug 2007 Aug 2007

Menifee
Population: 90,660

Dec 2009 Dec 2009

Moreno Valley
Population: 206,750

Sep 2007 Sep 2007

Murrieta
Population: 114,914

May 2006 May 2006

Norco
Population: 26,882

Mar 2006 Mar 2006

Perris
Population: 75,739

Aug 2008 Aug 2008

Riverside
Population: 326,792

May 2006 May 2006

San Jacinto
Population: 47,925

Jun 2006 Jun 2006

Temecula
Population: 111,024

Jun 2006 Jun 2008

Wildomar
Population: 35,782

Jul 2008 Jul 2008

RanchoCordova
Population: 73,872

Feb 2005 Jun 2014

Sacramento County
M 2004 Jul 2015*

Population: 584,729
ay

Zoning

CENTER4TOBACCOPOLICY.ORG
LUNG.ORG!CALIFORN IA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street, Suite 201, Sacramento, CA 95814 Phone: (916) 554.5864) Fax: (916) 442.8585

5.2017. California Department of Public Health. Funded under contract #1410013.

County of Plumas Popu
lation:17,692
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ReducingReducing -

Retailers by Pr Pharmacies
RestrictionsLocation

Number

San Benito County

Hollister
May 2006 Feb 2015 May 2006Population: 36,677

San Bernardino County

Adelanto May 2010
Population: 34,273 Zoning

Sn l)io County

El Cajon Mar 2014NG

Jun 2004
Population: 102,803 Zoning Jun 2004

San Diego
Nov 2007”

Population: 1,406,318 Nov 2014

San Marcos
Jul 2016

Population: 94,042 Jul 2016

Solana Beach
Jul 2009

Population: 13,527 Jul 2009

Vista Jun 1997
Zoning Oct 2013Population: 101,797

May 2005

San Francisco County

San Francisco
Nov 2003 Jan 2015 Jan 2015 Jan 2015 Aug 2008 June 2017 Mar 2014Population: 874,228

San Luis Obtspc County

______________

Arroyo Grande
Feb 2005

Population: 17,736 Feb 2005

County of San Luis
Obispo Oct 2008 Aug 2008
Population: 120,549

Grover Beach
Sep 2005

Population: 13,438 May 2006

San Luis Obispo
Mar 2015Population: 46,724

Aug 2003

SanMateo County

__________

Brisbane
Nov 2015”

Population: 4,722 Nov 2015

County of San Mateo
Oct 2014”

Population: 65,470 Nov 2014

Daly City
Sep 2015”

Population: 109,287 Sep 2015 Sep 2015

Pacifica
Feb 2008

Population: 38,124 Feb 2008

Portola Valley
Jun 2008”

Population: 4,707 Nov 2014

San Mateo
Nov 2015”

Population: 103,426 Nov 2015

CENTER4TOBACCOPOLICY.ORG

LUNG.ORG/CALIFORN IA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing) American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street, Suite 201, Sacramento, CA 95814 Phone: (916) 554.5864 Fax: (916) 442.8585

2Of 7. CaIiforna Department of pijbric Kealth. Funded under contract #14-10013.
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Bueliton
Population: 5,129

Carpinteria
Population: 13,943

County of Santa Barbara
Population: 143,439

Goleta
Population: 31,760

Campbell
Population: 42,726

County of Santa Clara
Population: 67,764

GlIroy
Population: 55,936

Los Gatos
Population: 31,314

Morgan Hill
Population: 44,145

Mountain View
Population: 79,278

San Jose
Population: 1,046,079

Santa Clara
Population: 123,983

Saratoga
Population: 30,569

Capitola
Population: 10,162

County of Santa Cruz
Population: 136,193

Santa Cruz
Population: 65,070

Scotts Valley
Population: 12,163

Watsonvitle
Population: 53,015

Fairfield
Population: 114,157

Vallejo
Population: 118,280

CENTER4TOBACCOPOLICY.ORG
WNG.ORG/CALIFORNIA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing I American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street, Suite 201, Sacramento. CA 958141 Phone: (916) 554.5864 I Fax: (916) 442.8585

2O17. California Department of Public Health. Funded under contract #14 10013. J

South San Francisco
Population: 65,451

Mar 2008”

Reducing
I

[ILicen Puonor
Pharmacies

Pccrefor
Number

Santa Barbara Cou.t

Apr 2014* Reg

Jan 2014

May2013*
Apr2013Apr2013

Zoning

Nov2010 Nov2010 Jul2015

May 2014 May 2014 May 2014

Dec 2012

Nov 2010

Nov 2014

May 2017

Apr 2014

Dec 2010”

Nov 2010

May2017

Nov 2010

Nov 2014

May 2017

Dec 2013*3
Zoning

Nov2010 Nov2010

May 2017 May 2017

Dec 2012

Jun 2014

Nov 2014

May2017

Apr2014

Dec 2010

Mar 2015

Jun 2015

Mar 2015*

CUP

Oct 2009* Oct 2009*
Jun 2015

CUP CUP

Feb 2013* Reg Apr 2015

Apr2011 Oct2016 Apr2011

Oct 2012 Apr 2014 Oct 2012

Dec 2015
Apr 2014*

Apr2014Reg

Oct 2010 Mar 2013

Sobno County

Dec 2013*
CUP

Dec 2009*
CUP
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County of Yolo
Population: 30,122

Davis
Population: 68,740

Winters
Population: 7,255

Woodland
Population: 59,616

Nov 2009
CUP

The cc:c a not a part a’ the ccrnm:.rity a tabacco reta er sense .TRL

Coromantj has a TRL hc:eer TRL does not meet reqorertenta to be ccnsderad strong

Açp.c to c,ew and na sOng reta era no gror.d’otterng exrrct’ons ‘or srg retaiera

IncLd€s resfr ct!cn on new icersea rear schocis ar.d prshh.ts sac ate cgs and fasrad tobacco prsdacs neat schcos

Pestr sam of tiaoorrd tobacco products ac-ar schocis

Loense opptss toe ceSrette rats- era and joper bra

‘The pr icy regulates e:ewrsnic cgaraes. but does not dene them as a tobasco product

SignOcant tobacco rcaaera proposing ccahocs withn SCCC Feet of schocs. payercunds. ar.d pjbic recreatcna’ fac,itias wC be exarored for sutobitj and a:temat’-ie ocahcns

Froth-cs new rosa- ers that arc-n san pm existing tat of alced ccaticns from obza:n;rg tcenses

Scurcs Popuaticn tigures are from the Siatc f California DepartToent of Finance P 1 Pops’acicn Est’r-at-s for C ties Coonties and the State eth Anpuai Percent Change — January 1 201 Jl Counts popuix
tions ace based on the unincorporated areas

Tobacco Re
tailer License

Reducing
Retailers by

iocation

County of Sonoma
Population: 151,371

Apr 2016 Apr 2016

- I flavor
Pharmacies -Restrictions

]

Healdsburg
Population: 11,800

Rohnert Park
Population: 42,067

Sonoma
Population: 10,989

Windsor
Population: 27,371

Jun 2014

Jun 2015

Apr2016 Apr2016

Oct 2014

Apr 2009’
CUP

Apr 2016

Feb20156 Jun2015

Nov 2014

Jun2015 Jun2015 Jun2015

ITTh _i
Riverbank

Jul 2010 Jul 2O1Oc-°
Population: 24,610

1-:5”4?
Oxnard

Feb2012 Feb2012Population: 207,772

r!v1Trn —.-- -5.. - e - :4
.‘

May2006

Aug 2007

Jan 2016

Apr 2015

Oct 2016 May2006

Aug 2007

Jan 2016

Jun 2015

CENTER4TOBACCOPOLICY.ORG

LUN GO R G! CALl FO RN IA

The Center for Tobacco Policy & Organizing I American Lung Association in California
1531 I Street, Suite 201 Sacramento. CA 958141 Phone: (916) 554.5864) Fax: (916) 4428585

c2017. Caffcenia Department of Public Heaith. Funded under contract 514 10013 ]
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Overview: In the United States (U.S.), consumption of flavored tobacco products such as cigars, cigarillos, smokeless
tobacco, shisha or hookah tobacco, and liquid nicotine solutions (used in electronic smoking devices) have increased
in recent years [1]. These products come in a variety of flavors including chocolate, berry, cherry, apple, wintergreen,
and peach [2] and are sold in colorful packaging, which make them especially appealing to young people. There
is growing concern that flavored tobacco products help users develop habits that can lead to long term nicotine
addiction [3].

li;;v
Cigarillo (Tipped and untipped)

/i4

-

AAM
Ib4
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Fact Sheet

ILJP!t
Little Cigar

Cigirs

________

There are three

______________

types of cigars
sold in the U.S.:
little cigars, which

______

are the same I

size and shape

__________________

as cigarettes;
cigarillos, which
are a slimmer
version of large r—ir—ir—— ----

cigars and Cigar
usually do not
have a filter; and large cigars, which are larger and weigh
more than little cigars and cigarillos [4].

Regular cigar smoking is associated with increased risk
for lung, larynx, oral cavity, and esophagus cancer [9].
Heavy cigar use and deep inhalation has also been linked
to elevated risk of heart disease and chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease [10].

Cigars contain higher levels of nitrosamines—which are
compounds that cause cancer—more tar, and higher
concentrations of toxins than cigarettes [11].

... .... .. a...

ittI1*1*ititi
I*HI*I*II*H*I***H
*I*it**I**t*ttI*tft4ui

87r0/ of adolescents who used
° cigarillos in the past 30 days

used flavored cigarillos.

Cigars are the second most common form of tobacco used
by youth [5]. Many of the brands that are popular among
youth come in flavors such as apple, chocolate, grape,
and peach [o], while other less traditional flavors are
branded with appealing names like “Fruit Squirts,” “Waikiki
Watermelon,” Tufti Frutti,” “Blue Water Punch,” “Oatmeal
Cookie,” and “Alien Blood” [7].

A recent study found that more than 87 percent of
adolescents who used cigarillos in the past 30 days used
flavored cigarillos [8].



Caiornia Tcbacco Control Program

Smokeless tobacco products
include chewing tobacco,
dip, snuff, and snus and
come in flavors such as mint,
wintergreen, berry, cherry, and
apple [121.

These products contain at
least 28 carcinogens [13] and
have been shown to cause
gum disease and cancers of
the mouth, lip, tongue, cheek,
throat, stomach, pancreas,
kidney, and bladder [14].

Shisho or Hookah Tobacco
Shisha is also known as hookah, water pipe, narghile, or
goza tobacco and is available in an array of fruit, alcoholic
beverage, and herbal flavors [12].

Hookah smoking ha5 been associated with lung cancer,
respiratory illness, and periodontal disease [9].

Many young adults falsely believe that hookah smoking
is safer than cigarette smoking [16]. However smoking
hookah for 45 to 60 minutes can be equivalent to smoking
100 or more cigarettes [17].

4114 111111 114 11 II

1 1111111 II 114111 411

— 411i11111111113114i1

411111111 4411 iii 143

44111114113111331] 33

Smoking hookah for 45 to 60 minutes con be
equivalent to smoking 700 or more cigarettes

One hookah session delivers approximately 125 times the
smoke, 25 times the tar 2.5 times the nicotine and 10 times
the carbon monoxide as a single cigarette [18].

A 2014 study found that teens who use hookah are two-
to-three times more likely to start smoking cigarettes or to
become current smokers than teens who have not tried
hookah [19].

Smokeless tobacco products
increase the risk of developing

LLLd Nicotine Solution
Liquid nicotine solution, also called “e-juice” or
“e-liquid,” is used in electronic smoking devices such as
e-cigarettes.

There are more than 7,000 e-liquid flavors [20] including
cotton candy, gummy
bear, and chocolate mint,
as well as flavors named
after brand name candy
and cereal products such
as Wrigley’s Big Red Gum
and Quaker Oats’ Cap’n
Crunch [21].

E-liquids, when heated,
form an aerosol that emits toxic chemicals known to
cause cancer, birth defects, and other reproductive
harm [22].

E-liquid solutions contain varying concentrations of
nicotine, ranging from no nicotine to 100 mg per
milliliter (a milliliter is approximately a fifth of a
teaspoon). The lethal dose of nicotine is estimated to be
60 mg or less for an adult and 10 mg for a child. The
toxicity of a 60 mg dose of liquid nicotine is similar to
or even higher than that of cyanide [23].

Smokeless Tobacco

oral
cancer by

80’
Smokeless tobacco products increase the risk of
developing oral cancer by 80 percent, and esophageal
and pancreatic cancer by 60 percent [15].

I

esophageal
cancer by

60’

pancreatic
cancer by

6O’

c.
c;,iuy
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2



Recent declines in the prevatence of cigarette smoking
among youth hove coincided with an increased use of
e-cigarettes and hookah tobacco [24]. In the U.S., cigarettes
ore prohibited From containing flavors other than menthol;
however, other tobacco products such as e-cigarettes ond
hookah tobacco are exempt from this regulation.

A 2015 study of adolescents ages 12 to 17 found that
among those who self-reported ever experimenting with
tobacco, the majority started with a flavored product. It
also found that most current youth tobacco users reported
use of flavored products [25].

Teens report that their tobacco use typically started with a
flavored tobacco product. One study reported that almost
90 percent of ever hookah users, 81 percent of ever e-cig
arette users, 65 percent of ever users of any cigar type,
and 50 percent of ever cigarette smokers said the first
tobacco product they used was flavored [25J.

Many of the flavoring chemicals used to flavor “cherry,”
“grape,” “apple,” “peach,” and “berry” tobacco products
are the same ones used to flavor Jolly Rancher candies,
life Savers, Zotz candy, and Kool-Aid drink mix [29].

A study conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) found that more than two out of eyery
five middle and high school students who smoke reported
either using flavored little cigars or flavored cigarettes [261.

