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Tobacco Issues in the 10lst Consress 

A number of issues affecting the tobacco industry will receive 
consideration during the 10lst Congress. Most of them are 
carried over from the 100th Congress, when tobacco issues were 
debated almost until the hour of sine die adjournment. The 
issues are: 

Excise taxes. Despite the demonstrated regressivity and 
discriminatory nature of excise taxes, proposals to increase the - - 
cigarette excise tax will be a topic in every forum where the 
budget deficit is discussed. In addition, rifle shot attempts to 
use the tax to pay for pet projects ranging from aspects of 
health care to low-cost housing, have become commonplace. 

Advertisins. Hearings on serious proposals to prohibit the 
advertising and promotion of tobacco products can be expected in 
one or more ~nergy and Commerce committee subcommittees-on the 
House side* Parallel efforts to remove the business tax 
deduction for advertising and promotion costs will be before the 
House Ways and Means and Senate Finance Committees. 

babelins. The 1988 Surgeon General's Report focused on the 
subject of addiction, and legislation to turn the report's 
conclusions into a new ciqarette warninq label is certain to be 
introduced. Ironically, iuch legislation requiring a new federal 
label is also likely to raise the question of repealing the 
federal preemption of cigarette warnings. 

Airline Smokins. The sponsor of the smoking ban on two-hour 
domestic flights already has announced his intention to use the 
appropriations process to extend this ban to all domestic flights 
in 1989, ignoring the fact that the two-year trial period on the 
two-hour ban will not be over until 1990, 

Pilitarv. Measures to raise cigarette prices in military sales 
facilities, or to remove them from commissaries altogether, will 
be offered, particularly in the Senate, whenever there is an 
opportunity, These efforts ignore the fact that lower prices for 
all products in exchanges and commissaries are considered part of 
the military benefits package. 

Fire-Safe Cisarettes. An inter-agency committee, created by 
Congress, has concluded that it may be possible to manufacture 
cigarettes which are less likely to set fires, and has 
recommended additional study to establish, for example, a 
"validated test methodu. The tobacco industry supports 
legislation introduced last year by Congressmen Boucher and 
Bliley and Senators Gore and Breaux to implement these 
recommendations. Other legislation may be introduced that will 
ignore the committee's recommendations and proceed directly to 
implementation of a standard. 
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Increasing excise taxes on tobacco products 

Excise taxes imposed on tobacco products produce $9.2 billion 
annually at various levels of governments. The federal tax is 
16$ per pack of cigarettes. This generates approximately $4.5 
billion annually for the General Revenue Fund. In addition, each 
state and 396 cities and municipalities impose some form of 
excise tax on tobacco products. This generates approximately 
$4.7 billion annually for these governments. Consequently, the 
average tax on each pack of cigarettes sold is 38$, approximately 
36% of the total price. 

Increasing the tobacco tax is perceived to be politically 
painless. However, the impact of an increase on middle and low 
income Americans is anything but painless. Utilization of this 
excise tax to reduce the deficit or finance government programs 
places a heavier tax burden on those least capable of paying 
additional taxes. The excise tax is the same for an indvidual 
who makes $10,000 as for the individual who makes $100,000. 
Increasing the excise tax would substantially reduce benefits 
provided by the Tax Reform Act of 1985 and ignores the more than 
equitable tax revenue currently paid by users of these products. 

In addition to his no-tax pledge, President-elect Bush has voiced 
his opposition specifically to increasing cigarette excise taxes. 
(See attached Letter from Bush to North Carolina Governor Jim 
Martin. Also note the two fact sheets and recent newspaper 
op-ed, attached.) 



GEORGE BUSH 

September 10, 1988 

The Honorable James G. Martin 
. Governor 

Post Office Box 12377 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27605 

Dear Jim: : " 

Thank you for giving me this opport&ity to restate my 
stand against tax increases. 

