
Alyonik Hrushow, Director
Tobacco Free Project
Community Health Promotion and Prevention Branch
San Francisco Department of Public Health
30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2300
San Francisco, CA  94102

Date of Submission: June 30, 2007

This report was made possible by funds received from the California Department of Health 
Services, Tobacco Control Section under agreement number TCS-038, agreement term: 
07/01/04-06/30/07

San Francisco Tobacco Free Project
Secondhand Smoke Policy Case Study
Polaris Research & Development

1

Secondhand Smoke Policy Campaign:

A Case Study



Abstract

The San Francisco Tobacco Free Project (TFP) receives numerous complaints from San 
Franciscans demanding greater protections through restrictions on smoking in areas such as 
multi unit housing, outdoor dining areas, and other public venues. TFP also collected data  
during its Communities of Excellence needs assessment indicating strong support for smoke 
free policies at multi-unit housing complexes (MUHC’s) and other venues as top priorities for 
the 2004-2007 plan. 

The TFP developed the following objective for this project: By June 30, 2007, San Francisco 
will adopt one of the following two policies to reduce exposure to secondhand smoke:

 Policy placing restrictions on smoking in those indoor worksite areas exempted by the 
state smoke-free workplace law such as owner operated bars and tobacco shops 
(excluding hotels).

 Policy impacting multi-unit housing complexes (e.g., apartment owners, condo 
associations and public housing boards) that protects residents from drifting secondhand 
smoke between units and incorporates enforcement/compliance remedies such as 
including secondhand smoke exposure in nuisance abatement statutes.

This is a primary objective, addressing Communities of Excellence primary indicator #2.2.13 
and secondary indicator #2.2.4.

Project activities focused on members of the Board of Supervisors as the policy makers with 
the authority to adopt and monitor implementation of secondhand smoke policies for San 
Francisco. Intervention activities utilized the San Francisco Tobacco Free Project’s 5-step 
Community Action Model (CAM). Train participants, name the issue, and choose area of  
focus; define, design and do a community diagnosis; analyze the results of community  
diagnosis; select an action or activity and implement; and maintain and enforce the action  
or activity.

Using background information, the Coalition chose the focus of its campaign and developed 
an initial list of policy options. A community diagnosis (stakeholder and public discussion  
groups and a public opinion survey) was conducted with findings showing evidence of strong  
public support in San Francisco to increase the number of outdoor smoking bans and 
smoke-free environments. The Coalition reviewed and modified the list of policy options, 
developed specific language, and voted on “bottom line” options that they would not be 
willing to change and “bargaining chip” options that they would be willing to change. The  
final model policy included 12 sections that would expand protection from secondhand 
smoke in indoor and outdoor areas and multi unit housing complexes by updating existing 
law and close loopholes in existing law.

Coalition members sought and obtained several endorsements from health and labor, 
received training for educational meetings with policy makers, and developed criteria for 
selecting potential sponsors for the legislation. Meetings were arranged to educate policy 
makers about secondhand smoke issues and a Board member was identified as a sponsor in 
December 2006. The Coalition engaged in extensive negotiations with the policy maker’s 
legislative aide believing he had authority to negotiate on behalf of the supervisor. But 
months of negotiations fell apart when the aide informed Coalition leaders that the 
supervisor was not willing to sponsor all the policy options that had been negotiated 
between the Coalition and the aide. 
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The Coalition quickly identified another potential sponsor, however, until the first policy  
maker “passes off” sponsorship to another Board member, the future of the comprehensive 
policy remains in political limbo. Having to start over with a new Board member means that  
introduction of the policy to the Board of Supervisors will not occur until after June 30, 
2007.

The evaluation selected for this objective was a non-experimental, high-level case study 
design. Because the policy adoption sought was a countywide policy, no control or 
comparison group within the city was possible. Also, because the ordinance being pursued 
was developed specifically to address gaps in San Francisco’s existing secondhand smoke 
laws, finding a control or comparison group outside the city would have been very difficult.  
Finally, a case study design often provides more detail on how outcomes are achieved 
(strategies, challenges, etc.) than other design types, and as a result can be extremely 
valuable to other cities pursuing similar policy goals. No sampling procedures were used. 
Data collection procedures included conducting stakeholder and general public discussion 
groups, a public opinion survey, and key informant interviews in San Francisco.

