Restricting the Sales and Marketing of

Tobacco Products to Reduce the
Public Health Burden of Tobacco

Kurt M. Ribisl, PhD

Professor and Chair of Health Behavior
National Academy of Medicine | March 17, 2025



Disclosures

This work was supported by the National Cancer Institute, National Institute on Drug
Abuse, and FDA Center for Tobacco Products (PO1CA225597; U54DA060049). The
content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the
official views of the National Institutes of Health or the Food and Drug Administration.

Dr. Ribisl has served as a paid expert consultant representing plaintiffs in litigation
against e-cigarette and tobacco companies.

No tobacco industry funding.



Adult per capita cigarette consumption, United States,

5,000 1964 Surgeon General's report
on smoking and health

l 17 Broadcast ad ban

4,000

llitbo alr'l‘;!’[)’[ Nonsmokers’
rights
movement

begins

3,000

Federal
Confluence of cigarette
evidence linking tax doubles

smoking and cancer 1986 Surgeon

General’s report on
secondhand smoke

2,000 _ )
Fairness Doctrine
messages on

broadcast media

Per capita number of cigarettes smoked per year

— Synar Amendment

enacted

Nicotine medications
available
over-the-counter

Master Settlement
Agreement

Family Smoking
Prevention and
Tobaceo Control Act

FDA

deeming rule

Cigarette FDA
U.S. entry price drop proposed rule
into WWI
1,000
Great Depression 2006 Surgeon General’s report L
begins on secondhand smoke (an update) 50th
anniversary
Federal $0.62 Surgeon
tax increase General's
report
0 T T T T | T T T T T T |
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Year

Source: Adapted from Warner (1985) with permission from Massachusetts Medical Society, © 1985; as cited in USDHHS (2014).

1900-2017

>8,000,000
Premature Deaths
averted since 1964

Smoking Cessation. A Report of the Surgeon General. Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,

National Ctr for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health, 2020.



Overview

-Impact of pictorial health warning labels

-Increasing tobacco product prices while restricting price
promotions



Health warnings on product packaging

"

High reach, cost effective
once implemented

Information at time of
purchase and use

Legal and political feasibility

Health equity impacts



RCT: Tobacco Warnings

Randomize UNC pack carrying protocol
n=2149 Brewer et al., 2015
Text-only warning Pictorial warning
Side of pack Top half of pack front and back
for 4 weeks for 4 weeks
n=1,078 n=1,071
WARNING;
e
SURGEON GENERAL'S WARNING: ~ SURGEON GENERAL'S WARNING: fi
Smoking Causes Lung Cancer, Heart Disease, ~ Smoking by Pregnant Women May Result ”Fﬂd'“"‘f Py
Emphysema, and May Complicate Pregnancy. ~ in Fetal Injury, Premature Birth, and N w/\

WARNING; Cigarettes

cause fotal lung disease.

Low Birth Weight. e Y

SURGEON GENERAL’S WARNING: SURGEON GENERAL’'S WARNING:
Quitting Smoking Now Greatly Reduces Cigarette Smoke Contains
Serious Risks to Your Health. Carbon Monoxide.

L WARNING:
. Sl Smoking can
L kil you.

Demographics did not differ by trial arm

Brewer, Hall, Noar, Ribisl, et al. (2017) JAMA Intern Med. 2016;176(7):905-912

GILLINGS SCHOOL OF
GLOBAL PUBLIC HEALTH



Quit attempts over time
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Pictorial warnings increased quit attempts

At any time during trial

40%
30%
Made quit
attempt
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20%
10%
0%

Brewer, Hall, Noar, Ribisl, et al. (2017) JAMA Intern Med. 2016;176(7):905-912
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Real World Impact

Social Science & Medicine 164 (2016) 118—129

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Social Science & Medicine

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/socscimed

Review article

The impact of strengthening cigarette pack warnings: Systematic @Cmssmk
review of longitudinal observational studies

Seth M. Noar *“”, Diane B. Francis ?, Christy Bridges °, Jennah M. Sontag ?,
Kurt M. Ribisl €, Noel T. Brewer > €
2 School of Media and Journalism, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, USA

b Department of Health Behavior, Gillings School of Global Public Health, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, USA
¢ Lineberger Comprehensive Cancer Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, USA



Strengthened Warnings

Text to strengthened text
(Australia, 1995)
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SMOKING REDUCES YOUR FITNESS

SUPER MILD 20

Text to pictorial
(Uruguay, 20006)

FILTER CIGARETTES

FUMAR ES CAUSA
DE CANCER Y
ENFISEMA PULMONAR

Noar et al (2016) Social Science & Medicine 164, 118e129

Pictorial to strengthened pictorial
(Australia, 2012)
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Fig. 2. Message impact framework showing outcomes assessed in the set of studies.
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Increased Knowledge
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Fig. 4. Knowledge about novel health effects of smoking before and after implementation of strengthened warnings.