As you know, I have lons believed that tax increases 
would damage- our economic recovky. Throughout this campaign, I 
have been consistent. I will not raise taxes, period. There 
have been over 17 million new jobs in America* since 1982, but tax 
increases would put those jobs at risk. 

 heref fore, I am strongly opposed to any increase in 
excise taxes, including those on tobacco or cigarettes. This 
would harm North Carolina and be inflationary for the nation's 
economy as a whole. 

As you know, this issue is one of many on which I stand 
in sharp contrast to my opponent, who raised taxes, including 
cigarette taxes, by over $100 million this year alone. Let me 
say it again, Jim: I will not raise taxes, period, 

. . 

With bes t  wishes, 

Sincerely, 

Geo e ush % 



Cotton Mather Democrats 
The American Puritan has been de- ' 

wribed as an unhappy soul who lives iar 
mortal dread that somebody. son=- 
where-right now-might be enjoying 
himself. One secret to the survival of the 
Democratic Party is that the Delnocrats 
shrewdly dhl not conlpete with their 
political adversaries-the Federalists, the 
Whigs, the Republicans-for the voting 
allegiance of the knerican Puritiu~~. 
More reliably numerous and better com- 
pany than t h e e  New England moralists, 
cancluded the Democrats, were citizens 
whose famities h w t  come over on the 
Mayflower and who enjoyed a cdd beer, a 
warm laugh and, perhaps, a game d 
chance and even a friendly dance. 

But now, in their calls for incread 
federal taxes an beer, tchcco and gaso- 
be to reduce the budget deficit, some 
elected Deniocrats choose to forget their 
party's proud tradition and to f0rs;lk.e 
their party's ~vorkingclitss n~enlbers. 

There r m r h  one consolatiol~ k>r Denlo- 
crats advocating h i e s  in tlle "sin t ; m "  
on smoking, drinking and driving: their 
conversion to virtue is app1;luded by con- 
tenlporaty American Puritans. 

What has happened to the Deniocrats? 
Have they fapotten how their founders 
opposed Alexander Handton's heavy ex- 
cise tax on whiskey, which was then 
alnlod exclusively co~lsunted by the Irish 
and Scottish? Hamilton ilnd the strong 
support d New Enghld Puritans, who 
were delighted to discourage bquc~  con- 
simplion by the lower classes wliie pain- 
lessly providing for the public treasury. 

The sin tax on whiskey nlay have 111mte 
the Puritans happy, but it helwl nmke 
the Scotch-Irish h~ to  Derrwrats. Lnter 
waves of in~nugrants-Cern~~~ls, Irisll- 
Cat holies. Poles, Hussians- k>~rnrl the 
Denwratic Party nuwe hosl,itiat)le to 
their festivals and fun tkur they dill the 
party of the joyl~;b. 

The Puritan hlrpuk is reflected m the 
case for increasing 'taxes on cigarellev 
and beer. Indifferent to the contradicth . 
in their argument, &-tax supporters in- 
sist that higher taxes on smoking and 
drinking d l  me'm a) more taxes collect- 
ed and b) less smkhg and drinking (since 
both will cost the conswirer n m ) ,  which 
means a @lthier and mare virtuous 
America. 

Disregarded by such ;tdvocates is the 
revered Democratic tradition af basing 
taxes on pm~ces5ivily. on one's ability to. 
pry. %I taxes on tobacco, ga&w and 
beer ignore that principle. For example, 
Anwican fan<& earning between 
$10,000 ad $30,000 a year SWIKI as a - 

percentage of tlwir inconre nwre than 
twice as alwh on g6wline as ih t@ 
wrni11g over $50.000. fjonlehly who . 
Ius to drive 50 nnks e,rh way between I 
Imrne a d  work is prolxlhly rmt doing 
leveraged hayouts. h ~ g  &rly carlmutes 

by passenger car aye more oftd a factor 
d eamonlic inlperative than aesthetii 

Cigarette smoking is increasingly,'al- 
most exclusively. a practice d M g -  
class and btue-cdlnr Americarts of modest 
income who never went to college. Grant- 
ed, these fdks do not have a battery of 
Washington bwyer-lohl,yists on retainer, 
b@ is that any reason to raise t k i i  taxes? 