A secondhand smoke policy was developed that closes many of the loopholes in San 
Francisco’s previous secondhand smoke ordinance. Despite strong public support for a more 
comprehensive secondhand smoke policy and the Coalition’s best efforts to negotiate in 
good faith, the ordinance has not yet been introduced to the Board of Supervisors due, in 
large part, to political circumstances beyond its control. The new policy hopefully will be  
introduced to the Board over the coming months. 

Many lessons were learned from this experience:

 Clearly assess policy makers and their level of support for the issues.
 Be sure you know where the policymaker stands before beginning a negotiating process. 
 Don’t put all your eggs in one basket regarding sponsorship. 
 Wait until the right policymaker is identified, ideally someone the coalition has worked 

well with in the past. 
 Have access to allies who can educate the coalition about how the political process 

works. 
 It is more difficult to try to pass many different policies in one effort.
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Project Description

Background

The City and County of San Francisco is a culturally, ethnically, linguistically, and  
economically diverse urban community with an estimated population of nearly 740,000 
residents in 2005. Thirty-seven percent of the population is foreign born (compared to 26% 
statewide), and 46% speak a primary language at home other than English (compared to 
39.5% statewide). San Franciscans are better educated and have higher per capita and 
median incomes than their California counterparts.1

Numerous public policies have been enacted in California and San Francisco to protect 
residents from the hazards related to exposure to secondhand smoke. Most of the current 
protections from secondhand smoke were adopted 11 years ago and contain many 
loopholes. Since then, scientific evidence on the health dangers from secondhand smoke 
has continued to grow. The Tobacco Free Project (TFP) receives numerous complaints from 
San Franciscans demanding greater protections through restrictions on smoking in areas 
such as multi unit housing, outdoor dining areas, and other public venues. Building on the  
successful work achieved in protecting the public from secondhand smoke,2 the Coalition 
decided to comprehensively address this issue.

Objective

By June 30, 2007, San Francisco will adopt one of the following two policies to reduce 
exposure to secondhand smoke: 

(1) Policy placing restrictions on smoking in those indoor worksite areas exempted by 
the state smoke-free workplace law such as owner operated bars and tobacco shops 
(excluding hotels).

(2) Policy impacting multi-unit housing complexes (e.g., apartment owners, condo 
associations and public housing boards) that protects residents from drifting 
secondhand smoke between units and incorporates enforcement/compliance 
remedies such as including secondhand smoke exposure in nuisance abatement 
statutes.

This is a primary objective, addressing Communities of Excellence primary indicator #2.2.13 
and secondary indicator #2.2.4.

This objective was chosen by the San Francisco Tobacco Free Coalition and staff through the 
Communities of Excellence assessment conducted in January 2004. The community 
assessment indicated strong support for efforts encouraging smoke free policies at multi-
unit housing complexes (MUHC’s) and other venues as top priorities for the 2004-2007 plan. 

The Coalition considered the following data3 in choosing this objective:

1 San Francisco County QuickFacts from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2005.
2 In 2003, the San Francisco Tobacco Free Coalition successfully advocated for passage of a local ordinance 
requiring permits for all San Francisco tobacco retailers as a strategy to require compliance with tobacco control 
laws, particularly the ban on tobacco sales to minors. In 2004, the Coalition supported passage of a local ordinance 
banning smoking in outdoor parks, squares, and recreation areas under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks 
Department or other City and County Departments. In 2006, the Coalition advocated for the successful adoption of 
a ban on smoking at public transit stops and on public golf courses.
3 2003 Final Report on Tobacco Control Successes prepared for the California Department of Health Services
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 People of color are disproportionately exposed to secondhand smoke in the workplace, 
particularly areas where smoking is not banned under current law, such as hotel 
guestrooms, outdoor dining areas, and as security guards near building entrances. 
15.6% of Latinos, 11.3% of Asians, 9.5% of African Americans, and 10.4% of whites 
were exposed to secondhand smoke in indoor workplaces within the past two weeks.

 At home, African American children and adolescents were found to have the highest rate 
of exposure to secondhand smoked (14.3%) compared to 5.7% of Asians/Pacific 
Islanders, 8.5% of Latinos, and 10.9% of whites. 