A 2014 CDC survey of U.S.
youth found that 70 percent
of U.S. middle and high
school tobacco users have
used at least one flavored
tobacco product in the past
30 days [1].

This survey also found
that 18 percent of all high
school students in the U.S.
reported using at least one
flavored tobacco product
in the last 30 days [1]. Among current middle and high
school tobacco users, more than 63 percent had used
a Flavored e-cigocette, more than 60 percent hod used
flavored hookah tobacco, and more than 63 percent had
used a flavored cigar in the past 30 days [1].

Findings From the 2015 nationwide Monitoring the Future
study found that about 40 percent of all students in 8th,
10th, and 2th grades who used vaporizers, such as
e-cigarettes, said that they used them because the flavors
tasted good, compared to the 10 percent that used them in
an attempt to quit smoking combustible cigarettes [27].

Young people are much more likely to use candy-and
fruit-flavored tobacco products than adults [31].

Bright packaging and product placement at the register,
near candy, and often at children’s eye-level, make
tobacco flavored products very visible to kids [32].

Cciforn;c ToDocco Contrc Procr
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Flavored tobacco products ore very enticing to children Tobacco companies market their products to young
and even share the same names, packaging, and logos people through the use of youthful models, celebrities, sex
as popular candy brands like Jolly Rancher, Kool-Aid, appeal, and peer oriented slogans [30].
and Life Savers [29] and gaming systems like Wii and
Gameboy.
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Flavors Make it More Enticing th
Smoke Tobacco and More Difficult to QOit

.4k -

Flavorings help mask the naturally harsh taste of tobacco,
making flavored tobacco products more appealing to youth
and easier for youth to initiate and sustain tobacco use
[311.

Studies show that individuals who begin smoking at a
younger age are mote likely to develop a mote severe
addiction to nicotine than those who start later [6].

make it more
appealing for new
users to buy and

smoke

While cigarettes must be sold in packs of 20, othet
tobacco products, like little cigars, can be purchased in
quantities of one or two at a time, often for less than a
dollar [32].

Price discounting has become the tobacco industry’s
leading method of attracting users and accounts for the
largest percentage of marketing expenditures [35].

Both the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and
the Surgeon General have warned that Flavored tobacco
products help new users establish habits that can lead to
long-term addiction [3, 6].

Not only do flavors make it easier for new users to begin
smoking, but the presence of flavors like menthol in
tobacco products also make it more difficult for tobacco
users to quit [33].

Price discounts disproportionately affect vulnerable
populations including young people, racial/ethnic
minorities, and persons with low incomes, as these groups
are more likely to purchase tobacco products through a
discount [36, 6].

i

Little Cigar

Flavors in tobacco products:
mask the harsh taste of tobacco help users establish

habits that can
lead to long-term

addiction

LZEZZJZZZZZZZZZZ

L
The tobacco industry ha5 promoted little cigars,
which are comparable to cigarettes with regard to
shape, size, and packaging, as a lower cost alternative
to cigarettes [34].

Cigarette
4
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A recent study found that people younger than 25 years of
age were more likely to say that hookahs and e-cigarettes
were safer than cigarettes [37].

Many studies indicate that cigar smokers misperceive
cigars as being less addictive, more “natural,” and less
hatmful than cigarettes [38]. The misperception among
young people that other tobacco products are less harmful
than cigarettes, as well as the fact that these products are
less harsh to smoke and taste good, may contribute to the
increase in the use of other tobacco products by youth.

A 2015 study found that only 19 percent of 8th graders
believe that there is a great risk of people harming
themselves with regular e-cigarette use, compared to 63
percent of 8th graders who think that there is a great risk
of people harming themselves by smoking one or more
packs of cigarettes a day [27].

Other tobacco products than cigarettes (OTP’s) such as little
cigars, cigarillos, and hookah, like all tobacco products,
contain the addictive chemical nicotine which makes them
very hard to quit [39] and increases the risk of developing
serious health problems including lung cancer, heart
disease, and emphysema [40].

Diacetyl, 2,3-pentanedione, and acetoin are used in the
manufacture of food and e-liquid flavors such as butter,
caramel, butterscotch, piña colada, and strawberry [7].

Diacetyl, when inhaled, is associated with the development
of the severe lung condition bronchiolitis obliterans, also
known as “popcorn lung,” which causes an irreversible
loss of pulmonary function and damage to cell lining and
airways [42].

Healthy Popcorn
lung

II*
lung

.

diacetyl

75%
of flavored
e-Cigarette
liquids and
refill liquids

tested

at least one of the
three flavoring

chemicals
fdiacetyl,

2,3-pentanedione,
or acetoin) in

9T’
of the tested
e-cigarettes

and liquids [7]

5

-any ioung uits, aise y e teve I at iavore O OCCO

Fu.cLs pre No1-Fb2bpu

r
Ravored tobacco products are not onlyjust as
harmful as combustible or smokeless tobacco
products, but they are also just as addictive 3J.

Certain chemicals used to flavor liquid nicotine, such as 2,3-pentanedione, a chemically similar substitute to diacetyl,
diacetyl, 2,3-pentanedione, and acetoin, are present in caused proliferation of fibrosis connective lung tissue and
many e-liquids at levels which are unsafe for inhalation [41]. airway fibrosis in an inhalation study performed on rats [43].

A 2075 study by the Harvard
School of Public Health detected



Caorn:a Tobacco Control Frog’orn

1. Corey, C.G., et al., Flavored tobacco product use among middle
and high school students—United States, 2014. MMWR Morbitity
and Mortality Weekly Report, 2015. 64(38): p. 1066-1070.

2. Chen, C., et al., Levels of mint and wintergreen flavorants: Smokeless
tobacco products vs. confectionery products. Food and chemical
toxicology, 2010. 48(2): p. 755-763.

3. Food and Drug Administration, Fact Sheet: Flavored Tobacco
Products. 2011.

4. National Cancer Institute, Cigar Smoking and Cancer, National
Institutes of Health, Editor. 2010.

5. Eaton, D.K., et al., Youth risk behavior surveillance-United States,
2011. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report. Surveillance
Summaries (Washington, DC: 2002), 2012. 61)4): p. 1-162.

6. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Preventing tobacco
use among youth and young adults: a report of the Surgeon
General. Atlanta, GA: US Department of Health and Human
Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office
on Smoking and Health, 2012. 3.

7 Joseph G. Allen, et aI., Flavoring Chemicals in E-Cigorettes:
Diocetyl, 2,3-Pentanedione, and Acetoin in a Sample of
51 Products, Including Fruit-, Candy-, and Cocktail-Flavored
E-Cigorettes. Environmental Health Perspectives, 2015.

8. Miech, R.A., Johnston, L. D., O’MalIey, P. M., Bachman, J. G.,
& Schulenberg, J. E., Cigarillo use increases estimates of teen
smoking rates by half University of Michigan News Service, Editor.
December 16, 2015: Ann Arbor, Ml.

9. Akl, E.A., et al., The effects of waterpipe tobacco smoking an
health outcomes: a systematic review. International Journal of
Epidemiology, 2010. 39(3): p. 834-857

10. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Cigars Fact Sheet,
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Editor. 2015.

11. National Cancer Institute. Cigar Smoking and Cancer. 2010.
12. ChangeLab Solutions, In Bad Taste: What Communities Con

Do About Fruit and Candy-Flavored Tobacco Products, 2014,
Changelab Soluntions.

13. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Reducing tobacco
use: A report of the Surgeon General. Atlanta, GA: US Deportment
of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention. National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and
Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health, 2000.

14. Maya Clinic. Health risks of chewing tobacco and other forms of
smokeless tobacco. Healthy Living: Quit Smoking 2014 November
15, 2014.

15. Boffetto, P., etal., Smokeless tobacco and cancer The Lancet
Oncology, 2008. 9(7): p. 667-675.

16. Morris, D.S., &C. Fiala, and R. Pawlak, PeerReviewed:
Opportunities for Policy Interventions to Reduce Youth Hookab
Smoking in the United States. Preventing Chronic Disease, 2012.9.

17. World Health Organization Study Group on Tobacco Product
Regulation, Advisory note: waterpipe tobacco smoking: health
effects, research needs and recommended actions by regulators—
2nd ed. 2015: World Health Organization.

18 Primack, BA., et al., Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of
Inhaled Toxiconts from Waterpipe and Cigarette Smoking. Public
Health Reports, January-February 2016. 131(1): p. 76-85.

19. Soneji, S., eta1., Associations between initial water pipe tobacco
smoking and snus use and subsequent cigarette smoking: results
from a longitudinal study of US adolescents and young odults.
JAMA Pediatrics, 2014.

20. Zhu, S-H., etal., Four hundred and sixty brands ole-cigarettes
and counting: implications for product regulation. Tobacco control,
2014. 23(suppl 3): p. iii3-iii9.

21. Daniels, M., The New Joe Camel in Your Pantry: Marketing liquid
nicotine to children with candy and cereal brands. 2015, First Focus:
Washington DC.

22. Goniewicz, ML., eta1., Levels of selected carcinogens and taxiconts
in vapour from electronic cigarettes. Tobacco Control, 2014. 23)2):
p. 133-139.

23. Mayer, B., How much nicotine kills a human? Tracing bock the
generally accepted lethal dose to dubious self-experiments in the
nineteenth century. Archives of toxicology, 2014. 88(1): p. 5-7.

24. Arrazola, R.A., et al., Tobacco use among middle and high school
students—United States, 2011-2014. MMWR Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report, 2015. 64(14): p. 381-5.

25. Ambrose, BK., et al., Flavored Tobacco Product Use Among US
Youth Aged 12-17 Years, 2013-2014. JAMA, 2015: p. 1-3.

26. King, BA., et al., Flavored-little-cigar and flavored-cigarette use
among US middle and high school students. Journal of Adolescent
Health, 2014. 54(1): p. 40-46.

27 Miech, R.A., Johnston, L. D., O’Malley, R M., Bachman, J. G., &
Schulenberg, J. E., Most youth use e-cigarettes for novelty, flavors
- not to quit smoking, University of Michigan News Service, Editor.
December 16, 2015: Ann Arbor, Ml.

28. Carpenter, CM., et al., New cigarette brands with flavors that
appeal to youth: tobacco marketing strategies. Health Affairs,
2005. 24)6): p. 1601 -161 0.

29. Brown, J.E., eta1., Candy flavorings in tobacco. New England
Journal of Medicine, 2014. 370(23): p. 2250-2252.

30. Kostygina, G., S.A. Glantz, and P.M. Ling, Tobacco industry use of
flavours to recruit new users of little cigors and cigarillos. Tobacco
Control, 2014.

31. King, BA., SR. Dube, and MA. Tynan, Flavored cigor smoking
among US adults: findings from the 2009—20 10 National Adult
Tobacco Survey Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2013. 15(2): p.
60 8-614.

32. Oregon Public Health Division, Flavored Tobacco: Sweet, Cheap,
and Within Kids’ Reach, in CD Summary. 2014, Oregon Health
Authority: Oregon.

33. Delnevo, CD., et al., Smoking-cessation prevalence among US
smokers of menthol versus non-menthol cigarettes. American Journal
of Preventive Medicine, 2011. 47)4): p. 357-365.

34. Delnevo, CD. and M. Hrywna, “A whole ‘nother smoke” or a
cigarette in disguise: How Ri Reynolds reframed the image of little
cigars. American Journal of Public Health, 2007. 97)8): p. 1368

35. Campaign for Tobacco Free Kids, Tobacco Marketing that Reaches
Kids: Point-of-Sale Advertising and Promotions, Campaign for
Tobacco Free Kids, Editor. 2012.

36. White, V.M., eta1., Cigarette promotional offers: who takes
odvantoge? American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 2006.
30)3): p. 225-231.

37. Wackowski, O.A. and CD. Delnevo, Young Adults’ Risk Perceptions
of Various Tobacco Products Relative to Cigarettes Results From the
Notional Young Adult Health Survey Health Education & Behavior,
2015.

38. Cullen,J., et al., Seven-year patterns in US cigar use epidemiology
among young adults aged 18—25 years: a focus an race/ethnicity
and brand. American Journal of Public Health, 2011. 107(10): p.
1955-1 962.

39. U.S. Food and Drug Administration, FDA Porentol Advisory on
Flovored Tobacco Products - Whot You Need To Know. 2015, U.S.
Food and Drug Administration.

40. U.S. Food and Drug Administration, Flavored Tobacco Product Foct
Sheet. 2011, U.S. Food and Drug Administration.

41. Tierney, PA., etal., Flavour chemicals in electronic cigarette fluids.
Tobacco Control, 2015: p. tobaccocontrol-201 4-052175.

42. Farsalinos, K.E, etal., Evoluation of electronic cigarette liquids and
aerosol for the presence of selected inhalation toxins. Nicotine &
Tobacco Research, 2015. 77(2): p. 168-174.

43. Morgan, DL., eta1., Bronchial and bronchiolar fibrosis in rats exposed
to 2, 3-pentanedione vapors: implications for bronchialitis obliterans
in humans. Toxicologic Pathology, 20]2. 40)3): p. 448-465.