Amxkans earnirrg $20,000 or less a 
year @, as a percentage of their 
kmle,  anore tlnn three times a s  much 
on beer as do knericans earning $75.000 
a year. While there is no empir i i  data 
available, it's stdl a good bet that the 
highler-hlcorne group snmflly s p & h  at 
least 10 tbnes as nruch on bottled water 
inrported fron~ France. Yet no Democrat 
is urging a dollar-a-six-pack kvy on Per- 
rim. 

To  urge nwlre a~ul  bigger taxes on 
snmkes and sutls utti~cks cd A &we to 
save peo~k frorrl thcnwlvey--in spite d 

themselves. That's exactly wlwt tlw resi- 
dent party of Anwrican I'uritans strove to  
do fpr every group d h~nrigrants f~otrr 
the Old WarM by banning &day &ucs 
and danciig and by closing down the 
neighborhood taverns. It ca~umt be reas- 
&g for Denwrats to look m tlte 
mirrm ard see Cutton Mather gbwerutg 
badr at.thenr. 

When clid the I h ~ c r i t t ~  piturge b~to  
the fatal error tlwt S O I I ~ ~ I J Y ) W  it is ;ic- 
ceptable to be rich, virtuous to be poor. 
and that the only sin is to be a n w ~ b e r  d 
the ndclle c l . ~ ?  Such folly I ~ a s  left tlle 
stench'of snobbishness at loo ~nany Denr- 
ocratic gatherings where tlte workirig 
A n ~ e r i m  is sea l  as ~lcitlwr the kb&itry 
Joe Ilitl nor the admirable Norma Rae but 
instead as the binotcd Arr.llir Ilunker. 

It's t h e  Ilerrurr;~ts r e ~ r l e n l ~ r  who 
t k y  are. where they corlu. frtm~, ;ad that 
taxes aught to h: b;lsal cul I I W  ability lo 

pay- 



Cigarette Excise Tax Fact Sheet 

1. Who levies a tax on cigarettes? 

- Federal Government ....................... 16 cents per pack 
- 50 State Governments...............*.,... ....... - 396 city and municipal governments - 22 cents combined 

average/pack 

Total average tax per pack: 38 cents 

2. How much is collected annually from cigarette excise taxes? 

- Federal Government ...,..................,$ 4.75 Billion 
- 50 State Governments.. ..,...,............$ 4.66 Billion - 396 city and municipal governments .......$ .20 Billion 

Total annual tax collections: $9.61 Billion 

3. Has the excise tax kept pace with inflation? 

- CPI increase from 1951 - 1985 ....................... 421% 
- Aggregate federal, state and local cigarette tax 

. collections from 1951 - 1985, ....................... 601% 
4. How much additional net federal revenue would be generated 

. - . annually by a 16-cent increase in cigarette excise tax? 

16-cent increase = $2.9 billion additional revenue 

5. How many American jobs in the core and supplier tobacco 
industry will be lost if the federal excise tax is increased 
by 16 cents? 

16-cent increase = 28,500 lost American jobs 

- .  . 6. How would an.increase in the'federal excise tax affect 
leaf sales? 

16-cent increase - approximate'decrease of $110 million in 
sales and 37.50 million pounds of tobacco purchased 

. - . - - . - - .. . 
--- . . . --7 , How:did::the-doubling -of-.the+excise .tax in 1982 from 8 cents to 

16 cents per pack affect the tobacco industry? 

- Lost sales of 29.6 million pounds of tobacco 
. -. ..-. - Lost job opportunities for 14,600 workers in tobacco . . . . .  

- 7 , .  '-manufacture and distribution 
- Reduced GNP by $800 million 

CCk : 8. How does the tobacco industry contribute positively to 
L-- American economy? 