 In San Francisco, 69% of housing units are multi unit residences. Residents of this type 
of housing can be involuntarily exposed to secondhand smoke that seeps from 
neighboring units through doorways, electrical sockets, cracks in the sealing, shared 
ventilation systems, holes in wall plates, and subfloor assemblies for electrical wiring,  
plumbing, and ductwork. 

Support for the comprehensive policy resulting from this objective was strengthened by two 
major studies released in 2006 that provided powerful evidence to convince policymakers 
that additional steps needed to be taken to protect nonsmokers from environmental tobacco 
smoke.

 In January 2006, the California Air Resources Board (ARB)4 identified secondhand smoke 
as a toxic air contaminant that causes and contributes to death or serious illness. The 
ARB evaluated exposures to secondhand smoke and the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) assessed the health effects from these exposures. The 
OEHHA evaluation clearly established links between exposure to secondhand smoke and 
a number of adverse health effects to infants, children, and adults.

 In June 2006, the U.S. Surgeon General5 concluded that there is no risk-free level of 
exposure to secondhand smoke. The report finds that even brief secondhand smoke 
exposure can cause immediate harm and recommends that the only way to protect 
nonsmokers from the dangerous chemicals in secondhand smoke is to eliminate smoking 
indoors.

Intervention

Intervention Targets

The intervention targeted members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
and was designed to influence policymakers and their staff in San Francisco to 
adopt new policies reducing exposure to secondhand smoke. 

Project Settings

Intervention activities took place in meetings with policy makers and their aides, City staff,  
and presentations before the San Francisco Health Commission and other groups, such as 
Local 2.
 

4 California Environmental Protection Agency News Release. Air Resources Board. “California Identifies Secondhand 
Smoke as a ‘Toxic Air Contaminant’.”  January 26, 2006.
5 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The Health Consequences of Involuntary Exposure to Tobacco 
Smoke: A Report of the Surgeon General. DHHS, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2006.
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Intervention Activities

Like all of the community capacity building projects funded by the Tobacco Free Project, the 
Coalition utilized the San Francisco Tobacco Free Project’s Community Action Model (CAM).  
The process is asset-based and builds on the strengths and capacities of a community to 
create change from within and mobilize community members and agencies to change 
environmental factors promoting economic and environmental inequalities. Fundamental to  
this model is a critical analysis that identifies the underlying social, economic, and  
environmental forces creating the health and social inequalities that the community wants  
to address. 

The goal of the CAM process is to: 

 Work in collaboration with communities,
 Provide a framework for community members to acquire the skills and resources to 

investigate the health of the place where they live, and
 Plan, implement, and evaluate actions that change the environment to promote and 

improve health.

The Community Action Model includes the following steps:

Step 1: Train participants, name the issue, and choose area of focus 
Step 2: Define, design and do a community diagnosis 
Step 3: Analyze the results of community diagnosis 
Step 4: Select an action or activity and implement
Step 5: Maintain and enforce the action or activity

CAM Step 1: Train participants, name the issue, choose area of focus

The first step in the Community Action Model is recruiting and training advocates. 

TFP staff provided a one-hour orientation and training for the Tobacco Free Coalition in July 
2005. Since there were several new members attending a Coalition meeting for the first 
time, the orientation included an overview of the Coalition’s mission and purpose, history,  
role, structure, functions, and operating procedures, and the role of the TFP staff. To 
prepare Coalition members for selecting a secondhand smoke issue for a policy campaign, 
an overview of the Comprehensive Tobacco Control plan developed to date and TCS 
requirements were provided, and a Secondhand Smoke Task Force was formed.

TFP contracted with a public relations consultant who worked with Coalition members in  
September 2006 to prepare them for educational meetings with policy makers and seek 
organizational endorsements for the campaign.

A session to train media spokespersons for the secondhand smoke campaign was scheduled 
for April 2007. The training was cancelled, however, due to complications that delayed 
getting the proposed policy to the Board of Supervisors until after June 30, 2007.

CAM Step 2: Define, design and conduct a community diagnosis

At the Coalition’s August 2005 meeting, background information was provided on 
secondhand smoke issues that the Coalition would consider in selecting the focus of its  
campaign. The information was presented in matrix format to address a number of possible 
criteria used in the selection of the policy option, including need, meaningfulness/reach,  
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“The coalition overall has a lot of  
integrity in terms of staying true  
to the overall goal of a policy that  
protects people while taking into  
account the limitations of the  
politics involved. The bottom line  
decisions were well thought 
through.”

