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Stakeholder Feedback - Supplemental to Summary of Community Stakeholder Meetings in 
BOS Memorandum from August 6, 2019 

 
Date Location County District Participants Individual or Organization Represented 

8/23/19 
to 
9/10/19 

On-line 
comments 

Not Applicable 22 • Anonymous in opposition (5) 
• Arizona Petroleum Marketers Association (1) 
• Anonymous in support (13) 
• Physician (1) 
• Arizona Academy of Family Physicians (1) 

9/3/19 Abrams Public 
Health Center 

2 16 • City of Tucson (2) 
• City of Tucson, Ward 3 (2) 
• Pima County (1) 
• American Heart Assoc. (2) 
• Green Valley News (1) 
• Board of Health (1) 
• Amistades, Inc. (1) 
• Tucson Metro Chamber (1) 
• BOS District 5 (1) 
• Circle K (3) 
• Volunteer (1) 

9/10/19 Tucson City 
Hall 

5 24 • City of Tucson-Ward 3 (1) 
• American Cancer Society (1) 
• Arizona Public Media (1) 
• American Heart Assoc. (2) 
• Pima County (3) 
• COT (1) 
• Retired teacher (1) 
• Board of Health (1) 
• Candidate for mayor (1) 
• Public (1) 
• American Lung Assoc. (1) 
• Green Valley News (1) 
• AFMA (1) 
• Circle K (2) 
• Pima Prevention Partnership (1) 
• T21 (1) 
• City of Tucson, Ward 3 (1) 
• Amistades, Inc. (1) 
• BOS District 5 (1) 
• Parent/PCC Faculty (1) 
• High School Students (2) 
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Un-edited Online Feedback Comments Against the Proposed Changes 

I am not in favor of changing the age from 18 to 21.   

The definitions of "tobacco retailer" and "tobacco retail establishment" are much too broad.   
8.52.010.D As written, a private individual in the individual's home who provides a cigarette to a guest over 21 would 
be considered a "tobacco retailer" and according to 8.52.020.A, the private individual becomes a tobacco retail 
establishment and must have a valid operating permit.   
Whether or not the private individual is cited is not the point; the ordinance is written such that the private individual 
could be cited.  As a further example, I'm sitting in a bar legally smoking a cigarette and my friend runs out of his 
cigarettes.  The ordinance will not allow me to offer him one of mine, as I then become a tobacco retailer and I don't 
have a retail establishment with a valid operating permit.  This is not reasonable.   
Please remove the words "giving" and "providing".   
8.52.040.C.1. This section does not include identification cards from Mexico citizens.  Thus, Mexico citizens may not 
buy tobacco products in Pima County, since they don't have a valid US or Canada ID. Is this really what you mean to 
state?   

So, Pima County is willing to violate the law and the AZ.  Constitution on Civil Rights violation and pay legal challenges 
that may go to the US Supreme Court to come out of the budget, how about fixing the roads, like you promised.   

As long as you can go online and click a box that says I am 18 or 21 and buy cigarettes or e-cig (vape products) then 
use a visa gift card to pay for them. with no real proof of age. this s not going help. this is an online age and online 
sales needs to be stopped first.   
In my personal opinion if you can go to war and dye for your country at 18 then you should be able to have a beer 
and a cigarette. if not then the age to go into the military should also be raised to 21 