3/2017 6



1HeaIth

• Menthol is a naturally occurring compound derived
From mint plants and is also synthetically produced.
[1] Because of its cool, minty candy-like flavor and
fresh odor, it is used as an additive in many products
including tobacco, lip balm, cough medication,
mouthwash, toothpaste, chewing gum, and candy, as
well as in beauty products and perfumes. [2]

• Menthol’s anesthetizing effect makes the smoke
“smooth” and easier to inhale while masking the
harshness of tobacco, making menthol cigarettes more
appealing to young and beginner smokers. [1]

• Menthol allows smokers to inhale more deeply and
for harmful particles to settle deeper inside the lungs.
[2] By reducing airway pain and irritation, continuous
menthol smoking con mask the early warning
symptoms of smoking-induced respiratory problems. [3]

• Menthol decreases the metabolism of nicotine and
increases the amount of the addictive substance in the
blood, making cigarettes even more dangerous and
difficult to quit. [4]

• Many menthol-only smokers underestimate the dangers
of menthol in cigarettes and believe that menthol
cigarettes are less harmful than regular cigarettes as
compared to non-menthol-only smokers. [5]

• Menthol cigarettes are not safer than regular
cigarettes. Menthol cigarettes only mask the harshness
of tobacco smoke, making it easier for new smokers to
start and mote challenging to quit. [6]

• Menthol smokers show greater signs of nicotine
dependence and have higher rates of quit attempts, [7]
but are less likely to successfully quit smoking than other
smokers. [8]

• Menthol cigarettes are not safer than regular
cigarettes. Menthol cigarettes have been shown to
increase youth initiation, inhibit cessation, and promote
relapse. [9] Scientific studies have shown that because
of its sensory effects and flavor, menthol may enhance
the addictiveness oF cigarettes. [10]

• Menthol cigarettes account for approximately 25
percent of all cigarette sales in the U.S. [11] Moreover,
mote than 90 percent of all tobacco cigarettes
contain menthol, regardless of being marketed as a
mentholated cigarette. [12]

Menthol smokers
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• A national 2013 study found that, among cigarette
smokers, menthol cigarette use was mote common
among 12-17 year olds (56.7 percent) and 18-25 year
olds t45 percent) than among older persons (30.5-
34.7 percent). [13]

• Approximately 19 million Americans smoke menthol
cigarettes, including 1.1 million adolescents. [14]

• More than 50 percent of menthol cigarette smokers ore
female (52.2 percent) and nearly 30 percent of all menthol
smokers are African American (29.4 percent). [15]

• Although the use of cigarettes is declining in the United
States (U.S.), sales of menthol cigarettes have steadily
increased in recent years, especially among young
people and new smokers. [14]

• Nearly half of oil lesbian, gay and bisexual adult
cigarette smokers in California smoke menthol
cigarettes while only 28 percent of straight smokers
smoke menthol cigarettes. [16]

• Generally, menthol smokers tend to be female,
younger, members of ethnic minorities, have only a
high school education, and buy packs rather than
cartons. [17]

• Menthol cigarettes are used disproportionately in
communities of color. In California, 70 percent of
African American, 42 percent of American Indian, 33
percent of Hispanic/Latino, and 30 percent of Asian,
adult cigarette smokers smoke menthol cigarettes
compared to only 18 percent of white adult cigarette
smokers. [16]

Menthol Cigarette Smoker Use by
Race/Ethnicity in California t1
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• Cigarette packaging design and color are carefully
chosen by the tobacco industry to create specific
associations. An example of this is the green packages
For mentholated cigarettes which suggest coolness and
freshness. [19]

• Tobacco retailers in low income, urban communities
having high menthol sales ore more likely to place
larger exterior tobacco advertisements and have mote
menthol advertisements on their store fronts. [1]

• Tobacco retailers in low income, urban communities
offer higher discount totes on mentholated cigarette
brands, including between $1.00 and $1.50 off per
pack or buy one (1) get one (1) free promotions, while
more affluent white neighborhoods see discounts on
menthols of only about $0.50 off per pack or buy two
(2) get one (1) free ofFers. [9]

• Camel brand smokers and menthol smokers (Newport
and Kool), who ore more often young adults and African
Americans, are much more likely to use promotional
offers than those who smoke other brands. [21]

• Young adults and African Americans are also less
likely to switch from menthol to non-menthol cigarettes
regardless of higher product price. [22]

• Menthol cigarettes were originally developed for and
promoted to women. In order to appeal to women,
menthol cigarette advertisements often contain images
of romantic couples, flowers, and springtime. [20]
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Menthol brands like Newport have specifically
targeted adolescents and young adults with their
marketing messages[20], through “youthful imagery,
messages promoting on appealing sensory

4 experience, and peer group acceptance.” 161

.,---- “-.--J,--,,



California Tobacco Control Program

Why Mnthotofed Tobacco Products Mbtfer to
the Htth of the onArrgn Commnity

According to the Food and Drug Administration’s Tobacco
Products Scientific Advisory Committee, by 2020 the
African American population will have suffered more than
4,700 excess deaths due to menthol in cigarettes, and
more than 460,000 more African Americans will have

smoking due to the impact of menthoL (23)

• African Americans have been one of the main target
groups oF menthol cigarette advertising. [24] Tobacco
industry documents reveal aggressive menthol tobacco
product marketing in urban, low-income, African
American neighborhoods through marketing; such
as advertising more desirable menthol promotions;
dedicating a greater store display space for menthol
products; and allowing more menthol interior and
exterior signage in stores. [25]

• Historically, African Americans have been exposed
to hundreds of tobacco advertisements and the
tobacco industry has placed proportionately more
menthol cigarette advertisements in AFrican American
magazines than in mainstream magazines. [26] Many
of these targeted advertisements incorporate elements
of African American culture, music, and messages
related to racial identity and urban nightlife. [32]

• Today, menthol cigarettes are the overwhelming
favorite tobacco product among African Americans. A
2015 CDC report found that among current cigarette
smokers in the U.s., 70.5 percent of African Americans
reported menthol cigarette use; about 20 percentage
points higher than whites and Hispanics. [18]

Menthol Use Among Current
Smokers by Race/Ethnicity in the U.S.11

• The tobacco industry has been highly influential in the
African American community for decades, providing
funding and other resources to community leaders and
emphasizing publicly its support for civil rights causes
and groups, while ignoring the negative health effects
of its products on those it claims to support. Tobacco
industry support for African American communities is
estimated to be as high as $25 million per year. [27]

• For decades, the tobacco industry has donated
generous amounts of money to members of the
Congressional Black Caucus Foundation, the National
Urban League, the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored people and the United
Negro College Fund. [28]

• Many African American organizations opposing
the ban on menthol in tobacco products continue to
receive money from the tobacco industry. In 2014,
Lorillard Tobacco donated campaign cash to half of
all African American members of Congress, making
African American lawmakers (all but one of whom are
Democrats) 19 times as likely as their Democratic peers
to get a donation. [29]
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• A leading model of smoking in the U.S. predicts that a
10 percent quit rate nationally among menthol smokers
would save thousands of lives, preventing mote than
4,000 smoking-attributable deaths in the first ten yeats,
and that mote than 300,000 lives would be saved in
over 40 years. Approximately 100,000 of those lives
saved would be African American. [30]

• Another model predicts that if menthol were prohibited,
between 2010 and 2020, over 2.2 million people
would not start smoking. By 2050, the number of
people who would not start smoking would reach 9
million. [6J

• Among African American smokers, menthol cigarette
smoking is negatively associated with successful
smoking cessation. [31]

• Quitting menthol cigarettes is particularly difficult,
because menthol smokers have to get over their
dependence on nicotine as well as positive
associations with menthol itself such as the minty taste,
cooling sensation, and sensory excitation. [9]

• Youth who initiate smoking with menthol cigarettes
are more likely to become regular, addicted smokers
and ate mare likely to show higher measures of
dependence than youth who initiate with non-menthol
cigarettes. [32]

• Menthol smokers in the U.S. who report consuming
6-10 cigarettes per day show greater signs of nicotine
dependence (i.e., shorter time to first cigarette in the
day) than comparable non-menthol smokers. [33]

• Menthol smokers in general and African American
smokers in particular, have a difficult time quitting
despite smoking significantly fewer cigarettes per
day compared to nan-menthol smokers. [26], [34]
Compared to non-menthol African American light
smokers, menthol smokers are younger and have less
confidence to quit smoking. [35]

p
Mote than half of Americans support a ban on
menthol t36], and a national study found that 44.5
percent of African Americans and 44 percent of
females would quit smoking if menthol cigarettes
were prohibited. (23]



Co!forno Tobacco Contrd Proaram

Fbod and Drug Administration
Regi o t4nthot Tobacco Products

• In 2009, Congress passed the Family Smoking
Prevention and Tobacco Control Act tFSPTCA) granting
the FDA with regulatory authority over tobacco
products. [37]

• EfFective September 22, 2009, the FSPTCA banned
artificial or natural flavorings, as well as herbs or
spices, which produce characterizing flavors in
cigarettes. This included flavors such as strawberry,
grape, orange, clove, cinnamon, pineapple, vanilla,
coconut, licorice, cocoa, chocolate, cherry, and coffee.
Menthol, however, was exempt From the ban. [38]

• The FDA has the ability to prohibit menthol as an
ingredient in cigarettes and other tobacco products.
Tobacco Products Scientific Advisory Committee
(TPSAC) was established and charged with developing
a report assessing the impact of the use of menthol
in cigarettes on public health and proposing
recommendations to the FDA on whether menthol
should be regulated or not. [37]

• The TPSAC report and recommendations were
submitted to the FDA on March 23, 2011. The TPSAC
report found that the availability of menthol cigarettes
has an adverse impact on public health in the U.S. and
recommended removal of menthol cigarettes from the
marketplace. [37]

• On April 12, 2013, 20 leading national organizations
and advocates filed a formal Citizen Petition urging the
FDA to prohibit menthol as a characterizing flavoring
in cigarettes. More than 1,000 public comments were
submitted to the FDA. [37]

• In July of 2013, the FDA released a preliminary
scientific review that found that menthol made it easier
to start smoking and allowed for a faster progression
to regular use of cigarette smoking; it also found that
menthol made it harder to quit smoking, especially
among African American menthol smokers. The FDA
solicited public comment on the “potential regulation”
of menthol cigarettes. [39]

• In July of 2014, a Federal District Court]udge, Justice
Richard Leon, issued a decision requiting the FDA to
appoint new members to the TPSAC and to prohibit the
agency from using the 2013 scientific review prepared
by the TPSAC. The judge ruled that the new TPSAC
members must be unbiased and impartial, following
a 2011 lawsuit by Lorillard Tobacco Company
and R.]. Reynolds Tobacco Company against the
FDA. The lawsuit sought a court order to require
the FDA to reconstitute the TPSAC’s membership,
alleging that three TPSAC members had conflicts
of interest because of their ongoing work as expert
witnesses against tobacco companies in tobacco
litigation and due to their consulting fees paid by
pharmaceutical companies in connection with certain
smoking cessation products. The FDA was ordered
to reconstitute the advisory panel’s membership and
refrain from using the prior advisory panel’s report on
menthol cigarettes. [39]

• In September oF 2014, the U.S. Department of Justice
filed an appeals motion on behalf of the FDA in
response to Circuit Court Justice Leon’s ruling in favor of
the Tobacco Industry. [40]

• In January 2016, a panel for the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit overturned the lower
Federal District Court ruling, holding that Lorillard and
R.] Reynolds Tobacco Companies lacked standing
to bring the case to the courts. The court found that
the injuries alleged by the plaintiffs were “too remote
and uncertain.. .insufficiently imminent” and that the
inclusion of the three members of the TPSAC committee
with an alleged conflict of interest “by no means
rendered the risk of eventual adverse FDA action
substantially probable or imminent.” [41]

• The FDA has still not made a recommendation on
whether to ban or limit menthol cigarettes. [39]

6



Cafarnia Tobacco Control Pcg-am

1. Kres!ake, J.M., eta1., Tobacco industry control of menthol in
cigarettes and targeting of adolescents and young adults. American
Journal of Public Health, 2008. 98(9): p. 1685.

2. Kreslake, J.M. and V.B. Yerger, Tobacco industry knowledge of
the role of menthol in chemosensory perception of tobacco smoke.
Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2010. 12: p. 98-101.

3. Garten, S. and R.V. Falkner, Continual smoking of mentholated
cigarettes may mask the early warning symptoms of respiratory
disease. Preventive Medicine, 2003. 37(4): p. 291-296.

4. Benowitz, NI., B. Herrero, and P. Jacob, Mentholated cigarette
smoking inhibits nicotine metobolism. Journal of Pharmacology and
Experimental Therapeutics, 2004. 310(3): p. 1208-1215.

5. Unger, J.B., et al., Menthol and non—menthol cigarette use among Block
smokers in Southern California. Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2010.

6. Tobacco Product Scientific Advisory Committee (TPSAC), Menthol
cigarettes and the public health: Review of the scientific evidence
and recommendations., US Department of Health and Human
Services Food and Drug Administration, Editor. 2011: Rockville, MD.

7. levy, D.T., et al., Quit attempts and quit rates omong menthol and
nonmenthol smokers in the United States. 2011.

8. U.S. Food and Drug Administration, Preliminary scientific evaluation
of the possible public health effects of menthol versus nonmenthol
cigarettes. July 2013.

9. Gardiner, P. and P.1. Clark, Menthol cigarettes: moving toward a
brooder definition of harm. Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2010.
12: p. 85-93.

10. Henningfield, J.E., et ol., Does menthol enhonce the addictiveness
of cigarettes? An agenda for research. Nicotine & Tobacco
Research, 2003.

11. Giovino, GA., et cii., Epidemiology of menthol cigarette use.
Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2004.6: p.o7-81.

12. Wickham, R., Focus: Addiction: How Menthol Alters Tobacco-
Smoking Behavior: A Biological Perspective. The Yale Journal of
Biology and Medicine, 2015. 88(3): p. 279.

13. Giovino, GA., etal., Differential trends in cigarette smoking in the
USA: is menthol slowing progress? Tobacco Control, 2013.

14. Substance Abuse and Mentol Health Services Administration, The
NSDU Report: Use of Menthol Cigarettes. 2009: Rockville, MD.

15. Rock, V.J., etal., Menthol cigarette use among racial and ethnic
groups in the United States, 2004—2008. Nicotine & Tobacco
Research, 2010. 72: p. 117-124.

16. Behaviorol Risk Factor Surveillance System 2013-2015. Sacramento,
CA: California Department of Public Health.

17. Fernander, A., etal., Are age of smoking initiation ond purchasing
patterns associoted with menthol smoking? Addiction, 2010.
105(1): p. 39-45.