Key informant respondent

public opinion, practical/available expertise, and political will/clear target. Coalition  
members broke up into small groups and analyzed policy options dealing with secondhand 
smoke in various indoor, outdoor, and housing environments. The groups then developed a 
list of pros and cons for the policy options and presented their recommendations to the 
whole group.

At the end of the meeting, Coalition members selected a policy option placing restrictions on 
smoking in at least one indoor worksite area currently exempted by the state smoke-free 
workplace law, such as owner exempted bars, as well as some outdoor areas. Members 
selected policy options with the final mix to be based on results of extensive public opinion  
and stakeholder research. The initial policy options included prohibiting smoking in owner  
operated bars, tobacco shops, hotel lobbies, within 20 
feet of building entrances, outdoor recreation areas 
not already regulated by smoke free part ordinance, 
outdoor waiting lines, and outdoor dining areas. 

A secondhand smoke campaign task force was formed. 
The task force identified three additional policy options 
to be considered in strengthening the smoke free 
worksite policy by increasing the number of smoke 
free hotel rooms, no smoking in common areas of 
multi unit housing complexes including single resident 
occupancy hotels, and identifying secondhand smoke as a nuisance.

The Coalition’s Secondhand Smoke Task Force conducted a community diagnosis from 
November 2005 through April 2006. Part of the diagnosis plan was developed for the 
Coalition’s task force meeting in September 2005. For each potential policy option identified 
by the Coalition, the following existing information was gathered and incorporated into one 
document for the task force to review: 

 Indicators of need
 Data related to meaningfulness or potential reach
 Statewide public opinion data to evaluate the pros and cons of each policy 
option, including key informant interviews and focus groups to assess possible 
support and opposition
 Practical considerations
 Existing expertise
 Indicators of political will particularly among policy makers
 Sponsor(s) and process for adopting proposed policies

The task force decided that local data should be gathered from both stakeholders and the 
public, which would include extensive public opinion survey data and stakeholder and 
general public discussion groups assessing support for and barriers to the various policy 
options. The results of this research were presented to the Coalition in May 2006.

CAM Step 3: Analyze the results of the diagnosis 

The findings from the stakeholder interviews and the public opinion survey showed evidence 
of strong public support in San Francisco to increase the number of outdoor smoking bans 
and smoke-free environments. Based on these findings, the Coalition reviewed the selected 
policy options and added a designation of 75% nonsmoking units in existing multi unit  
housing and 90% in new multi unit housing (with a bottom line of 50% for existing units  
and 75% for new units). The Coalition also developed more specific language for each policy 
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option, including using language from a draft developed by TFP staff based on the Technical  
Assistance Legal Center’s (TALC) Model Comprehensive Secondhand Smoke Ordinance. The 
Coalition voted on “bottom line” options that they would not be willing to change and 
“bargaining chip” options that they would be willing to modify, such as making restrictions  
less stringent or excluding some types of locations or situations. 

TFP also requested guidance from the City Attorney’s Office about the types of multi-unit  
residences that can be regulated by a local ordinance. One of the proposed provisions – 
designating secondhand smoke as a nuisance (see Figure 3 below) – was eventually 
dropped out of concern that landlords could use it as a way to evict tenants. 

In June 2006, the Coalition finalized language for a model policy that would expand 
protection from secondhand smoke to outdoor areas and multi unit housing complexes by 
updating existing law and closing loopholes in existing law. 6 These policy options are shown 
in Figure 1 summarizing policy options for enclosed areas, Figure 2 summarizing options for 
outdoor areas, and Figure 3 summarizing options for housing units.

Figure 1. Policy Summary – Enclosed Areas
POLICY CURRENT PROPOSED

Hotel, motel lobbies Option to designate up to 
50% of lobby area of 
hotels, motels as smoking 
areas.

Prohibit smoking in entire lobby 
of all tourist lodging facilities 
including youth hostels, bed 
and breakfast inns.

Hotel, motel guest rooms Option to designate up to 
65% of hotel and motel 
guest rooms as smoking 
rooms.

At least 75% of guest rooms 
designated as smoke free in 
tourist lodging facilities 
including youth hostels, bed 
and breakfast inns.

Bars Smoking allowed at bars 
that are operated by the 
owners.

Prohibit smoking in all bars.