The Arizona Petroleum Marketers Association is supportive of raising the age to 21 to purchase all products that 
contain nicotine.   
However, we believe that the legal age of purchase issue is a matter of statewide concern. Ideally, the national 
purchase age will soon create a completely level playing field for all tobacco and vapor sellers. In the meantime, a 
patchwork of regulations and licenses acros the state is problematic for retailers.   
Our group represents tobacco and vapor retailers in Pima County who will be regulated by the proposed ordinance. 
The proposed changes will likely shift sales to other stores outside of the County’s jurisdiction like Oro Valley, Marana, 
Sahuarita, South Tucson, and the Native American reservations. Additionally, when customers make the drive for 
their tobacco and vapor purchases, their sales tax revenues will leave with them – not just for those products alone, 
but for all ancillary purchases as well.   
We appreciate that there have been opportunities for stakeholder input and some changes to address stakeholder 
feedback. If the County decides to move forward with the ordinance, additional changes we would support include:   
1.  There should be consequences for the sales clerk who makes the prohibited sale and the underage purchaser. As 
drafted, the ordinance only penalizes the store owner.  There are no consequences for the sales clerk who makes the 
prohibited sale or the underage purchaser.   
2.  The proposed penalties on retail owners are extremely harsh and should be revised. As drafted, an owner of a 
single site where a clerk makes a mistake more than once a year will lose their license to sell tobacco for six months. 
Instead, the County should require education for a first offense, a fine for a second offense and then a short and 
temporary suspension of license for a third offense. The lookback window should be reduced from 36 months. 
3.  The County should add a “safe harbor” provision for owners who can document that they have provided training 
to their clerks to comply with the tobacco sale laws. If proper training has occurred, then the responsibility is the 
clerk’s to follow their training and the law.   
For all age-restricted products, one set of known and consistent standards is critical. We are responsible retailers and 
have been the front line of enforcement for age-restricted sales for decades. With a single set of laws, we can 
effectively train our employees, ensure our compliance with the law and reduce the number of underage sales.   
We understand that the County is attempting to address a problem with these changes. We agree that the rise in 
youth vaping is an issue deserving of our attention and action. However, we cannot agree with the proposed piecemeal 
solution.   
We invite the County to work with us to address the youth vaping issue at the state level and national level.   
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Un-edited Online Feedback Comments Against the Proposed Changes 

I honestly don't agree with this. If someone is old enough to die for our country who are we to say they can't smoke 
or buy smokes.  If that is the case why is the government ok with military being under 21 doesn't make sense!   

There should be a provision in the ordinance to suspend an operating permit after multiple violations or permanently 
prohibit the sale of tobacco products by a retailer that consistently does not follow the rules. 

This is a good idea although, similar to age 18 for buying alcohol, it may create an underground market for underage 
smokers. When my daughter was in high school, there seemed to be plenty of alcohol at parties and plenty of under 
18 year olds smoking cigarettes. So, I am in favor of this proposal including severe penalties for retailers who sell 
tobacco to underage kids however i have reservations. I support the same ordinance for vaping. 

I strongly support the tobacco ordinance changes to raise the minimum legal age to purchase tobacco from 18-21 
years of age. As a pediatrician, I understand and have seen the impact of smoking on youth. The earlier a young 
person is exposed, the more likely they are to continue to smoke and be exposed to the severe health effects of 
tobacco. The arguments put forward by the tobacco companies are purely a way for them to continue to sell their 
products. Please support this commonsense measure. 

I believe that if the legal age is changed to 21, that this, and the expense, will keep this younger generation from 
getting hooked in the first place. A win win for them and for public health. 

I'd like to stress that we need the Pima County Board of Supervisors & Tucson's Mayor & Council to pass tobacco 
control laws that are acceptable to the public health community - because we're dealing with a VERY serious public 
health crisis. We can't allow the tobacco & nicotine industries to write weak, confusing and unenforceable laws that 
actually undermine public health. We do - eventually - need a strong statewide tobacco control law - that sets a 
minimum standard, not a maximum standard - to protect public health. However, we first need some additional good 
local tobacco control laws in Arizona - especially, at this moment - in Tucson & Pima County. If Tucson and Pima 
County pass good tobacco control laws, as they've done in years past, other Arizona communities will follow and 
also pass more good tobacco control laws. With more strong local laws - we'll have a much better chance of enacting 
a good statewide law that is acceptable to the public health community. If lawmakers in Arizona cave in to the tobacco 
and nicotine industries, there will be VERY negative & serious public relations & public health consequences! In 
addition, when tobacco and nicotine industry supported laws are passed, very destructive messages will be sent to 
the young people that we're trying to educate about the potentially devastating health effects of tobacco and nicotine 
Paul Gordon, MD, MPH 

Please raise the age to purchase tobacco products to 21, and include e-cigarettes in the regs. Keep these lethal 
products away from as many young people as possible. 

Please ensure that vaping devices are included in the ban of smoking in eating establishments. I worked for a restaurant 
business here in Tucson for a few years, as the public relations manager, and it was very disturbing that the owner 
and employees were busy vaping while handling food. I can’t comprehend why the law is so outdated it doesn’t 
include vaping as banned both for patrons and employees in eating establishments. 