18. Corey, C.G., et al., Flavored tobacco product use among middle
and high school students—United States, 2014. Morbitity Mortality
Weekly Report, 2015. 64(38): p. 1066-1 070.

19. Davis, R.M., etal., The role of the media in promoting and reducing
tobacco use. 2008.

20. Sutton, CD. and R.G. Robinson, The marketing of menthol cigarettes
in the United States: populations, messages, and channels. Nicotine
& Tobacco Research, 2004. 6)1): p. 83-91.

21. White, V.M., et al., Cigarette promotional offers: who tokes
advontoge? American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 2006.
30)3) p. 225-231.

22. Touras, J.A., et al., Menthol and non.menthol smoking: the impact of
prices and smoke-free air laws. Addiction, 2010. 105(1): p. 115-123.

23. Tobacco Control legal Consortium et al., Citizen Petition to Food
and Drug Administmtion, Pmhibiting Menthol As A Charocterizing
Flavor in Cigarettes (April 12, 2013).

24. Gordiner, P.S., The African Americanization af menthol cigarette use in
the United States. Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2004. 6(1): p. 55-65.

25. Cruz, T.B., LT. Wright, and G. Crawford, The menthol marketing

mix: targeted promotions for focus communities in the United States.
Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2010. 12(suppl 2): p. S147-S153.

26. American Heart Association, Tobacco industry’s targeting of youth,
minorities and women.

27 Yerger, V.B. and RE. Malone, African American leadership groups:
smoking with the enemy. Tobacco Control, 2002. 17(4): p. 336-345.

28. Myron levin, Lorillord, other tobacco companies use politics to
protect menthol brands, in Foirwarning. November 18, 2015, News
and Record: Greensboro, North Carolina.

29. Levin, M., Racial Politics Flavor Debate Over Banning Menthol
Cigarettes, in Fair Warning November 17, 2015.

30. Pearson, J.L. and K. Blackman, Modeling the future effects of a
menthol ban on smoking prevalence and smoking-attributable
deoths in the United States. American Journal of Public Health,
2011. 107(7): p. 1236.

31. Stahre, M., etal., Racial/ethnic differences in menthol cigarette
smoking, population quit ratios and utilization of evidence-based
tobacco cessotion treatments. Addiction, 2010. 105)1): p. 75.83.

32. Nonnemaker, J., etal., Initiation with menthol cigarettes and youth
smoking uptake. Addiction, 2013. 108)1): p. 171-178.

33. Fagan, P., et al., Nicotine dependence and quitting behaviors
among menthol and non-menthol smokers with similar consumptive
patterns. Addiction, 2010. 105(1): p. 55-74.

34. Trinidad, D.R., etal., Menthol cigarettes and smoking cessation
among raciol/ethnic groups in the United States. Addiction, 2010.
105(1): p. 84-94.

35. Okuyemi, K.S., et a!., Relationship between menthol cigarettes
and smoking cessation among African Arnericon light smokers.
Addiction, 2007. 102(12): p. 1979-1986.

36. Hartman, AM. What menthol smokers report they would do if
menthol cigarettes were no longer sold, in FDA Tobocco Products
Scientific Advisory Committee Meeting. 2011.

37 Public Health Law Center. Federal Regulation ofMenthol Tobacco Products.
38. Family Smoking Prevention And Tobacco Control Act,, in Public

Law No. 111-31, 123 Stat. 1776 (codified, in relevant part, at 15
U.S.C.A. 1333-34 and 21 U.S.C.A. 301 et seq.). 2009.

39. Sabrina Tavernise, F.D.A. Closer to Decision About Menthol
Cigarettes, in The New York Times. July 23, 2013.

40. FDA Appeals Court Ruling on WSAC Conflict of Interest, in American
Thoracic Society News. September 22, 2014.

41. Stern, MB., et al., Ri. Reynolds Tobacco Company, et at. v. Unifed
States Food and Drug Administration, eta1., in 14-5226, United
States Court of Appeals for the Di5trict of Columbia Circuit, Editor.
January 15, 2016.

5/2017

7



‘
,
-

—

V.
:L

4

u
.

0La)
•

(
‘I

4-’

SAG)

4-’

j-
4

4





Focus on Flavors

The authority of a state or local
government to restrict or prohibit the

sale or distribution of flavored tobacco products

Nicholas Wellington,
Deputy Attorney General,

Tobacco Litigation and Enforcement Section,
Office of the Attorney General of California

3/29/20 16

:z •i:

Tobacco Control Program

PublicHeafth

0#

k



Suggested Citation:
Wellington, Nicholas. Focus on Flavors: The authority of a state or local government to restrict or prohibit the sale or
distribution of flavored tobacco products. Sacramento, CA: California Tobacco Control Program, California Department
of Public Health, 2016.

Funding for this paper was made possible by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention under Grant #
1U58DPO05969-Ol to the California Department of Public Health. The views expressed do not necessarily reflect the
official policies of the United States (U.S.) Department of Health and Human Services or the California Department of
Public Health, nor does the mention of trade names, commercial practices, or organizations imply endorsement by the
U.S. Government or the State of California.



Table of Contents
A. Overview.

B. Federal preemption — briefly 3
C. The operative federal statute: the Family Smoking Prevention

and Tobacco Control Act (FSPTCA) 4
C. I The FSPTCA has a calibrated, hierarchical preemption structure 5
C.2 The preemption clause 5
C.3 The preservation clause 6
C.4 The savings clause 7
C.5.a The power of state and local governments to prohibit survives the

preemption clause even though it is not expressly included in the savings clause 7
C.5.b The Fire Safety Act is an example that the power to prohibit in areas

that relate to product standards survives the preemption clause 8
C.6 Tobacco product characterizing flavor restrictions in the FSPTCA 10
C.7 Tobacco product category restrictions in the FSPTCA 10
C.8 The FDA’s power to regulate sales and distribution of tobacco products I I
C.9 Authority of tribal governments to restrict or prohibit sale or

distribution of flavored tobacco products 11
D. Preemption — in greater detail 12

D.l National Meat Association v. Harris, — U.S.—, 132 S.Ct. 965, 181 L.Ed.2d 950 (2012) 12
D.2 Engine Manufacturers Association v. South Coast Air Quality Management

District, 541 U.S. 246 (2004) 14
E. Litigation arising from local measures regulating sale of flavored tobacco products 15

E.I The New York City ordinance and litigation 15
E.2 The City of Providence ordinance and litigation 17
E.3 The City of Chicago ordinance and litigation 18

F. Other issues arising from regulation of flavored tobacco products 19
F.I Equal protection challenges 19
F.2 Vested interest and retroactivity challenges 20
F.3 First Amendment challenges 21
F.4Vagueness 21
F.5 State preemption 22

G. Definitions and scope of state or local measures 22
H. Other areas of state and local authority 23
I. Conclusions 24





Focus on Flavors
May a state or local government restrict
or prohibit the sale or distribution of
flavored tobacco products?

A. Overview

A state or local government may restrict or prohibit the sale and or
distribution of flavored tobacco products. State and local governments hold
‘police power” under the federal constitution, which means they have power
to protect the health, safety and welfare of their citizens.’ The Family Smoking
Prevention and Tobacco Control Act (FSPTCA), a federal statute, expressly
preserves state and local power to enact measures relating to the sale or cc
distribution of tobacco products, even if those measures are more restrictive .A state or
than federal law. Nationally, a number of local governments have enacted localitr yj,r
measures that restrict or prohibit the saTe of flavored tobacco products.
Three of those ordinances have, to date, been challenged in federal court, regulate the sale
and all have been upheld.2 However, courts have not ruled on all the possible or distributionvariants of regulation of flavored tobacco products.

of tobacco
The regulatory power of a state or locality in this area is broad, but not products ‘withunlimited: it must be based on police power, such as for the purpose of
reducing youth smoking initiation,3 it must be limited to a restriction of sales, ay Of all
distribution, or use of tobacco products within the jurisdiction; it may not characterizinregulate how products are manufactured or the ingredients they may contain;
and it may not restrict the movement of products through the jurisdiction in flavors
commerce. Also, if the measure restricts speech, it may be vulnerable to
challenge under the First Amendment.

Existing state and local measures that regulate flavored tobacco products
define the regulated product by reference to its characterizing flavor.4 This

See, e g Nopier v Atlantic Coast LineR R Co. 272 U.S. 605,610 (1926),

2 U.S Smokeless Tobacco Mfg Co. LLC v. City of New York, 708 F.3d 428 (2nd Cit. 2013); Nat’l Ason of
Thbocco Outlets, Inc v. City ofProvidence, 731 F.3d 71(1st Cit. 2013); Independents Gas & Sen Stations
Ass’ns, Inc v City of Chicago, No. 4 C 7536, 2015 WL4038743 (N.D. IlI.,June 29, 2015). These decisions
are not binding in California because they are in different states and circuits, but they are persuasive
authority.

California’s interest in preventing the sale of tobacco products to minors dates back to at least 1891.
See Cal. Penal § 308, Stats. t891, c. 70, p. 64, § I

The term “characterizing flavors” is not defined in the federal statute. It is used here to refer to
products that have a taste or aroma that can be distinguished from the taste or aroma of tobacco during
consumption of the product, or that are marketed as having such a characteristic.

Focus ON FLAVORS



is not a prescription for how a product must be made, but a description of
the character of the product experienced by the consumer. This distinction
is important because states and localities lack power to set manufacturing
standards. A state or locality may regulate the sale or distribution of tobacco
products with any or all characterizing flavors. Or a state or locality may
except some flavors (such as menthol), as long as the inclusion or exception
of the flavored product is based on police power (such as the protection of
public health).

A state or locality may exercise this power over the full range of tobacco
products, including cigarettes, cigarillos, and electronic cigarettes.5 In 2009, in
the FSPTCA, Congress gave the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) power
to regulate only cigarettes, smokeless tobacco, and roll your-own (RYO)
tobacco products. However, Congress also authorized the FDA to deem
additional products to be within the FDA’s regulatory power, and in 2014, the
FDA issued a proposed rule to do just that. As of March 2016, those deeming
regulations are not final. It is anticipated that the FDA will soon extend its
regulatory authority over additional products, including electronic cigarettes,
pipe tobacco, cigarillos, and cigars. Until that happens the FSPTCA presents
no bar to state or local regulation of those products. Therefore, this paper
proceeds on the assumption that a state or local government may regulate,
for instance, cigarettes and electronic cigarettes, in exactly the same way.5

It is beyond the scope of this paper to consider the many policy and
enforcement issues that might arise in the event a state or local government
chooses to use its police power to regulate the sale or distribution of
flavored tobacco products. Rather, this paper examines the legal authority
for state or local action in this area. It first focuses on the ways in which
states and localities may act, as distinct from areas in which only the federal
government may act. This requires a discussion of the legal doctrine of federal
preemption. This paper then examines the key provisions of the FSPTCA and
returns to consider certain preemption issues in greater depth. Thereafter,
it summarizes the three cases where courts have reviewed local ordinances
regulating flavored tobacco products. The paper concludes with a discussion
of other legal challenges that could be mounted against a state or local
measure, as well as some miscellaneous issues arising from the definitions
and scope of such measures.

The term “electronic dgarettes” is used broadly to include all types of electronic devicea and their
components that deliver aerosolized or vaporized nicotine, tobacco or flavors.

To be clear, in the event that the deeming regulations are not finalized, are invalidated by couna, or do
not include all of the products identified above, the FSPTCA will not restrict the power of state or local
governments to regulate the non-deemed products.
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B. Federal preemption - briefly
Preemption refers to a legal doctrine that determines when a federal law
displaces a state or local law (federal preemption) or when a state law
displaces a local law (state preemption). For purposes of this paper, only
federal preemption is likely to be relevant. Federal preemption is derived
from the Supremacy Clause, which invalidates state or local measures that
interfere with or are inconsistent with federal law. See Hillsborough Cnty. v.
Automated Med. Labs., Inc., 471 U.S. 707, 712 (1985).

There are various types of federal preemption, of which two are likely to
be raised in opposition to a state or local flavored product measure. One is CCpreemption
express preemption, asking whether the preemption clause expressly states

C 1
that the state or locality is prohibited from taking certain action. The other rerers tO a lega
is conflict preemption, asking whether the state or local measure conflicts doctrine thatwith federal law. See Engine Mfrs. Ass’n v. South Coast Air Quality Mgmt Dist.,
498 F.3d 1031, 1039-40 (9th Cir. 2007). Thus, a court reviewing a state a.etermines
or local measure to regulate flavored tobacco products will both examine ‘when a federalthe FSPTCA’s preemption scheme and consider whether the state or local
measure is inconsistent with the FSPTCA or with FDA regulations. See Altria law aispiaces
Group, Inc. v. Good, 555 U.S. 70, 76 (2008) (‘Congress may indicate pre- a state or localemptive intent through a statute’s express language or through its structure
and purpose.”) law (federal

preemDtion) orAt this point an analysis of preemption becomes less certain. Under the I

prevailing view, when a state or local measure is based on traditional police nen a state
power, the reviewing court will start its analysis with a presumption against law displaces apreemption. In other words, it will presume that the state or local government
may properly enact measures that are stricter than federal law. This is in local law (state
recognition that what is at issue is federal supremacy power versus state or
local police power, both of which derive from the federal constitution. Thus,
a state or local measure regulating sales or distribution of flavored tobacco
products will not be displaced “unless that was the clear and manifest purpose
of Congress.” Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr, 518 U.S. 470,485 (1996). If “the text of a
pre-emption clause is susceptible of more than one plausible reading, courts
ordinarily accept the reading that disfavors pre-emption.” Altria Group, 555
U.S. at 77 (internal citation omitted). Similarly, if the federal statute contains
a preemption clause and it does not specify that a certain area of regulation
is preempted, that indicates a local or state measure regulating that area is
not preempted. See Cipollone v. Liggett Group, Inc., 505 U.S. 504, 517 (1992)
(“Congress’ enactment of a provision defining the pre-emptive reach of a
statute implies that matters beyond that reach are not pre-empted.”)
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However, not all current Supreme Court Justices agree with these principles.
Some specifically reject the presumption against preemption when applied
in express preemption cases, the use of legislative history to determine
congressional intent regarding preemption, and the view that in express
preemption cases there cannot also be preemption based on a conflict
between federal and state law in an area not specifically referenced in the
express preemption clause. See Engine Mfts. Ass’n v. South Coast Air Quality
Mgmt Dist., 541 U.S. 246, 256 (2004); Aftrio Group, 555 U.S. at 95, 99-
102 (Thomas, J. dissenting); Cipollone v. Liggett, 505 U.S. at 548 (Scalia, J.
dissenting). Therefore, in an abundance of caution, the analysis that follows
relies neither on the presumption against preemption nor on the legislative
history of the FSPTCA, and it applies the “ordinary principles of statutory
construction.” Altria Group, 555 U.S. at 101 (Thomas, J. dissenting).