- Employs approximately 728,000 workers - Paid approximately $18.9 billion in wages - Accounts for approximately $40.8 billion of GNP 



STATE CIGARETTE EXCISE TAX RATES 

(cents per 20-pack) 

North Carolina 2 
Virginia 2.5 
Kentucky 3 
South Carolina 7 
Wyoming 8 
Georgia 12 
Maryland 13 
Missouri 13 
Tennessee 13 
Delaware 14 
New Mexico 15 
Arizona 15 
Indiana 15.5 
Alaska 16 
Louisiana 16 
Montana 16 
Alabama 16.5 
New Hampshire 17 
Vermont 17 

% Dist. of Columbia 17 

-. West Virginia 17 
Ohio 18 
Idaho 18 
Mississippi 18 
Pennsylvania 18 

Nevada 
. Colorado 

Illinois 
Arkansas 
New York 
Oklahoma 
Utah 
South Dakota 
Florida 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Texas 
Massachusetts 
Connecticut 
New Jersey 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Rhode Island 
Maine 

' Wisconsin 
Hawaii 

-. Washington . - 
Iowa 
California 
Minnesota 



TEN REASONS MOT TO INCREASE THE CIGARETTE EXCISE TAX 

1. Currently, the federal government, 50 state and 396 local 
governments impose a tax on cigarettes. The average total 
tax per pack is 38 cents (16 cents - federal; 22 cents - 
state and local), 

2. Governments collect-more tax revenue from individuals who 
purchase cigarettes than any other commodity except gasoline 
($9.61 BILLION collected annually - $4.75 billion for federal 
and $4.86 billion for state and local). 

3. "An increase in the excise tax on tobacco would be the most 
rearessive of all tax increases considered.I1 AS a percent of 
income, the tobacco excise tax is 15 times higher for 

.I 

low-income (under $5,000) families than for high-income (over 
$50,000) families. 

Congressional Budget Office 
Staff Working Paper 
January 1987 

4. ''The biggest threat to tax reform is that Congress may 
attempt to meet its 1988 budget targets through stiff 
increases in federal excise taxes." 

CITIZENS FOR TAX JUSTICE 
"Meeting the Revenue Targets in the 

.-. - -- - ,1988 Budget: Will Tax Reform be 
Extended or"undermined?,It May 1987 

5. 'The cigarette excise tax does not have a consumer base broad 
enough to materially reduce the deficit." 

General Accounting Office 
Staff Study 
August 1986 

6. "An excise tax increase would raise the taxes of low-income 
taxpayers disproportionately and would substantially more 
than offset the income tax reduction these taxpayers received 
from the Tax Reform Act of 1986." 

-. ."-. . - - -. - - . - ,  --.-. . "An Analysis of the ~egressivity of 
.--- -- - *-.. - --Excise .Taxes .!':--'Policy Economics Group, 

Peat Marwick ~ a i n  & Company, submitted to 
CART, May 1987 

- . . ?'..."For all poor families, even a modest increase in excise ts 
taxes will take more-than all of sthe tax relief afforded the a 
them in the 1986 tax bill. These increases will cost the P 

m 
-X 

poor five times as much -- nearly $2 billion -- as they would 2 
receive in income tax cuts from the Tax Reform A c t  of 1986. 1 tCI 

\ M E  This will considerably maunify the incidence, prevalence and 0 
4 

the enormity of poverty in the United States.'' F.) 

Rep. Mervyn M. Dymally, Chairman, 
Congressional Black Caucus 



8. Doubling the tax will cause a loss of 28,500 ~merican jobs in 
the core tobacco industry. In 1982 when Congress increased 
the tax from 8 cents to 16 cents per pack, 14,600 American 
job opportunities in the tobacco industry were lost. 

9. "Higher excise taxes have an adverse trickle-down effect on 
the farmers whose commodities, such as tobacco, grains, and 
wine grapes, go into tobacco and alcohol products." 

American Farm Bureau Federation 
-. 