As a person who lost his mother at the young age of 56 because of her addiction to smoking, I think the smoking age 
should be raised to 35 if it was up to me. I also think smoking in public and around kids should be banned. Yes the 
state has a ban on smoking 20 feet from the entrances, but smokers like children ignore this and the best way to 
combat this is just ban it in public completely and as for banning it around children, that should be a commonsense 
thing. 

I think the change is a great idea. 

I am fully in support of this passing. The less accessible tobacco is to teenagers and young adults, the less likely that 
they will become users. This will better the public health for years to come. 

Make them cigs illegal, I'm a smoker find a cheap way in quitting please HELP 
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Un-edited Online Feedback Comments Against the Proposed Changes 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 
I am writing to express The Arizona Academy of Family Physicians’(AAFP) support for Tucson’s Tobacco 21 initiative. 
“Tobacco directly contributes to the deaths of more than 440,000 Americans each year according to the CDC. It 
represents the single leading cause of preventable death in the United States”(AAFP policy). Family physicians play 
a vital role in the development of policy that could prevent young people from picking up the tobacco habit. 
The AAFP consistently opposes smoking in all forms and speaks out about its policies. They regularly write letters 
to the FDA about many topics surrounding tobacco use including flavored tobacco, cigars, illicit trade and vaping. 
The AzAFP believes that there should be penalties on retailers for selling to minors. Please feel free to contact us if 
you need further information. 
Sincerely, 
Laura Dearing, EVP 
Arizona Academy of Family Physicians 

I agree with the 2019 Proposed Tobacco Ordinance Change. 

On section 8.52.060 Violation-Penalty, the fines should be increased to $1000(B.2) and $2000(B.3). Smoking 
addiction is destroying our youth and keeping our adult population in poverty. Smoking addiction is deteriorating the 
health of our youth but also is one of the main reasons why we have so many people in our city experiencing 
homelessness. 

Enacting Tobacco 21 policy is the single best thing you can do to protect the children and youth in Pima County. 
Tobacco products, including e-cigarettes, are not only harmful to our youth, but set a trajectory of life-long addiction 
and health problems for residents of Pima County. Please protect your constituents by passing Tobacco 21 legislation. 
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Stakeholder Meeting Comments Regarding Penalties (as written by attendees) 

Comment Participant Category 

Ok with 24 months not 36 months Retail/Business 

If mirrored to liquor law, keep citation a civil infraction Retail/Business 

Proposed modification is preferred but I still think the penalties on the 
retailer should reflect liquor law 

Retail/Business 

Suspension should factor in after the 2nd offense-that should not be 
removed. Third offense-some suspension. $ drives their business 

Parent 

With the retailer penalty, why was the suspension element eliminated in 
the modification? 

School 

I think the penalties should be what has been stated as far as the first 
offense goes. I don’t think that there should be a fine or punishment just 
yet even though they have been told about this I still think they should go 
to a class to learn about these products and what they do to youth.  

School 

Retailer: proposed modification but I think they should be penalized for 3rd 
offense with 30 day suspension.   
Clerk: proposed modification 
Buyer: proposed modification 

School 

Good with 24 months School 

If revocation is only 1 year then it is not revocation. It is only suspension Healthcare/public health 

$0 clerk penalty. 3rd offense-retailer should include “up to” 30 day 
suspension/$1000.  

Healthcare/public health 

Needs to be 36 months Healthcare/public health 

Clerk penalty is way too high Healthcare/public health 

Mirror alcohol as closely as possible Healthcare/public health 

I think the fines are low and consequences are not bad. It would be very 
easy for establishment to pay a $600 fine because they make more than 
that 

Healthcare/public health 

Must be 36 months or all retailers checked per year Healthcare/public health 

Alcohol level fines Healthcare/public health 

2nd and 3rd offense suspensions should remain in the proposed 
modifications 

Healthcare/public health 

36 months 
All retailers checked 
suspension on 2nd offense 

Healthcare/public health 

Revocation does not mean 1 year suspension. It means revocation. Healthcare/public health 

Suspension on retailers should happen by 2nd violation to incentivize 
retailer compliance with minimum number of days-the modifications are 
insufficient 

Healthcare/public health 

Suspensions even minimal like 3 days on 2nd offense. Must actually state 
not “up to” 

Healthcare/public health 

Retailer: 1st offense-fine, 2nd offense-fine/suspension, 3rd offense-
fine/revocation. 36 month lookback. Annual  compliance checks 

Healthcare/public health 

 