With these principles in mind, this paper examines the FSPTCA’s preemption
scheme.

C. The operative federal statute: the
Family Smoking Prevention and
Tobacco Control Act (FSPTCA)
Congress gave the FDA authority to regulate “tobacco products” when it
passed the FSPTCA in June 2009, and defined these products as cigarettes,
cigarette tobacco, RYO tobacco, smokeless tobacco and any other tobacco
products that the Secretary of Health and Human Services deems are subject
to this authority by regulation.7 See 21 U.S.C. § 387a(b). Under the FSPTCA,
the FDA may establish tobacco product standards and regulate ingredients,
additives, nicotine levels, testing, premarket review, adulteration, misbranding,
labeling, registration, good manufacturing standards, and modified risk tobacco
products.8 All of these can be categorized, broadly, as “product standards.”
“Product standards” are an area of exclusive FDA power.

‘As discussed above, because Congress gave the FDA authority to deem other products to be tobacco
products and the FDA’s deeming rule appears to be close to final, this paper assumes that the FDA’s
authority extends to ‘new products, including electronic cigarettes, cigars, cigarillos, and pipe
tobacco.

21 U.S.C § 387g givea the FDA power to regulate product standards; § 387h gives power to notice
and recall defective products; § 3871 requires manufacturers and importers to maintain and provide
records to the FDA; § 387j seta forth requirements for new products and for pre-market review of
products that are claimed to be substantially equivalent; § 387k sets forth requirements for products
that claim to have a modified risk; § 387o requires the FDA to establish regulations regarding testing
of ingredients and disclosure of such information; and § 387q concerns establishment of a scientific
products advisory committee, which is required to have representatives of tobacco manufacturing and
farming (but not retail or distribution).

CALLFORC Tocco CONTROL PRoGR.M



C.1 The FSPTCA has a calibrated,
hierarchical preemption structure

The FSPTCA’s preemption scheme is hierarchical. The “preservation clause”
comes first and is the broadest— it preserves the authority of federal agencies
other than the FDA, the states, the political subdivisions of states (i.e., local
governments created by the states), and the governments of Indian tribes.
21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(l). Through the preservation clause congress carved
out an area for the FDA, but preserved all other powers for other entities
— such as states, localities, tribes, and other federal agencies. Following the
preservation clause is the “preemption clause” which describes the carve-out. CCP_pflrough the
Id. at § 387p(a)(2)(A). The preemption clause forbids only states and political
subdivisions of states from acting in the preempted (or carved-out) areas, preservation

whereas actions by other federal agencies and tribes are not preempted. For clause Congress
the purposes of this paper, the most important preempted area is “product ]
standards.” The final part of the FSPTCA preemption scheme is the “savings carveu OUt
clause.” Id. at § 387p(a)(2)(B). Like the preemption clause it applies only to an area for
states and political subdivisions of states. The reason why the savings clause
is reTevant only to state and local governments is because by its own terms the fDA., but
it references only the preemption clause — which concerns only state and preserved all
local governments. It contains no provision to save the preserved powers of
federal agencies other than the FDA or of tribes because none of their powers other po’wers for
were preempted. Similarly, the savings clause saves only the state and local other entities —

powers that could have been preempted. The savings clause ensures that the
preserved powers of state and local governments are not preempted solely sucn as states,
because they relate to a particular area, such as product standards, where localities,
direct state or local authority is prohibited.

tribes, an

C.2 The preemption clause other federal
Congress placed the power to regulate product standards under FDA
control using a preemption This clause limits the powers of states
and localities. It provides that “[nb State or political subdivision of a State
may establish . . . with respect to a tobacco product any requirement which is
different from, or in addition to, any requirement under the [FSPTCA] relating
to tobacco product standards, premarket review, adulteration, misbranding,

The full text of the preemption clause, 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(2;(A), is as follows:
(2) Preemption of certain State arid local requirements
(A) In general
No State or political subdivision of a State may establish or continue in effect with respect to
a tobacco product any requirement which is different from, or in addition to, any requirement
under the provIsions of this subchapter relating to tobacco product standards, premarket review
adulteration, misbranding, labeling, registration, good manufacturing standards, or modified risk
tobacco products
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labeling, registration, good manufacturing standards, or modified risk tobacco
products.” 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(2)(A). In other words, states and localities may
not regulate product standards, even under their police powers, because
any such regulation would likely be different from or in addition to federal
law. This preemption clause underlies the argument presented to several
courts, that local sales regulations are veiled, improper, product standards
regulations.

C.3 The preservation clause

The argument that state or local sales and distribution regulations are
CCCOn ress impermissible product standards in disguise fails because Congress expresslyg preserved certain powers for state and local governments: Congress allowed
explicitly state and local governments to adopt certain measures that are in addition

“reserves the to, or more stringent than, federal law. These powers are identified in the
1 preservation clause.° This clause provides that, except for the areas identified
authority of a as preempted in the preemption clause, “nothing” in the FSPTCA “shall be

state or local construed to limit the authority of. . . a State or political subdivision of a State
to enact. . . and enforce any law. . . or other measure with respect to

government tobacco products that is in addition to, or more stringent than, requirements

to re ulate established under” the FSPTCA. 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(l). In other words, ing those areas preserved for state or local regulation, the FSPTCA is a floor, not
or prohibit a ceiling, and “nothing” in the FSPTCA can take away from stricter state or

the sale or local regulation.

distribution The preservation clause continues, providing that this “includ[esJ a law.

of tobacco or other measure relating to or prohibiting the sale, distribution, possession,
exposure to, access to, advertising and promotion of, or use of tobacco

products products by individuals of any age, information reporting to the State, or
measures relating to fire safety standards for tobacco products.” 21 U.S.C.
§ 387p(a)(l). Congress explicitly preserves the authority of a state or local
government to regulate or prohibit the sale or distribution of tobacco
products. This express recognition of state and local power is what makes
permissible a state or local restriction or prohibition on the sale or distribution
of flavored tobacco products.

° The full text of the preservation clause, 21 U.S.C. 5 387p(a)(I), is as follows:
(I) Preservation
Except as provided in paragraph (2)(A), nothing in this subchapter, or rules promulgated under
this subchapter, shall be construed to limit the authority of a Federal agency (induding the Armed
Forces), a State or political subdivision of a State, or the government of an Indian tribe to enact,
adopt, promulgate, and enforce any law, rule, regulation, or other measure with respect to
tobacco products that is in addition to, or more stringent than, requirements established under this
subchapter, including a law, rule, regulation, or other measure relating to or prohibiting the sale,
distribution, possession, exposure to, access to, advertising and promotion of, or use of tobacco
products by individuals of any age, information reporting to the State, or measures relating to fire
safety standards for tobacco products. No provision of this subchapter shall limit or otherwise affect
any State, tribal, or local taxation of tobacco products.
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The clause also preserves the power of a state or locality to regulate or
prohibit the possession or use of tobacco products. See 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(l).
A state or locality may do this for individuals of any age — this is not merely a
grant of authority to set a higher minimum purchase age or to ban possession
of tobacco products by minors. Id. A state or locality may also regulate
advertising and promotions.” Id. Finally, the preservation clause states that
no provision of the FSPTCA “shall limit or otherwise affect any State, tribal,
or local taxation of tobacco products.” Id. In short, states and localities have
power to regulate or prohibit the sale or distribution of tobacco products. A. state or

locality mayC.4 The savings clause 1aaopt a measure
State and local power is not only set forth in the preservation clause, but also that relates
in the savings clause.’2 The savings clause reiterates that, notwithstanding the
preemption clause, the powers of states and localities are preserved. It states tO a pfoi.tUCt
that, regardless of the preemption clause, states may impose “requirements standard as
relating to the sale, distribution, possession, information reporting to the i-.
State, exposure to, access to, the advertising and promotion of, or use of, iong as te
tobacco products by individuals of any age, or relating to fire safety standards measure is oniy
for tobacco products.” 2) U.S.C. § 387p(a)(2)(B). Thus, the bar on state and
local regulation of product standards under the preemption clause does not a regu’ation
impair a state or local sales or distribution measure even if that measure of the sale or
relates in some way to a product standard. Put another way, a state or
locality may adopt a measure that relates to a product standard as long as the ulstrluutlon 0
measure is only a regulation of the sale or distribution of products — such as products — such
a restriction on the sale of flavored tobacco products within the jurisdiction.

as a restriction
C.5a The power of state and local governments to on the sale of
prohibit survives the preemption clause even though flavored tobacco
it is not expressly included in the savings clause products
Challengers to local flavored product restrictions have argued that, in the ‘Within the
savings clause, Congress saved the power of local and state governments jurisdiction”
only to “restrict,” but not to “prohibit,” sales of tobacco products. See U.S.
Smokeless Tobacco v. New York, 708 F.3d at 435; Not’! Ass’n of Tobacco Outlets

See, a g.. the City of Providence, RI, ordinance prohibiting retailers from redeeming coupons,
approved in Nat’lAss’n of Tobacco Outlets a Providence, 731 F.3d at 74, 76-81.

The full text of the savings clause, 21 U.S.C. § 387p( )(2)(B), is as follows:
(B) Exception
Subparagraph (A) does not apply to requirements relating to the sale, distribution, possession,
information reporting to the State, exposure to, access to, the advertising and promotion of, or
use of, tobacco products by individuals of any age, or relating to fire safety standards for tobacco
products. Information disclosed to a State under subparagraph (A) that is exempt from disclosure
under section 552(b)(4) of Title 5 shall be treated as a trade secret and confidential information by
the State.
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v. Providence, 731 F.3d at 82; Independents Gas & Serv. Stations v. Chicago, 2015
WL 4038743 at *3• The argument is as follows: in the preservation clause
Congress explicitly preserved power to “prohibit” when it gave a state or
locality power to pass measures both “relating to” or ‘prohibiting” sales.
However, Congress narrowed that power in the preemption clause and in
the savings clause when it clarified which powers survived preemption, it
did not include the word “prohibit.” Thus, goes the argument, the power to
“prohibit” was not “saved” for state or local governments. The three courts
that considered this argument appear not to have been persuaded by it, but
did not squarely resolve the issue because none of the operative ordinances
were complete prohibitions and each court relied on that fact to pass on the
issue. (Id.) It is therefore useful to consider at greater length whether theBecause the power to prohibit survives preemption.

preemption The simplest counter to such an argument is that “relating to” is broader than,clause does and encompasses, prohibition. Therefore, because the power to “prohibit”
was originally granted, and the power to regulate in ways that “relate” wasnot use
saved, then the power to “prohibit” was also saved. More conclusively, thethe vrord presence of the words “relating to” and the absence of the word “prohibiting”

,

.i. . in the savings clause are explained by the fact that the savings clause simplyproiiiultlng,
mirrors the language in the preceding preemption clause: the savings clausethe power merely states what is saved from preemption. Because the preemption

1 •i clause does not use the word “prohibiting,” the power to prohibit was notto pronirnt
preempted and thus need not be saved.’3

was not
preempted C.5.b The Fire Safety Act is an example that the
and thus need power to prohibit in areas that relate to product

1 1 y standards survives the preemption clausenot be savel.
The interplay of the preservation, preemption and savings clauses is also
illustrated by the assignment of power to regulate cigarette fire safety
standards. This example is illuminating because, like characterizing flavors,
fire safety standards implicate both the state’s police power and the FDA’s
power to set product standards. The FSPTCA assigns this fire safety power
as follows: The preservation clause explicitly preserves state authority to
enact “measures relating to fire safety standards for tobacco products.” 21
U.S.C. § 387p(a)(l)(A). The preemption clause then prohibits state or local
governments from enacting differing or additional measures relating to
product standards. Id. at § 387p(a)(2). However, California’s Cigarette Fire

The hierarchy of the preemption stherne is also illustrated by the fact that the preservation clause
preserves the authority of federal agencies other than the FDA, the states, political subdivisions of
states, and governments of Indian tribes; whereas the preemption clause prohibits only states and
political subdivisions of states from acting in the preempted areas, leaving other federal agencies and
tribal governments unaffected; thus the savings clause contains no provisicn for saving the powers of
other federal agendes or tribes because none of their powers were preempted. Similarly, because the
power to prohibit was never preempted, it need not be saved.
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Safety and Firefighter Protection Act (Fire Safety Act) requires cigarette
manufacturers to submit laboratory test results regarding ignition propensity
to the State Fire Marshal. See Cal. Health & Safety § 14950-60. California’s
statute sets forth detailed product standards. Id. at § 14952. The statute
therefore appears to be preempted: it imposes different and additional
requirements “relating to” product standards. 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(2)(A).
However, the savings clause states that the preemption clause does not apply cCfh Fire
to requirements “relating to fire safety standards for tobacco products.” Id.