Tobacco shops Smoking allowed at 
tobacco shops.

Prohibit smoking in tobacco 
shops.  Define tobacco shops 
(1) deriving at least 75% of 
gross sales receipts from sale 
of tobacco products, (2) do not 
permit any person under age 
18 to be present or enter 
premise at any time, (3) do not 
sell, serve, or allow 
consumption of alcoholic 
beverages or food on the 
premises.

6 An initial focus of the Coalition was to support an ordinance banning smoking at bus stops. Research was 
conducted in cities with a similar policy, a position paper was drafted, and meetings were held with individual 
Supervisors. A member of the Board of Supervisors unexpectedly introduced an ordinance banning smoking at 
transit stops in November 2005. The ban was subsequently adopted and went into effect in May 2006.
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Figure 2. Policy Summary – Outdoor Areas
POLICY CURRENT PROPOSED

Outdoor dining areas Smoking allowed in 
outdoor areas of 
restaurants, cafes and 
coffee shops where food is 
served.

Prohibit smoking in outdoor 
areas of restaurants, cafes and 
coffee shops or other 
establishments where food is 
served.

Outdoor waiting lines Smoking banned at public 
transit stops but allowed in 
outdoor waiting lines for 
movie theaters, sporting 
events, music concerts, 
etc.

Prohibit smoking in outdoor 
service areas including ATMs, 
ticket lines, movie theater 
lines, athletic event lines, 
performance/concert event 
lines, cab stands.

Private non residential 
building entrances.

Smoking allowed at private 
building entrances but 
prohibited within 20 feet of 
main entrances, exits and 
operable windows of city, 
county and state buildings.

Prohibit smoking within 20 feet 
of private non residential 
building entrances, exits and 
operable windows.

Outdoor recreation areas Smoking banned in 
unenclosed City/County 
property under jurisdiction 
of a city department 
including parks, gardens, 
squares, golf courses. 
Smoking permitted on 
commercial piers such as 
street fairs and Pier 39.

Prohibit smoking at street fairs 
and commercial piers such as 
Pier 39.

Figure 3. Policy Summary - Housing
POLICY CURRENT PROPOSED

Enclosed common areas of 
multi unit residences

Smoking allowed in 
enclosed common areas of 
multi unit residences if 
there are no employees 
working in the building.

Prohibit smoking in enclosed 
common areas of multi unit 
residences including common 
halls, elevators, parking areas, 
lobbies, waiting areas, 
bathrooms, cooking, dining, 
lounge, laundry facilities, and 
recreation areas.

Classify second hand 
smoke as a nuisance

Currently there are several 
public nuisances defined in 
Article 11 of the SF Health 
Code.  The Health Code 
prohibits such public 
nuisances on any premises 
or real property.  Existing 

Add second hand smoke to the 
list of defined public health 
nuisances.

Labeling second hand smoke as 
a nuisance would provide a 
legal remedy for residents 
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public health nuisances 
include accumulation of 
filth, garbage, litter, 
unsanitary debris and 
numerous other 
conditions. 

involuntarily exposed to drifting 
second hand smoke into their 
living units.  Would allow 
residents to go to small claims 
court and request a conditional 
judgment which could include 
requiring the person smoking 
to either pay a fine or cease 
smoking in their unit. It could 
also allow the city to address 
complaints through existing 
nuisance abatement 
procedures.

Design ordinance such that 
landlords cannot use 
designation of second hand 
smoke as a nuisance as a 
cause for eviction.

Designate smoke free units 
in existing multi unit 
residences.

No requirements to 
designate any smoke free 
units.  Landlords have the 
legal right to designate all 
units as smoke free when 
units are rented or leased 
to new tenants.  There is 
no constitutional right to 
smoke.

Require that at least 75% of 
existing units in multi unit 
residences be designated as 
smoke free.  Existing units 
would not be subject to this 
requirement while a legal 
tenant occupying the unit on 
the effective date continuously 
leases the unit. The smoke free 
units would be “phased-in.” 

Designate smoke free units 
in new multi unit 
residences.

No requirements for 
designating any smoke 
free units.  Building owners 
have the legal right to 
designate all units as 
smoke free.  There is no 
constitutional right to 
smoke.

Require that at least 90% of 
units in multi unit residences 
be designated as smoke free. 