10. Doubling the federal excise tax will cause economic harm to 
the American tobacco farmer, their families and communities. 
A 16-cent increase would result in an approximate decrease of 
$110 million in sales of leaf tobacco (37.5 million pounds). 

ORGANIZATIONS OPPOSED TO INCREASED EXCISE TAXES 

American Agriculture Movement 

American Farm Bureau Federation 

Coalition Against Regressive Taxation (CART) 

National Association of Manufacturers 

f - Opportunities Industrialization Centers of America, Inc. 

Chamber of Commerce of the U.S.A. 

Citizens for Tax Justice 

Coalition on Human Needs 

COST (Citizens Opposed to Secret ~axation)Coalition 

Council of State Governments 

National Conference of State ~egislatures 

AFL-CIO 

Labor Council for Latin.Arnerican Advancement 

National Black Caucus of State Legislators 

The.Nationa1 Conference of Black Mayors 

The League of United Latin American Citizens 

. ... -Cuban ~merican National Council, Inc. 

Mexican-American Political Association 





Advertising Ban Legislation 

In the 100th Congress, Representatives Synar and Whittaker 
introduced almost identical bills to ban all advertising and 
promotion of tobacco products; similar legislation can be 
expected in the new Congress. 

An advertising ban is an unwarranted call for government 
censorship that should be rejected. The proposed ban has provoked 
an extraordinary First Amendment outcry across the political 
spectrum. The opponents of such an advertising ban range from 
the American Civil Liberties Union to the U.S. Department of 
Justice, which rarely agree on First Aniendrnent issues. 

In February 1988, the American Bar Association rejected a 
proposal that it endorse the proposed ban. It did so, according 
to ABA President Eugene Thomas, "because we believe in the 
free-speech principle." 

Critics of the proposed advertising ban include the most eminent 
constitutional scholars in the country -- Professor Philip B. 
Kurland of the University of Chicago Law School, Professor 
Charles Alan Wright of the University of Texas Law School, 
Professor William Van Alstyne of Duke University Law School, 
Professor Burt Newborne of New York University Law School, and 
Professor Alan Dershowitz of Harvard Law School. All believe the 
ban would violate basic First Amendment values, 

The proposed advertising ban is objectionable because it is an 
effort by government to manipulate behavior by restricting 
speech. Representatives Synar and Whittaker propose to 
accomplish their goals not by providing consumers with more 
information concerning smoking and health but by denying them 
competitive messages concerning individual cigarette brands. Such 
censorship strikes at the heart of the First Amendment. 

The proponents of a tobacco product advertising ban may believe 
that consumer behavior can be easily manipulated by limiting 
commercial speech but the evidence simply does not support such a 
premise. Advertising bans and restrictions abroad have not 
affected total consumption of tobacco products. Indeed, the 
incidence of smoking among youth is actually higher in those 
countries that have banned or restricted cigarette advertising 
than in many that have not. As Michael Pertschuk, former 
chairman of the FTC and long an advocate of severe restrictions 
on cigarettes has acknowledged, "No one really pretends that 
advertising is a major determinant of smoking in this country or 
any other." The American Council of Science and Health similarly 
has recognized that an advertising ban would Ifprobably notff 
decrease cigarette consumption. 

For the same reasons collateral efforts to repeal the income tax 
deduction for tobacco advertising and promotion costs should be 
defeated. 





Adding a Nicotine "Addiction" Label 

Efforts were made late in the last Congress to add a separate 
nicotine addiction warning statement to the four which already 
are included in cigarette packaging and advertising. 

This legislation was prompted by a Office of Smoking and Health 
report published last year which equated nicotine to heroin, 
cocaine and, other illegal addictive substances. Widely promoted 
by the Surgeon General as part of his systematic strategy to 
stamp out tobacco use in the United States by the turn of the 
next century, the policy could tend to undermine the nation's war 
on drugs. 

In fact, the Surgeon General has sent a confusing and 
counter-productive message to the American people. Should 
millions of tobacco smokers be told that they are addicts and 
cannot stop? If tobacco is the same as illicit drugs, does that 
suggest that those drugs should be legalized? 