Quit attempts
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Fig. 5. Quit attempts before and after implementation of strengthened warnings.
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Smoking prevalence
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TS~ Uruguay - 107 mo. (Abascal, 2012 -
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Before After

Fig. 6. Smoking prevalence before and after implementation of strengthened warnings.

Summary

Pictorial health warnings:
-Increase knowledge
-Promote quitting
-Reduce prevalence



Policy to Increase Tobacco Prices



Disparities in Current smoking by income (U.S.)
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PLUS TAX
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Tobacco Marketing Expenditures

Expenditures (dollars in thousands)
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Marlboro Friday, 20% price cut of Marlboro cigarettes

Retail became the #1 spending category

Joe Camel character debut in U.S, ads
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Ma et al., Nicotine Tob Res. 2022



Tobacco Marketing Expenditures

$16,000,000

$14,000,000

$12,000,000

$10,000,000

$8,000,000

$6,000,000

$4,000,000

Expenditures (dollars in thousands)

$2,000,000

S0

1975

1976
1977

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

m Point-of-Sale

1983

1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991

= Promotional Allowances

1992
1993
1994
1995
99
1997

Years

m Price Discounts

1998

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Coupons & Retail-Value-Added

2008

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014 |
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

m Consumer Engagement

Ma et al., Nicotine Tob Res. 2022



LTS~ NInnEhnpp- | <

- "= - -
7 . e e = o
| i F e | J il d 0 oD
Ibﬁ j;l::}rl.kl i L - kb b m.'
ol e I L L] | : | . .
_ _ = - ] ] —{ | e P P L L L T e e B
Philip Morris ( o o i e i
e o 1 : e Y
o il g e diw P— — 1 7 - v e b F -
T 7 OREA (s .1
F _ Special Blend & N i
TV T TR . i'liﬂ.ln“""'" 2 ’
ﬂ;i‘ﬁ'}: - (LT
N \.- . - - -
RJ Reynolds - X bs) o .
=
A . '\n | T
W

Reimold, A. E., Lee, J. G., & Ribisl, K. M. (2023). Tobacco company agreements with tobacco retailers. Tobacco control, 32(5), 635-644.

e e —

ITG Brands

Excluded
Brands &
Products



Price

RAI TRADE MARKETING SERVICES COMPANY (“RAITMS”)

RETAIL PARTNERS MARKETING PLAN CONTRACT
2017 MENTHOL OUTLET PLAN - AMENDED 04/02/2018

Consumer Pricing Fairness Program (Applicable to all Contracts)

« Retailer must comply with all provisions of the Consumer Pricing Fairness Program (“CPF
Program").

« Retailer will maintain prominent and accurate pricing communication
on and off the merchandising set as determined by RAITMS.

« Retailer will not engage in deceptive or misleading price communications.

» Retailer will ensure that the price charged to consumers is not greater than communicated
prices.

- Retailer will prominently and accurately communicate prices on all

discounted (off-invoice and/or retail discounts) and/or otherwise r
promoted brand styles. yEﬂlﬁ.L PRICE
« The ability to advertise price for the Products will be no less than

abili | Q02
parity with other tobacco companies. :

- Retailer will perform price changeovers, and execute all pricing changes at the beginning date of
all price promotion timeframes, as determined by RAITMS.

- RAITMS may offer price reductions or promotions to meet reductions
or promotions made by competitors. [...]

« Retailer shall price all RAITMS tobacco products competitively with
other tobacco products.