‘ £ A
at § 387p(a)(2)(B). Thus it saves this power for states even though the state Jalet)T .rict
measure is “relating to” a product standard. Id. The Fire Safety Act therefore therefore
exemplifies how state and local power to regulate sales or distribution of 1
flavored tobacco products is saved, even if that measure relates in some way exempilnes
to product standards. how state and
Moreover, the Fire Safety Act is a sales and distribution prohibition, not local pov4rer
merely a restriction. Cal. Health & Safety § 1495 1(a) (“A person shall not to regulate
sell, offer, or possess for sale in this state cigarettes not in compliance 1
This demonstrates that the power to prohibit is retained despite arguments SaieS or
(above) to the contrary. distribution
No court has been asked to address the issue of whether California’s of flavored
Fire Safety Act is preempted by the FSPTCA, either as an impermissible tobacco
prohibition under the savings clause or as an impermissible product standard
under the preemption clause of the FSPTCA. However, the fact that all states prouucts iS
have enacted fire safety laws very similar to California’s illustrates that states saved, even if
have broad authority, using police power, to restrict or prohibit sales and
distribution of tobacco products even when the regulation relates to product tnat measure
standards. This power is guaranteed under the preservation clause and, relates in
even though the restriction or prohibition relates in some way to product
standards, because of the savings clause it is not preempted.’4 some way

to product

Several other provisions in the FSPTCA provide additional examples that Congress intended states
and localities to possess certain regulatory powers even if exercising those powers related to product
standards. For instance, the Fire Safety Act requires that an approved mark be placed on the pack. See
Cal. Health & Safety § 14954. This implicates the labeling power that is reserved for the FDA under
the preemption clause arid which is not explicitly saved for the state in the savings clause. This shows
the limits of federal preemption in an area where the state exerdses its power to regulate sales or
distribution. Similarly, regarding the federal Freedom of Information Act, the savings clause instructs
that “[ijnhormation disclosed to a State [regarding product standards) that is exempt from disclosure
under [the Freedom of Information Act) shall be treated as a trade secret and confidential information
by the State.” 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(2)(B), This indicates that Congress contemplated that states might
require reporting o information that relates to product standards — otherwise it would have been
unnecessary to require that states treat such information as confidential, Also, the FSPTCA includes a
provision stating that nothing in the FSPTCA shall be construed to modify or affect state product liability
law. 21 U.S.C. § 387p(b). Even though product liability litigation may have a powerful impact on product
standards, Congress made it clear that state product liability law is preserved. All of these examples
show that the thrust of the savings clause was not to expand federal power beyond the parameters of
the preemption clause, but the opposite — to clarify that state and local power to regulate sales and
distribution is not preempted even when such measures implicate product standards.
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C.6 Tobacco product characterizing
flavor restrictions in the FSPTCA

The FSPTCA contains two provisions regarding flavors. One is a ban on
cigarettes with characterizing flavors other than menthol or tobacco.
21 U.S.C. § 387g(a)(l)(A). This is not a ban on sales or distribution, but a
complete prohibition: “a cigarette . . . shall not contain ... [a] flavor
[other than tobacco or menthol].” Id. The second is a grant of authority
to the FDA to regulate or prohibit menthol cigarettes in the future, but to
do so only after conducting research into the impact of menthol-flavored
cigarettes on public health.’5 Id. at § 387g(e). Congress did not prohibit
flavored smokeless or RYO tobacco products, but it gave the FDA authorityme to prohibit such products, and, through the deeming process, to prohibit

FSPTCA other flavored tobacco products as well. Id. at § 387g(a)(3) & (4). Altogether,
these provisions show that Congress banned certain flavored products anddoes nOt limit gave the FDA authority to regulate or ban other flavored products through

the povver its power to set product standards. This is distinct from the power preserved
for states and localities, which is the power to regulate sales and distribution

or a state or (and expressly excludes the power to regulate product standards.) Id. at §
locality to 387p(a)(2)(A). Thus, there is no inconsistency between the FSPTCA and the

• - power of states or localities to enact measures regarding sales or distribution
ban or restrict of flavored tobacco products.

the sale or
distribution C.7 Tobacco product category

restrictions in the FSPTCAof particular
products, such The FDA’s powers in the area of product regulation are not unlimited.

“Because of the importance of a decision” the FDA is prohibited fromas iiavoreu “banning all cigarettes, all smokeless tobacco products, all little cigars, all
cigars other than little cigars, all pipe tobacco, or all roll your-own tobacco
products” or “requiring the reduction of nicotine yields of a tobacco product
to zero.” 21 U.S.C. § 387g(d)(3). The FSPTCA does not, however, limit the
power of a state or locality to ban or restrict the sale or distribution of
particular products, such as flavored products. In fact, while early versions
of the bill reserved the power to ban or restrict the sale or distribution of
products to the FDA, the enacted statute denied this exclusive power to
the FDA and gave it to states, localities, other federal agencies, and tribes.
See U.S. Smokeless Tobacco v. New York, 708 F.3d at 433, n.l. This reversal
during the legislative process indicates congressional intent that states and
localities hold power to regulate the sale or distribution of entire categories
of products.

The California Attorney General and 26 other state and territorial Attorneys General are on record as
supporting a prohibition on menthol flavored cigarettes. See Comment from State Attorneys General to
FDA re: Menthol in Cigarettes, FDA-20 L3.N-0521,Nov. 8, 2013.
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C.,$ The FDA’S power to regulate sales
and distribution of tobacco products

Finally, it is instructive to consider that the FSPTCA gives authority not
only to states and localities, but also to the FDA, to regulate sales and
distribution of tobacco products. See 21 U.S.C. § 387f(d)(l) (authorizing FDA
to restrict sale and distribution of a tobacco product, including restrictions me power
on advertising and promotion, to protect public health). However, unlike of tribalthe regulation of product standards that Congress assigned exclusively to
the FDA in the preemption clause and in detail in other provisions of the governments
FSPTCA, there is nothing in section 387f or in the preemption clause that (and of federallimits the power to regulate sales and distribution to the FDA. Rather, the
preservation and savings clauses assign such power to states and Iocalities. agencies otner
In other words, the fact that the FSPTCA gives the FDA power to regulate than thesales and distribution does not imply that that power is not also possessed by
state and local governments. FDA) to enact

measures that
C.9 Authority of tribal governments to are stricterrestrict or prohibit sale or distribution

than federalof flavored tobacco products
law, specifically

The power of tribal governments (and of federal agencies other than the FDA) including salesto enact measures that are stricter than federal law, specifically including sales
or distribution measures, is set forth in the preservation clause just as it is for or distribution
state and local governments.’7 However, unlike state and local governments, measures, isthe preemption clause in no way limits those powers of tribal governments.
See 21 U.S.C. § 387p(a)(l) (containing no reference to tribal governments or set forth in the
other federal agencies). In other words, a tribe’s power to enact a measure preservationrestricting or prohibiting the sale or distribution of flavored tobacco products
on its reservation is not expressly preempted. However, if a tribe enacted a clause just as
product standard that was inconsistent with a product standard set by the it is for state

and localSimilarly, the FSPTCA forbids the FDA from prohibiting the sale ot tobacco products in a specific
category of retail outlets or from raising the minimum purchase age above 18 years. 21 U.S.C. § 387fçd) overnni.ents(3)(A). But the Act neither bars state or local governments from doing so nor expressly assigns those
powers to state or local governments. illustrating the fact that these powers are not preempted, despite
not being expressly assigned to state or local governments, many locahties and states have successfully
raised the minimum age above 18 years and/or prohibited sale of tobacco products in certain retail
outlets suth as pharmacies See, e g., TOBACCO EIGHTEEN TWENTY-ONE http:/!tobscco2l .org! (last
visited Jan. 27, 2016).

The relevant portions of this clause, 21 U.SC § 387p(a)( ), are as follows:
nothing in this subchapter, or rules promulgated under this subchapter, shall be construed tc

limit the authority of. . the government o an Indian tribe to enact, adopt, promulgate, and enforce
any law, rule, regulation, or other measure with respect to tobacco products that lain addition
to, or more stringent than, requirements established under this subchapter, including a law, rule,
regulation, or other measure relating to or prohibiting the sale, distribution, possession, exposure to,
access to, advertising and promotion of, or use of tobacco products by individuals of any age, .. . or
measures relating to fire safety standards for tobacco products. No provision of this subchapter shall
limit or other,vise affect any... tribal .. . taxation of tobacco products.
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FDA, the tribal measure could be challenged as inconsistent with federal law
(i.e., conflict preemption.) This suggests that a tribe would be better advised
to regulate sales or distribution rather than enact product manufacturing
standards.

D. Preemption — in greater detail
Challengers to the New York City, Providence, and Chicago flavored tobacco
product ordinances based their preemption arguments on two recent U.S.
Supreme Court cases. In both cases the Supreme Court held that the state
or local measure was preempted and also did not apply the traditional
presumption against preemption even though the state or local measure
was based on the exercise of police power. However, review of these two
cases reveals that they do not support preemption of state or local flavored
product measures under the FSPTCA.

D. I NationalMeatAssociation v. Harris,
- U.S. -, 132 S.Ct. 965, 181 LEd.2d 950 (2012)

The first case that may be cited as authority for preemption of a state or
local measure restricting sale or distribution of flavored tobacco products
is National Meat Association v. Harris, - U.S. -, 132 S.Ct. 965 (2012). The
Federal Meat Inspection Act (EMIA) regulates operations at slaughterhouses.
A preemption clause prohibits states from imposing additional or different
requirements regarding those operations or facilities. 21 U.S.C. § 678. The
federal statute and regulations specify how nonambulatory animals are to be
processed. 9 C.F.R. § 309. A California statute prohibited slaughterhouses
from purchasing, selling, or processing nonambulatory animals. Cal. Penal
§ 599f(a) & (b). A trade association challenged the state statute. California
and others argued that the state statute was not preempted because it did
not regulate the slaughtering process, only the kinds of animals that may be
slaughtered and the sale of such meat. The Supreme Court disagreed, stating
that California had imposed different operational requirements: “Where
under federal law a slaughterhouse may take one course of action in handling
a nonambulatory pig, under state law the slaughterhouse must take another.”
Nat’! Meat Ass’n, 132 S.Ct. at 970. The state statute was therefore preempted.

The reasoning, preemption scheme, and facts in National Meat Association,
however, are quite different from those pertaining to a flavored tobacco
product sales restriction under the FSPTCA. The preempted state statute
regarding nonambulatory animals regulated facilities (slaughterhouses) and
operations (how non-ambulatory animals were to be processed at those
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facilities). Cal. Penal § 5991(c) (“No slaughterhouse shall hold a nonambulatory
animal without taking immediate action to humanely euthanize the animal.”)
tt did so even though the EMIA specifically stated that non-federal regulation
of facilities and operations was preempted. 21 U.S.C. § 678. Unlike the
FSPTCA, the FMIA contains no savings clause that permits limited non-
federal regulation of facilities or operations. See Id. Rather, the FMIA savings
clause provides for non-federal regulation only over matters “other” than
the facilities and operations regulated by the EMIA. Id. In other words, the
FMIA savings clause is markedly different from the FSPTCA savings clause
(that expressly permits non-federal regulation of sales and distribution even
if it relates to the preempted area of product standards). See Nat’! Ass’n of
Tobacco Outlets v. Providence, 731 F.3d at 82. CCTin contrast,
California contended that its sales ban operated only as an “incentive” for a non—federal
slaughterhouses to make certain operational choices. Nat’i Meat Ass’n, 132
S.Ct. at 972. The Supreme Court disagreed, stating that “the sales ban instead measure
functions as a command to slaughterhouses to structure their operations in restricting sale
the exact way the [state statute] mandates.” Id. at 972-73. However, for the r iior navorereasons explained above, a state or local restriction on the sale of flavored
tobacco products would be at most an incentive to manufacturers to produce tobacco
non-flavored products. It would not contain an operational command similar oroauctsto the instruction as to how nonambulatory animals must be handled in a i

production facility so as to avoid a criminal sanction. would regulate
in an area thatCalifornia also argued that there was no conflict between state and federal law

because its statute only designated which animals were to be removed from the FSPTCA
the slaughtering process altogether, whereas the federal law only regulated

express ythe animals that were going to be turned into meat. Nat I Meat Ass n, 132
S.Ct. at 973. “We think not,” concluded the Supreme Court. Id. The Court preserved
pointed out that federal regulations regulated not only which animals may be 1 i rana savea rorturned into meat, but also which ones may not be. Id. The requirements of
the state statute, therefore, did not fall outside the scope of the federal act state or local
but overlapped, and, being different, were preempted. Id. at 974. In contrast, governmenta non-federal measure restricting sale of flavored tobacco products would
regulate in an area that the FSPTCA expressly preserved and saved for state action
or local government action.18

interestingly, in dicta the Notional Meat Association Court distinguished cases that upheld the power
of a state to ban slaughtering horses for human consumption: “A ban on butchering horses for human
consumption works at a remove from the sites and activities that the FMIA most directly governs. When
such a ban is in effect, no horses will be delivered to, inspected at, or handled by a slaughterhouse,
because no horses will be ordered for purchase in the first instance” 132 SCt. at 974 This illustrates
that a prohibition of a category of product does not amount to operational interference. Thus, a state
or local measure that specifies an upper threshold of intensity of rum-flavored cigarilios to avoid a sales
prohibition might be open to challenge (as similar to a restriction on processing of nonambulatory pigs).
whereas a measure banning the sale of all flavored cigsrillos isa prohibition of a category and not an
operational command (similar to a prohibition on slaughter of any horse for human consumption.) This
suggests that Notional Meat Association stands for the proposition that a state or local government would
be on stronger ground when it regulates without exception, than when it permits an exception that is
based on a product standard.

Focus ON FLAVORS

‘3



In sum, not only are the preemption schemes of the FSPTCA and FMIA
distinct, but so is a state or local restriction on the sale of flavored tobacco
products likely to be very different from the state statute held to be preempted
by National Meat Association. The reasoning and outcome of National Meat
Association is therefore not a guide for how a court might review a state or
local measure restricting the sale of flavored tobacco products.