The millions of American men and women who are consumers of 
tobacco products are not drug addicts. According to the 
government's own statistics more than 40 million Americans have 
quit smoking on their own without professional help. 

Fifty seven million adult Americans use tobacco and tobacco 
products. They do not commite crimes in order to get money to 

t buy cigarettes, cigars, pipe or chewing tobacco. They do not - beat their spouses and children as a result of smoking too much 
tobacco. They are not a hazard on the road because of driving 
while under the influence of tobacco. 

No one has ever suggested that tobacco causes the same kind of 
behavior as illicit drugs or that smokers present the same 
problems to our society. Yet a warning label regarding nicotine 
addiction would divert attention away from hard drugs and 
trivilize the nation's great concern over drug use. 

Attached is a summary of the issue, including editorial comment 
on the Surgeon General's attempt to equate tobacco with hard 
drugs. 



Surgeon General's Report 
on Tobacco and Addiction 

Surgeon General Koop has concluded that tobacco is addictive 
and has compared tobacco with "other addicting drugs such as 
heroin and cocaine." 

1. Not all health officials agree with Koop. 

A leading French health official and tobacco critic, Professor 
Albert Hirsch, has made the following public statement about 
the recent Surgeon General's Report: 

"Tobacco cannot be compared to drugs, especially hard 
drugs like heroin or other narcotics. It is always bad to 
fiqht an evil with misstatements or distortions of the 

Hirsch is the author of the foreward and conclusion of a 
Tobacco and Health Committee Report delivered to the French 
Minister of Health last September, and is noted for his strong 
antitobacco positions. 

2 .  Koopts conclusions trivialize the war against drugs. 

Surgeon General Kooprs message that cigarettes are like heroin 
also includes the reciprocal inference that hard drugs like 
cocaine and heroin are no different than cigarettes; 

-- Isn't this likely to encourage hard drug use? -- Isn't this likely to play into the hands of those who 
favor legalizing hard drugs? 

3 .  Kooprs conclusion is contradicted by his own report. 

The Surgeon General's Report states that 'According to the 
1985 National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), there are 
approximately 41 million former smokers in the United States. 
Approximately 90 percent of former smokers report that they 
quit smoking without formal treatment programs or smoking 
cessation devices." (P. 466) 

The Surgeon General's report is a compilation of existing 
literature. No new research is contained in the report. His 
conclusion conforms with his political goal of a smokeless 
society and surely was reached long before the report was 
drafted. 

4 .  Editors across the country disagree with Koop. 

"Smok 
abuse 
tempo 
lull 

ing 

rar 
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bears no re 
Smoking does 
ily derange 
anyone's con 
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lance to drug abuse or a1 
affect mental acuity, no 
rson, nor produce so much 
with reality. " 

The Boston Globe 



4. Editors across the country disagree with Koop. (conft.) 

"Classifying the dangers of nicotine with the horrors of 
heroin and cocaine is misguided zealotry. It downgrades, 
even discredits, the nation's campaign against hard 
drugs.. . It 
"Indeed, the surgeon general's 
itself generally irresponsible 
to zealotry and is on its way 
for the peoplefs health is no 
respect for individual rights 

The 

Latest attack on . His enthusiasm 
to fanaticism. H 
longer mixed with 
and individual re 
Indianapolis Star 

smoking is 
has turned 
is concern 
a healthy 
sponsibilit 

'If you have any doubts as to the ridiculousness of Koopts 
contention, ask yourself a question. How many people have 
turned to crime to support a tobacco habit?" 