« Retailer must pass through to purchasers no less than the full
amount of all RAITMS discounting (whether provided by RAITMS

th rough monthly or pu Ise discou ntlng}. Retailer must pass through the discounting
regardless of unit configurations (e.g. packs, multi-pack specials, cartons, tins, sleeves) or loyalty/frequent shopper
programs. Retailer must apply the discounting on a product by product, brand style-by-brand style, outlet-by-
outlet, value-by-value basis.

sSPECIAL PRICE

520 RS
|gﬁ1 5@

Reimold, A. E., Lee, J. G., & Ribisl, K. M. (2023). Tobacco company agreements with tobacco retailers. Tobacco control, 32(5), 635-644. Photos: https://countertobacco.org/; https://truthinitiative.org
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Cigarette prices

« Considered a key contributor to consumer
demand for cigarettes

 Raising the price of tobacco products has been
shown to:
» Prevent initiation (especially among youth)
* Increase cessation
» Reduce total amount consumed

» Reduce tobacco-related morbidity and mortality
Contreary et al (2015), Chaloupka et al. (2011)

* Higher prices may reduce socioeconomic B | e
disparities: i

« Low income groups (and youth) may be particularly a g
sensitive to price changes

Hill et al. (2014), CDC (1998), Farrelly et al. (2001)




Impact of tobacco control interventions on
socioeconomic inequalities in smoking:
review of the evidence

Sarah Hill," Amanda Amos,? David Clifford,® Stephen Platt®

TCS Likely equity
Intervention weighting* impactt
Price increases 30 Positive
Smoke-free environments 22 Mixed
Educational media 15 Mixed
campaigns
Advertising bans 13 —
Health warnings 10 —
Smoking cessation 10 Negative
support
Multi-faceted NA No clear effect

(community-based)

Maximum score on 100-point Tobacco Control Scale.17 18 TThat is, whether the intervention is associated with a decrease (=positive) or
increase (=negative) in the SES gradient in smoking. SES, socioeconomic status; TCS, Tobacco Control Scale.

Hill et al. 2014, Tobacco Control
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price promotions

Kurt M Ribisl @ ," Shelley Diane Golden

ABSTRACT

The prices that smokers pay out-of-pocket for their tobacco
products ultimately influence their smoking behaviour.
Although cigarette excise taxes are arguably the best and
most used policy to increase cigarette prices, taxes are only
one component of retail cigarette prices. The persistence

of lower-priced products, disproportionately purchased by
lower-income smokers, in jurisdictions with high excise taxes
is an Achilles heel for tobacco tax policy. When governments
raise excise taxes, the tobacco industry responds. The industry
reduces tax pass-through to minimise the price increases for
lower-priced brands and offers price discounts to retailers
and coupons to consumers. In addition, smokers who do not
quit after tax increases may downshift brands, purchase in
bulk or substitute lower-priced tobacco product types. This
may be particularly true for price-sensitive smokers, including
those with lower incomes. We propose that raising excise
taxes will be more effective in reducing the persistence of
lower-priced products and income-based smoking disparities
when taxes are desianed to raise prices frequently and

/ Jidong Huang @ ,* Michelle Scollo @ *

illustrates the mechanisms through which excise
taxes operate to impact income-based smoking
inequities, including ways the industry maintains
market segmentation.

Tobacco companies have considerable control
over the pricing of their products. They can readily
offset the impact of excise taxes by using price-
reducing strategies and varying tax pass-through
based on price segments. The tobacco industry’s
price-reducing strategies include coupons, price
discounts and other strategies aiming to directly
reduce the price that smokers pay out-of-pocket
for their tobacco products. Coupons are typically
collected by some consumers, whereas the price
promotions are managed by the retailer and offered
to all customers. In 2019, cigarette manufacturers
in the USA spent $5.7billion on price discounts,
representing their largest category (74.7%0) of
advertising and marketing expenditures.® Data

fumon elhn Maaalaticnis Admmnrimnnes ~f Talhaaaa aad

Ribisl KM, Golden SD, Huang J, et al. (2022).Tob Control 2022;31:229-234.
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Figure 1: Proposed model of how tobacco excise taxes influence income-based tobacco-use disparities (Panel A) and
the potential impact of a comprehensive three-pronged pricing approach (Panel B)

Panel A
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availability of low-
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>

LOWER INCOME
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price minimizing
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INCOME
BASED
DISPARITIES

Reduced

Increased

Ribisl KM, Golden SD, Huang J, et al. (2022).Tob Control 2022;31:229-234.




Figure 1: Proposed model of how tobacco excise taxes influence income-based tobacco-use disparities (Panel A) and
the potential impact of a comprehensive three-pronged pricing approach (Panel B)
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Table 1  Advantages of tobacco control policies that raise cigarette prices

Large increase in duty plus

Factors for assessing pricing Large increases  harmonisation (across Minimum Minimum Banon price Three policies Three policies plus
policies in excise duty products and places) pricing excise tax promotion combined harmonisation
Administrative simplicity and ease of Y Y s v v v v/
implementation and enforcement

Reduced capacity for industry price v v v 4 v v Y
manipulation

Effectiveness in reducing availability of v 4 N4 e v/ Y e

very cheap products

Additional revenue for government V4 Y v Y Y

which can be directed to cessation
services for low-income smokers

Overall potential effectiveness in v e v v v Y Y
reducing inequities between low and
high-income groups

Overall potential effectiveness in N4 4 v v v v Y
reducing smoking

v =slightly addresses this issue; v'v'=moderately addresses; v'v'v'=strongly addresses.