D.2 Engine Manufacturers Association
v. South GoastAir Quality Management
District, 541 U.S. 246 (2004)

The other case that may be cited as authority for preemption of a state or
local measure restricting sale or distribution of flavored tobacco products
is Engine Manufacturers Association v. South Coast Air Quality Management
District 541 U.S. 246 (2004). However, like National Meat Association, it can
readily be distinguished because the preemption scheme is so different from
that under the FSPTCA.

The Clean Air Act contains an express preemption clause that prohibits the
enactment of state or local standards relating to vehicle emissions controls.
42 U.S.C. § 7543(a). An Air Quality Management District adopted Fleet Rules
that applied to many types of vehicles in the greater Los Angeles basin. The
Fleet Rules limited the types of vehicles that fleet operators could purchase
or lease. Engine Mfrs. Ass’n, 541 U.S. at 249. The district court and 9th Circuit
concluded that the Fleet Rules were not preempted because they only
regulated the purchase of vehicles and did not compel manufacturers to meet
an emissions “standard.” Id. at 250. The Supreme Court disagreed, explaining
that a local regulation of vehicle purchases was in effect a regulation of the
underlying federal manufacturing standards. Id.

On its face, this decision appears to doom a local or state measure restricting
the sale or distribution of flavored tobacco products. However, unlike the
FSPTCA which in both the preservation and savings clauses carved out sales
and distribution restrictions as proper areas for state or local regulation, the
Clean Air Act did not carve out purchase regulations for state or local action.
Rather, it did the opposite: the Clean Air Act included vehicle purchase
provisions within the area of federally-approved action, as a way to meet
federal clean air standards. 42 U.S.C. § 7581—7590; see also Engine Mfrs.
Ass’n, 541 U.S. at 254-55. The status of non federal regulation of product
purchases under the Clean Air Act and of non-federal regulation of product
sales under the FSPTCA is therefore dissimilar. Engine Manufacturers
Association does not support the view that state or local measures regulating
the sale or distribution of flavored tobacco products are preempted under
the FSPTCA.
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F. Litigation arising from local
measures regulating sale of
flavored tobacco products
An increasing number of local governments,’9 and one state,2° have passed
measures that, in one way or another, restrict sales of flavored tobacco
products. Three of these measures have been challenged and all were upheld.
Although none of these legal decisions bind a court evaluating a measure in
California, they provide a clear guide for how a court might review a state
or local measure enacted in California. A discussion of these three decisions
follows:

E.1 The New York City ordinance and litigation

In October 2009, soon after passage of the FSPTCA, New York City adopted
an ordinance that prohibited the sale of all flavored tobacco products, except
in tobacco bars,2 and it did not prohibit the sale of products with menthol,
mint, wintergreen or tobacco flavors. N.Y. City Admin. Code § 17-715.

U.S. Smokeless Tobacco Company (“USST”) immediately sought an
injunction against enforcement of the ordinance, arguing it was preempted
by the FSPTCA. USST makes and distributes flavored smokeless tobacco
products like chew, dip and snuff, so it was impacted by the ordinance. The
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York denied USST’s
preliminary injunction motion. U.S. Smokeless Tobacco Mfg. Co., LLC v. City of
New York, No.09 CIV. 10511 CM, 2011 WL 5569431 (S.D.N.Y., Nov. 15, 2011).
In 2011, it granted summary judgment in favor of the City. U.S. Smokeless
Tobacco Mfg. Co., LLC v. City of New York, 703 F.Supp.2d 329 (S.D.N.Y. 2010).
In 2013, the Second Circuit affirmed, agreeing that the ordinance was not
preempted. U.S. Smokeless Tobacco v. New York, 708 F.3d 428.

USST argued that Congress, when it passed the FSPTCA, recognized the
paradox between the harm caused by tobacco and the fact that many citizens
smoke, and also that there is no national consensus to ban tobacco products
altogether. U.S. Smokeless Tobacco v. New York, 708 F.3d at 433. Therefore,
USST argued, Congress banned flavored cigarettes (other than tobacco and

Including, in California, Santa clara county, and the Cities of Berkeley. El Cerrito, Hayward, and
Sonoma, Sonoma’s ordinance extepts menthol but the other ordinances prohibit all flavors.

Maine, which has since 2009 prohibited cigars with flavors cther than tobacco. 22 Me. Rev. Stat.
Health & Welfare § l650-D.

The ordinance defined a tobacco bar as a bar that, in 200!, generated 10% or more of its annual gross
income from the on-site sale of tobacco products and rental of humidora. N.Y. City Admin. Code §

I 7-502(jj).
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menthol flavors), yet forbade the FDA from banning cigarettes altogether.
Id., citing 21 U.S.C. § 387g(a) and fd)(3). USST argued that Congress did not
intend for localities to upset that balance by prohibiting a flavored tobacco
product altogether. Id. The court, however, disagreed, concluding that even
though the FSPTCA denies that power to the FDA, it “nowhere extends that
prohibition to state and local governments.” Id. Further, the court observed
that while earlier versions of the legislation did reserve the power to prohibit
exclusively to the federal government, the version that was actually enacted
“does not forbid such bans by state and local governments.” Id. at 433, n. I.

The court also addressed USST’s express preemption argument, concluding
that the preservation clause,

expressly preserves localities’ traditional power to adopt any ‘measure
relating to or prohibiting the sale’ of tobacco products. § 387p(a)(2)(B).
That authority is limited only to the extent that a state or local regulation
contravenes one of the specific prohibitions of the preemption clause. Id.
The only prohibition relevant here forbids local governments to impose
‘any requirement. . . relating to tobacco product standards.’

708 F.3d at 433 (emphasis in original).

Turning to those product standards, the court held that the statute ‘reserves
regulation at the manufacturing stage exclusively to the federal government,
but allows states and localities to continue to regulate sales and other
consumer-related aspects . . .“ 708 F.3d at 434. USST contended that the
ordinance was artfully crafted to evade preemption by appearing to be a
sales regulation, but was in effect a product standard. Id. The court was not
persuaded because to accept USST’s contention would make the preservation
clause superfluous: why would Congress give localities power to prohibit the
sale of a product in one clause only to take it away in the next? The court
therefore adopted “a narrower reading of the preemption clause that also
gives effect to the preservation clause.” Id. Because the ordinance does “not
clearly infringe” on the FDA’s authority to regulate the manufacturing of the
products, it is not preempted. Id.

The court drew a distinction between the manufacturing process and the
characteristics of a finished consumer product, observing that the local
ordinance permissibly regulated the sale of a finished product that had certain
characteristics, whereas the FDA’s exclusive authority applied to regulating
the manufacturing process of that product. 708 F.3d at 434-35. “[TJhe City
does not care what goes into the tobacco or how the flavor is produced,
but only whether final tobacco products are ultimately characterized by — or
marketed as having — a flavor.” Id.
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The court also reasoned that even if the ordinance did indirectly set a
product standard within the terms of the preemption clause, it would still
not be preempted because it fell within the savings clause. The savings clause
allows state and local governments to set “requirements relating to the
sale” of tobacco products. 708 F.3d at 435. USST argued that although the
savings clause allows for ‘requirements,” it does not mention and therefore
does not permit a complete ‘prohibition.” Id. The court decided it did not CCP_Ilne Cityneed to resolve that issue because the New York ordinance was not actually
a prohibition: sales were permitted in tobacco bars. Id. at 435-36. It was ofI”/ew York
uncontested that USST products were not actually sold in any of the eight case stands fortobacco bars in the City, but that was a result of a commercial choice rather
than the statute on review, and there was also no evidence as to whether tile CapaCity
flavored products, other than smokeless tobacco, were sold at tobacco bars, of a local
Id. at 432, 436 n.3. Thus, the court did not resolve whether the savings clause
encompassed an ordinance that was a complete prohibition.22 government

to restrict theFinally, the court assessed the overall purposes of the FSPTCA, to consider 1 r i
whether its interpretation of the ordinance and its conclusion that the saie or tooacco
ordinance was not preempted, comported with the overall objectives products (otherof Congress. Noting the shared goals of the FSPTCA and the ordinance —

reducing tobacco use especially by young people — it concluded that the than cigarettes)
ordinance was not preempted. 708 F.3d at 436. that have
The City of New York case stands for the capacity of a local government to flavors (other
restrict the sale of tobacco products (other than cigarettes) that have flavors than menthol),(other than menthol), and to do so even if the practical effect of the measure
is to make the products commercially unavailable in the jurisdiction. anu tO uo SO

even if the
E.2 The City of Providence ordinance and litigation practical effect
In 2012 Providence, Rhode Island, adopted two ordinances regulating the sale of the measure
of tobacco products. A price ordinance prohibited retailers from redeeming is to makecoupons that discounted tobacco products; the price ordinance is not relevant
to this paper. A flavor ordinance prohibited all retailers, other than tobacco the products
bats, from selling flavored tobacco products, but it exempted cigarettes comniercialland exempted the flavors of menthol, mint, wintergreen and tobacco.
Providence, R.I., Code of Ordinances § 14-309. In other words, the flavor unavailable
ordinance was very similar to the New York City ordinance discussed above, in theThe legislative purpose was to reduce use of tobacco by youth. Nat’! Ass’n of
Tobacco Outlets v. Providence, 731 F.3d at 75. In February 2012, the National
Association of Tobacco Outlets, Inc. (NATO) and various manufacturers filed
suit. The parties moved for summary judgment. The district court denied

z The court also described the ordinance as regilating a “niche product, not a broad category of
products such as cigarettes.” Id. at 436. This suggests that the court might have looked less favcrably on
a broader regulation that, for instance, prohibited sale of all cigarettes.
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NATO’s motion and granted the City’s motion, and in 2013 the First Circuit
affirmed. Id. at 74.

Plaintiffs argued that the ordinance was a product standard in disguise, and
thus preempted. 731 F.3d at 82. Plaintiffs also argued that the ordinance
was not encompassed within the savings clause because it was effectively

CC_fe City of a prohibition and the savings clause did not save local regulations that
prohibited sales. Id. The court disagreed, noting that the ordinance “is not aProvzaence case blanket prohibition because it allows the sale of flavored tobacco products in

stands for the smoking bars.” Id. Thus, like the Second Circuit in the City of New York case,
the First Circuit did not resolve the issue of whether a regulation prohibitingfOJOS1t1Ofl sales was within the scope of the savings clause.

that a local
The First Circuit disagreed with the Second Circuit only on the issue ofgovernment whether a sales restriction that functions as a command to manufacturers to

may restrict the operate in accord with a local standard is necessarily preempted. Id. at 83,
1 n. II. The First Circuit concluded that “[gJiven Congress’ decision to exemptsale Of tobacco sales regulations from preemption, whether those regulations have an impact

products other on manufacturing is irrelevant.” Id. Thus, in the view of the First Circuit, the
1 nature or scale of the impact of a state or local measure on product standardstflan cigarettes

— whether it is an incentive, motive or command — has no bearing on its
that have validity, as long as it is a regulation only of sales or distribution.23

flavors other The City of Providence case stands for the proposition that a local government
than menthol, may restrict the sale of tobacco products other than cigarettes that have

r 1 flavors other than menthol, even if by doing so it has an operational effect on
even if product standards.

doing so it has
an operational E.3 The City of Chicago ordinance and litigation

effect on In 20(3 Chicago adopted an ordinance that went significantly further than
rroduct the New York and Providence ordinances. It regulated selling or dealing
F in any tobacco products, including cigarettes, with a characterizing flavor,

including menthol. Chicago, Ill. Code § 4-64-098. Such sales and dealing
were prohibited at retail locations within 500 feet of a school, but permitted
elsewhere and also permitted regardless of location at tobacconists that
derived over 80% of gross revenue from sale of tobacco products. Id. The
purpose of the restriction was to reduce smoking by adults and youth.
Chicago, Ill. Ordinance 02013-9185 (Dec. II, 2013). In 2014, an association
of gas stations and small businesses in Chicago, and a convenience store
that sold flavored tobacco products, filed suit in federal court. In 2015, the
court granted the City’s motion to dismiss the suit. Independents Gas & Serv.
Stations v. Chicago, 2015 WL 4038743. The parties did not appeal.

Plaintiffs raised other challenges to the flavored products ordinance based on the state constitution,
but those contentions alto failed. Id. at 83-85.
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The district court accepted the reasoning and conclusions, without exception,
of the Second Circuit in the City of New Yotk case. See Independents Gas &
Serv. Stations v. Chicago, 2015 WL 4038743 at *34 The court reasoned that
by its plain terms the ordinance operated as a sales regulation and therefore
fell squarely within the savings clause. Id. at *3, The Plaintiffs argued, as did
the Plaintiffs in the First and Second Circuit cases, that while the preservation
clause applied to measures that either related to or prohibited the sale of CC_fhe City oftobacco products, the savings clause only applied to measures that related
to the sale of tobacco products. Id. at *3 Thus, they concluded, because the I Chicago case
ordinance prohibited sales in certain areas and the power to prohibit was stands for thenot saved, the ordinance was preempted. Id. The court found this argument
“unpersuasive,” pointing out that the ordinance was not actually a prohibition fOOS1t1Ofl
because it allowed the sale of flavored products both beyond the 500 foot that a localzone and in tobacconists. Id.

government
The Plaintiffs also argued that the ordinance was “a manufacturing regulation may restrictdisguised as a sales regulation because it will cause manufacturers to reduce 1production of flavored tobacco product.” Id. at *3, The court held that “to run tne saie 0
afoul of the preemption clause, the ordinance must function as a command all tobaccoto tobacco manufacturers” rather than only an “incentive or motivator.”
Id. (internal quotations omitted). Concluding that the “ordinance regulates prouucts,
flavored tobacco products without regard for how they are manufactured.