The Kansas City Star 

"What's most absurd about his report is that it also 
equates nicotine addiction. with addiction of heroin and 
cocaine. This should do wonders for the government's 
ongoing 'warf against drugs ..." 
"What we need is a different warning, to be stamped on 
every federal document and on every paycheck given to 
government workers, reading: 'WARNING: Power is addictive. 
Once you start abusing your office and wasting the 
taxpayersf money, you may not be able to stop.Itt 

The Orange County (CA) Register 





Smoking ban on domestic airline flights 

On April 23, 1988, the federal law banning smoking on domestic 
airline flights of two hours or less went into effect. The 
two-hour ban will sunset on April 23, 1990, unless Congress acts, 
or the Department of Transportation (DOT) initiates rules to 
extend or expand the ban. Violations of the ban carry civil 
penalties of up to $1,000; tampering with a smoke detector is now 
a punishable offense with fines of up to $2,000. 

In late September, DOT received bids for the performance of a 
broad empirical airliner cabin air quality study. The two-phase 
study, which will consider ventilation issues and a wide range of 
contaminants and pollution sources, shoud be underway by March 
1989. Phase I (data collection and analysis) results should be 
available by October 1, 1989; Phase I1 (risk assessment) should 
be completed on or around April 1, 1990. Congress is expected to 
utilize these results in considering sunset of the ban. 

In December, DOT informed Congress that it had received nearly 
6,000 pieces of correspondence opposing, and only 68 supporting, 
the ban. 

Despite Congressional agreement to a two year trial period 
terminating in 1990, Congressman Richard Durbin (D-IL), sponsor 
of the two-hour ban, has indicated he will inroduce and press for 
a total airline smoking ban in 1989. Congress should defer this 
issue until 1990 when the trial period is over and more 
information is available. 





Restricting the sale of tobacco products in 
commissaries and exchanues 

In late 1988, a proposal to remove tobacco products from 
commissaries and to increase the price of tobacco products sold 
in exchanges was developed within the offices of the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense. 

The proposal was written at the Deputy Secretary's request by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management and personnel 
who oversees the military commissary and exchange systems at the 
Pentagon. Although the Assistant Secre.tary drafted the proposal, 
he personally recommended against such action based on the 
following arguments: 

1.) Possible misperceptions by Congress that the 
Department was trying to circumvent Congress and 
the likelihood the Congress would invalidate any 
such directive with legislation in the lOlst Congress; 

2.) The unlikelihood of new appropriations from Congress 
to replace the loss of operating funds for commissaries 
generated by the sale of cigarettes; and most signifi- 
cantly 

3.) The potential negative impact on military personnel 
benefits, morale and rate of retention. 

The proposal also highlighted the fact that the Department's 
previous efforts through education and smoking restrictions to 
address the use of tobacco and alcohol in the military had 
resulted in a substantial reduction in consumption of both items 
(in excess of ten percent) without a perceived loss of benefits. 

Congress can expect varied and continued efforts by the 
Department to reduce smoking in the military -- through tobacco 
price increases, tobacco sales restrictions, smoking bans or 
other means. These efforts will be compounded by those of the 
individual branches of the military due to the autonomy and 
authority they each are accorded, i.e. the Department of the Air 
Force, the Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy. 





Fire-safe cigarettes 

The Cigarette Safety Act of 1984 created the Interagency 
Committee on Cigarette and Little Cigar Fire Safety (IAC) to 
oversee a study of the technical and commercial feasibility of 
developing cigarettes and little cigars with a minimum propensity 
to ignite upholstered furniture and mattresses. The Technical 
Study Group (TSG), which conducted the study, included the 
tobacco and furniture industries, fire service organizations, 
CPSC, National Bureau of Standards, National Cancer Institute, 
~ederal Trade Commission and the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

In ~ecember 1987, the IAC released its recommendations to 
Congress based on three years of research. The report concluded 
that certain characteristics of cigarettes could be modified 
experimentally to reduce their ignition propensity. At the same 
time, the IAC emphasized that additional work would be needed to 
assess the actual feasibility of the laboratory modifications as 
well as associated costs and benefits. 

The report recommended establishing an advisory committee of 
scientists to work with the National Institute of Science and 
Technology (formerly National Bureau of Standards) to conduct the 
additional research, including the development of a "validated 
test method" to measure reliably the propensity of cigarettes to 

-- ignite upholstered furniture and mattresses. 