Ribisl KM, Golden SD, Huang J, et al. (2022).Tob Control 2022;31:229-234.



Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report

Weekly / Vol. 59/ No. 13 April 9, 2010

State Cigarette Minimum Price Laws — United States, 2009

Cigarette price increases reduce the demand for
cigarettes and thereby reduce smoking prevalence,
cigarette consumption, and youth initiation of smok-
ing (1,2). Excise tax increases are the most effective
government intervention to increase the price of
cigarettes (1), but cigarette manufacturers use trade
discounts, coupons, and other promotions to counter-
act the effects of these tax increases (3) and appeal to
price-sensitive smokers (4). State cigarette minimum
price laws, initiated by states in the 1940s and 1950s

to protect tobacco retailers from predatory business

the minimum retail price to consumers. Allowing
trade discounts can partially reduce the price increases
from rtaxes and minimum markups, which leads to a
lower minimum price (Table 1).

To conduct this survey, CDC researchers first
reviewed eight known cigarette minimum price stat-
utes (6) for Boolean search terms that would identity
all other such statutes in a database of current statutes
for all 50 states and DC. Identified statutes were then
analyzed to determine 1) the minimum percentage
markup that must be applied to cigarette prices by

Ribisl, Patrick, Eidson, Tynan, & Francis (2010)
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Comparing excise taxes and minimum
price laws

Excise tax
wn - Price variation
8 within tiers
e
a A
Discount Value Premium

Price tiers

Original range of prices within & between price tiers in [ Hypothesized new range of prices after policy
the original market implementation




Hypothesis: An MPL will reduce consumption disparities
MORE than an excise tax increase, even if the average price
increase resulting from both policies was the same.

Projection (simulation) study:
1. Construct state-specific MPL floor price options
2. Construct state-specific excise taxes

3. For each option:
* Project new prices

» Use estimates of price elasticity to project changes in cigarette consumption
for high and low income groups

Golden SD, Farrelly MC, Luke DA & Ribisl KM. (2016) Comparing projected impacts of cigarette floor price and excise tax
policies on socioeconomic disparities in smoking. Tobacco Control. 25 (Supp 1):i60-i66.



A MPL Options Tax Options

14 - Lower and higher income groups similarly price responsive
13.3 13.3
. 23,733 smokers in the 2010-2011 Tobacco Use Supplement
(TUS) of the Current Population Survey
12 4
11 -
e TUS MPL1 MPL2 MPL3 MPL4 TUS Tax1l Tax2 Tax3 Tax4 ”WG prEdiCt that MPLs Wlth ﬂoor prices set at
B or above average state prices could reduce
14 A Lower income groups more price responsive d_ . . . h . I . d h_ h
s s isparities in the prices low-income and high-
N income smokers report paying for cigarettes.”
12 -
11 +
10 -
—B—Lower Income _ —e—Higher lncome Golden et al. (2016) Comparing projected impacts of

Figure 2 Projected changes in per capita daily cigarette consumption Cigarette floor price, Tob Control

by income. MPL, minimum price law; TUS, Tobacco Use Supplement. 33



New York City raises minimum price

Q| = secTions DAILY2Z2NEWS | NEW YORK f O G : SUBSCRIBE

MNYC Crime Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Education Weather Obituaries

Cigarette smokers must shell out at least $13 as City
Council raises minimum price per pack

f

* Minimum sales price for a pack of cigarettes is $13.00

* Requires retail license fee for sellers of electronic cigarettes

* Doubles the licensing fee for tobacco retailers (to $200)

* Pharmacies prohibited from selling tobacco

* Places cap on number of tobacco retailers (will cut by 50% # of licences])
e All apartments with 3+ units must create smoking policies

Goldman & Kaplan. (2017). NYC Boosts Cigarette Prices to 513, Bans Sales by Pharmacies. Retrieved from
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-08-28/nyc-boosts-price-of-cigarettes-to-13-bans-sales-by-pharmacies



Questions?
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