.. including
it is not a command to implement particular manufacturing standards and .

is exempt from the FSPTCA’s preemption clause.” Id. at *4,24 cigarettes,
that have anyThe City of Chicago case stands for the proposition that a local government 1

may restrict the sale of all tobacco products, including cigarettes, that have cnaracterizing
any characterizing flavor other than tobacco, and may severely restrict sales flavor otherwithin certain areas.

than tobacco,
F. Other issues arising from regulation and may
of flavored tobacco products severely restrict

sales withinFederal preemption is the most likely, but not the only, legal argument that
could be mounted against state or local measures regulating sales of flavored certain areas
tobacco products.

F.1 Equal protection challenges

Legislation that contains an exemption for a particular type of retailer
could be challenged by other similarly-situated retailers as arbitrary and

‘ The court also rejected arguments based on vagueness, retroactivity, and vested righrs (Id. at 4-6.)

Note that the exemption for tobacco bars in New York Oty was not challenged because the lawsuit
was filed by a manufacturer and not by a tobacconist.
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capricious, in violation of the constitutional guarantee of equal protection.
For instance, in 2008, the City of San Francisco banned tobacco product
sales in pharmacies, but exempted supermarkets and big box’ stores that
had pharmacies. Walgreen successfully challenged the ordinance on the
ground that the City violated equal protection by not exempting Walgreen
stores that, like supermarkets, also sold general merchandise. See Waigreen
Co. v. City and Cnty of San Francisco, 185 Cal. App. 4th 424, 443—44 (2010).
However, if the exception is based on protection of public health or there
is no exception at all, the measure is mote likely to satisfy rational basis
review and be upheld. See Safeway Inc. v. City and Cnty of San Francisco, 797
F. Supp. 2d 964, 973 (N.D. Cal. 2011) (upholding San Francisco’s amended
pharmacy ordinance that contained no exception). It is important to be clear
that an equal protection challenge does not go to the power of a state or
local government to act, but only whether it may except certain businesses
from its action. Thus, a tobacco bar might raise an equal protection challenge
against a flavored product sales ordinance that excepts hookah bars but not
tobacco bars.25

F.2 Vested interest and retroactivity challenges

A retailer or manufacturer could argue that it has a constitutionally protected
right to sell flavored tobacco products. The fact, however, that current law
or a license may permit an entity to sell a product does not mean that the
right has vested and cannot be removed. Courts have not recognized a
constitutional right to sell specific tobacco products. Further, California law
recognizes that even if a right has vested it must yield to the state’s police
power, unless a specific business is arbitrarily singled out. See O’Hagen v.
Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 19 Cal. App. 3d 151, 159; see also Safewayv. San
Francisco, 797 F. Supp. 2d at 970-71. Again, this is not a challenge to the state
or local government’s power to act in general, but its power to regulate a
specific entity. This points to the importance of basing any exemptions on
well supported grounds.

Related to this argument, a retailer or manufacturer could argue that a
law violates due process because it applies retroactively. The standard for
impermissible retroactivity, however, is whether the new law “attaches new
legal consequences to events completed before its enactment,” not just that
it unsettles existing expectations. Landgraf v. US! Film Products, 511 U.S. 244,
270 (1994); see also Independents Gas & Serv. Stations v. Chicago, 2015 WL
4038743 at *4..6. In other words, a law that takes away the retail tobacco
license from a store that sells flavored tobacco products might be vulnerable

Note that the exemption for tobacco bars in NewYork City was not challenged because the lawsuit
was filed by a manufacturer and not by a tobacconist.
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to challenge, but one that permits the store to continue to do business and to
renew its license while prohibiting only its sale of flavored products, attaches
no new legal consequence other than the limited one supported by police
powe r.2

P3 first Amendment challenges
cc

Jr a measureIt could be argued thataregulation of flavored tobacco products implicates the
1speech rights of a retailer or manufacturer if the measure provides that a claim reguiates

that a product has a certain flavor constitutes presumptive evidence that the only sales ofproduct is in fact a flavored product.27 However, if a measure regulates only
sales of a product, not speech, then the First Amendment is not implicated: a product,
as long as only sale is prohibited, the retailer and manufacturer are free to not sneech,say whatever they want about the product. Because First Amendment rights
are not implicated, the state or locality need show only that the law has a then the First
rational basis, and the protection of public health satisfies this test. Indeed, Arnendrnenteven if speech rights were implicated, a state or locality could argue that the
protection of public health was a compelling interest.2t is not

imolicated:It could also be argued that a prohibition on the “offer” for sale of flavored I

tobacco products implicates the First Amendment because an “offer” is a as long as
form of commercial speech. However, if the law prohibits the sale of the only sale isproducts, then an offer to sell them would be an offer to engage in unlawful
conduct. Such an offer does not receive First Amendment protection. United prohibited,
States v. Williams, 553 U.S. 285, 297 (2008). the retailer
F.4 Vagueness and

manufacturer
Legislation is often challenged on grounds of vagueness.29 Prevention is the rare tree to sabest cure, i.e., a well-drafted law. For instance, if an ordinance prohibits sales
from stores located within 1,000 feet of a school, it might be prudent to whatever they

A retroactivity argument based on the Ex Post Facto Clause would likely fail unless the ordinance ‘iant aboutincludes criminal penalties.
1tne oroauctFor instance, a measure providing that: “A public statement, claim or indicia made or disseminated by I

the manufacturer of a tobacco product, or by any person authorized or permitted by the manufacturer
to make or disseminate public statements concerning such product, that such product has or produces
a characterizing flavor shall constitute presumptive evidence that the product is a flavored tobacco
product.”

Such arguments were raised, analyzed at length, and rejected in National Associotstn of Tobacco Outlets
v Providence, 2012 WL 6128707 at 4-9. Howevei because of the possibility that the inclusion of this
evidentiary presumption could lead to litigation and delay in enforcement, state or local governments
may choose to avoid including such a presumption. In that case, a state or local gcvernment could
introduce evidence of, for instance, a pack of cigarettes with the word “menthol” printed on it in green
letters, and then argue that this labeling tended to show that the cigarettes had a characterizing flavor of
menthol and/or was offered for sale and purchased with that expectation. But there would be no legal
presumption favoring that argument.

An ordinance is unconstitutionally vague “if it fails to provide people of ordinary intelligence a
reasonable opportunity to understand what conduct it prohibits,” or ‘if it authorizes or even encourages
arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement.” Hill v. Colorado, 530 U.S. 703, 732 (2000).
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specify whether this distance is measured from the exterior boundary of the
school or from a central point, whether it includes charter and/or private
schools, and that enforcement of the ordinance will begin only after all
retailers have received notice. Similarly, prudence counsels that a law specify
whether it prohibits only the sale of a product, or also distribution, offer for
sale and/or possession for sale.

“It is unlikely
that a state F.5 State preemption

preeniption It is unlikely that a state preemption challenge could be brought against a local
i ii 1 i ordinance restricting sale of flavored tobacco products because no state tawcnaiiene coula . .limits the authority of local governments to regulate the distribution or sale ofbe brought flavored tobacco products within their boundaries. See Cal. Health & Safety

against a local § 118950(e); Cal. Bus. & Prof. § 22960(c), 22961(b), 22962(e), and § 22971.3.

ordinance G. Definitions and scope of
restricting sa e state or local measures
of flavored
tobacco

It is beyond the scope of this paper to consider the pros and cpns of regulating
the sate of flavored tobacco products, or what the proper scope of a state orproducts local measure should be. However, the following general points are offered.

because no
The measure should define what constitutes a flavored tobacco product.

state law linElits This is typically done by reference to a “characterizing flavor.”30 The term

the authoritr “characterizing flavor” also needs definition, in particular as to whether
I or not it includes menthol flavor.3 The first local restrictions on flavoredof local products excluded menthol, but it appears that this was a result of policy

crovernrnents rather than legal considerations. As explained earlier, although the FSPTCA
5 imposes limits on the FDA’s power to regulate products with menthol flavor,
to regulate the it does not place those limits on the powers of state or local governments to

distribution or enact sales or distribution restrictions.

sale of flavored Some of the existing ordinances give examples of prohibited flavors, such as

tobacco candy or alcohol flavors. This is not necessary, but may serve to emphasize
that the government is specifically seeking to reduce youth smoking andproducts initiation by restricting sale of products with flavors with youth appeal. The

within their greater the extent to which the restriction is defined by the characteristics of
the consumer product, the more impervious it will be against a challenge thatboundaries it is a disguised product standard. Thus, some existing ordinances include a

For instance, a “flavored tobacco product” means any tobacco product or component thereof chat
imparts a characterizing flavor.

For instance, the term “characterizing flavor” means a distinguishable taste or aroma, other than the
taste or aroma of tobacco, imparted either prior to or during consumption of a tobacco product. This
type of definition, which is based on the character of the product as experienced by a consumer, sets
the regulation apart from one based on a product standard.
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clause that ‘no tobacco product shall be determined to have a characterizing
flavor solely because of the use of additives or flavorings or the provision of
ingredient information.” Such language may tend to demonstrate that the sales
regulation is entirely distinct from a product standard.32 Some measures also
include an evidentiary rule that any statement characterizing the flavor of the
product, made by the manufacturer or its agent, amounts to a presumption
that it is a flavored tobacco product. CC1

is also
It is also advisable to identify clearly what constitutes a regulated product. advisable to
For instance, does it include electronic nicotine delivery devices and/or identify clearly
components, such as flavored e-liquids? Does it include electronic aerosol or
vapor delivery devices that do not contain nicotine or tobacco and are not what constitutes
marketed as tobacco products or nicotine delivery devices?33 a regulated
Finally, the legislative body should make findings, state the purpose of the product. For
measure, and explain how the measure is intended to achieve that purpose.34 instance, does it
This purpose, presumably, will be within the entity’s police power to

•

safeguard public health, welfare, and safety. It would therefore be consistent inciuae electronic
with the statutory directive from Congress to the FDA to act so as to protect nicotine delivery
the public health. See, e.g., 21 U.S.C. § 387g(a). Consistency between the
purposes of federal, state, and local statutory measures will tend to protect uevices an
state and local measures from federal preemption, or components,

H r such as flavoredt er areas or state
• e-liquids? Does itan ocai aut ority

include electronic
This paper focuses on the power preserved under the FSPTCA for state aerosol or vaporand local governments to regulate sales and distribution of tobacco products. 1 1 •

However, the FSPTCA also preserves state and local power to enact other a.euvery aevices
measures. For instance, local restrictions and prohibitions on the use and that do not
possession of flavored tobacco products ate not preempted, but they
might be difficult to enforce. For instance, if a citizen returns from another contain nicotine
state with a prohibited product in his or her possession, what effective or tobacco and
enforcement mechanism would a city or state possess? If enforcement was
attempted, would it be an efficient means to achieve the purpose of the are not marketed

- -•

-- as tobacco
Leg’slators should also be aware that the characterizing flavor of “tobacco’ is itself an elaborate 1construct. See Robert N. Proctor, Golden Holacoust Origins of the Cigarette Catastrophe and the Case DfO aucts orfox Abolition 31-45, 494-505. 2011. The leaves or a tobacco plant are a far cry from the product found I

rolled within atobacco-flavored cigarette tube Tobacco is cured in ways that change its pH to make it nicotine deliverinhalable and sweeter, and sugars and flavoring agents are added to create what is then characterized as
‘tobacco” flavor. Id. 1 •aevices

This would regulate electronic devices that impart only a flavor, or that provide flavor to marijuana or
other substances.

‘ Legislators should make these findings and state these purposes in an explicit fashion, rather than
rely on them being inferred from legislive history or testimony. As discussed above, some judges are
skeptical about the value of legislative history in statutory analysis.
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measure, which might be to reduce youth access to flavored products? A ban
on possession might also prompt challenges under the Commerce Clause.
How would a truck transporting prohibited products through the jurisdiction
be distinguished from one delivering products for safe within the jurisdiction?
The FSPTCA also gives states and localities power to restrict advertising.
Such regulations would be likely to raise expensive and time-consuming First

There does Amendment challenges. A pragmatic view might be that if a retailer cannot sell
an item within the jurisdiction then the retailer is unlikely to devote resourcesnot, appear to advertising it or offering coupons, thus making unnecessary a restriction

to be a legal on marketing or promotion. It is beyond the scope of this paper to consider
the many policy and enforcement issues that might be implicated by state or

uarrler tO a. local measures that go beyond limiting the sale and/or distribution of menthol
state or local cigarettes, flavored tobacco products, and flavored electronic smoking

devices or the cartridges and liquids sold separately for these devices.government
enacting a I. Conclusions
complete sales

1 State and local governments have police power to act to protect public health.proiilultlon This includes enacting measures to regulate tobacco products. Under the
on the sale FSPTCA, state and local power to enact sales and/or distribution measures

£ L 1 is expressly preserved and saved from preemption. This is the case even
01 rnentiroi if the measures are more stringent than under federal law and even if the
cigarettes, measures relate to a product standard. (State and local governments have
(1 1 1 no power to regulate product standards themselves.) The power includesflavored tobacco the power to regulate all types of tobacco products, including cigarettes, and
products, and! all characterizing flavors, including menthol. A state or local measure may

] contain exceptions. Several existing measures contain exceptions for certainor iiaVOfeu products (e.g., menthol cigarettes), for certain retailers (e.g., tobacco bars),
electronic or for certain areas (e.g., zones around schools). Three such ordinances have,

• to date, been challenged in courts, and all have been upheld by federal courtscigarettes in New York, Rhode Island, and Illinois. All of these ordinances contain limited
exceptions of various kinds. Thus, no court, to date, has been required to
consider the validity of a complete prohibition of sales and distribution of
all types of tobacco products that have any characterizing flavor other than
tobacco. There does not, however, appear to be a legal barrier to a state or
local government enacting a complete sales prohibition on the sale of menthol
cigarettes, flavored tobacco products, and/or flavored electronic cigarettes.
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