- Before the release of the final IAC report, Representative Joe 
  oak ley (D-MA) and Senator Alan Cranston (D-CA) introduced 
legislation mandating the Secretary of HHS to establish fire 
safety standards for cigarettes to become effective within two 
years. This legislation basically ignores the recommendations of 
the IAC and TSG and attempts to regulate science into existence. 

In April 1988, Representatives Rick Boucher (D-VA) and Tom Bliley 
(R-VA) introduced legislation that would implement the IAC 
recommendations to Congress. In October Senators Albert Gore 
(D-TN) and John Breaux (D-LA) introduced legislation identical to 
the Boucher-Bliley bill. The tobacco industry supports this 
legislation, along with several major national, state and 
regional fire service organizations. (See the attached National 
Volunteer Fire Council "Fact Sheetff on the Boucher-Bliley bill.) 

After voluntarily participating in the three years of research, 
the tobacco industry agrees with the IAC recommendation that 
further research into the applicable standards and commercial 
manufactu.re of such tobacco products is necessary in order to 
guarantee an acceptable and sufficient resolution of the 
"fire-safe" cigarette issue. The industry will continue to 
support legislation that would implement the Interagency 
Committee's recommendations, 
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FACT SHEET 
H.R. 4497 

Implementation of Recommendations of the Interagency Committee on 
Cigarette and Little Cigar Fire Safety. 

Summa ry 

In the fall of 1984, the major national fire protection 
organizations joined with the tobacco industry to support a 
federal study to determine i f ,  and how, cigarettes might be made 
more fire safe. with that, the Cigarette Safety Act of 1984 
became law, 

In December 1987, the Interagency Committee on Cigarette and 
Little Cigar Fire Safety, which was created by the 1984 Act, 
reported to Congress that certain characteristics of cigarettes 

. " . -  ..can-be modified experimentally to reduce their ignition . . 
propensity. 

In i t s  report, the Committee made six recommendations. These 
recommendations included the development of a "validated test 
method" to measure reliably the propensity of cigarettes to 
ignite upholstered furniture and mattresses; the testing of smoke 
from modified cigarettes; data collection and analysis; and 
continuing research to improve the tracking of cigarette-related 
fires over time. 

Within weeks, legislation was drafted, then refined, to implement 
--.- .- - -.the Interagency Commi tteer's recommendations. 

By April 1988, Reps. Frederick Boucher (D-VA) and Tom Bliley 
. . .. ,. ------.,, 

(R-VA) introduced H.R. 4497, which was then assigned to the 
-Commerce and ~nergy.Committee:-..Co-sponsors of the bill included 
Congressional Fire Services Caucus founder Rep. Curt Weldon 
( R - P A )  . 
The bill wil1,be reintroduced in the lOlst Congress. 



Endorsements 

Many fire service organizations have joined the National 
Volunteer Fire Council in endorsing the federal legislation and 
urging its prompt passage. Included are: 

International Association of Fire Fighters (AFL-CIO) 
International Society of Fire Service Instructors 
California State Firemen's Association, Inc. 
New York State Association of Fire Chiefs 
Firemen's Association of the State of New York 
Fire Districts Association of New York 
Firemen's and Fire Marshalsr Association of Texas 
Illinois Fire Inspectors Association 
New Jersey Paid Chiefs ~ssociation 
Keystone State Fire Chiefs Association (~ennsylvania) 
Pennsylvania State Fire Fighters Association (AFL-CIO) 
Firemen's Association of the State of Pennsylvania 
Firemen's Legislative Council of ~ennsylvania 
Pennsylvania State Fire Commissioner, Pennsylvania 
Emergency Management Agency 
Oregon Fire Chiefs' Association 
Oregon Fire Education Association 
Oregon State Fire Marshal 
Washington State Fire Fighters' ~ssociation, I ~ c .  
Delaware Volunteer Firemen's Association 