CAM Step 4: Select action or activity and implement

Several key activities took place during this step:

 The Coalition completed the Midwest Academy Chart that was used as the basis for the 
advocacy plan shown in Figure 4.7 As a part of that process, tactics and potential 
sponsors to be targeted were identified – along with potential allies and opponents. 

7 Prop 99 tobacco control projects are required to complete a Midwest Academy Chart as a guide to developing 
strategy once the issue is chosen. The chart includes listing project goals, objectives, and short term outcomes; 
organizational considerations (resources, budget); identifying constituents, allies, and opponents; identifying 
primary and secondary targets; and listing tactics that each constituent group can best use to make its power felt.
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“There was not much communication  
between the staff member and the 
supervisor. Then, when it was time to  
introduce the legislation, the supervisor  
was not willing to go with many of the  
items the coalition had already  
discussed with the staff person.”

Key informant interview respondent

Figure 4. San Francisco Secondhand Smoke Advocacy Plan
ACTIVITY SPECIFICS

Packet for policymakers and potential allies Position paper
Campaign information sheet
Endorsement form
List of ordinances in other cities

Draft model policy Draft amendments to existing Health Code 
Article 19F and 19I

Gather endorsements Identify target organizations
Meet with Board of Supervisors members Identify key members
Identify sponsor Identify potential sponsors
Speaker training Train coalition members for hearings and as 

media spokespersons
Presentation to Board policymaking body Committees to be assigned
Enforcement plan Develop plan with Environmental Health
Post policy celebration Plan 1-2 events

 Coalition members approached several organizations for endorsements and made 
presentations to the San Francisco Health Commission, the Board of Supervisors Asthma 
Task Force, Local 790, San Francisco Medical Society and Local 2 requesting 
endorsements for the campaign. All of the above-listed organizations endorsed the 
campaign with the exception of Local 790 which subsequently merged with another 
union and no longer exists as its own entity.

 A public relations consultant was hired to provide technical assistance to help the  
Coalition identity campaign strengths and weaknesses, develop key messages, identify 
additional potential allies, develop an informational packet, and train Coalition members  
to prepare them for educational meetings with policy makers. 

 The Coalition developed criteria for selecting potential sponsors for the secondhand 
smoke policies, including: enthusiasm on tobacco control issues, past support on 
tobacco control issues, community (coalition) friendly, availability (not having too much  
on their plate), and being a leader within the Board of Supervisors.

Coalition members contacted several members of the Board of Supervisors and set up 
meetings to educate supervisors about the 
secondhand smoke issues, the Coalition’s 
proposed policy, and solicit support. A 
sponsor was identified in December 2006 
and it was hoped that the policy would be 
introduced early in 2007. Over the next few 
months, the Coalition engaged in extensive 
negotiations with the policy maker’s 
legislative aide who indicated that he had 
authority to negotiate on behalf of the 
supervisor. However, in April 2007, the aide 
informed Coalition leaders that the supervisor was not willing to sponsor all the policy 
options that had been negotiated between the Coalition and the aide. 
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“In negotiations, we never met with the  
supervisor himself. It felt like the aide was  
letting Coalition members to talk to diffuse  
us. He wasn’t really paying attention, and  
didn’t really seem interested during the  
negotiations when we were trying to  
compromise.”

Key informant interview respondent

“The need to switch [sponsors] is a technical  
aspect in working with politicians in general,  
and a part of the nature of working with the  
Board of Supervisors. They are politicians 
and they have the right to change their  
minds. [The first supervisor] had some other  
interests about what the legislation would  
look like and the direction it should go.”

Key informant interview respondent

The Coalition quickly identified another potential sponsor and, in May, requested that the  
policy maker “pass off” sponsorship to 
another policy maker who had expressed 
interest. Once that occurs, the Coalition will 
need to repeat the process of educating a 
new sponsor and negotiating the specifics 
of the policy that would eventually be 
introduced. To date, the policy has not 
officially been passed off to a different 
policy maker, keeping the future of the 
comprehensive policy in limbo.

CAM Step 5: Maintain and enforce action or activity

Due to the barriers and delays in getting a 
sponsor from the Board of Supervisors, and 
having to start over with a new Board 
member, introduction of the policy to the 
Board of Supervisors will not occur until 
after June 30, 2007. Nonetheless, 
anticipating that another member of the 
Board will be interested in carrying the 
legislation and confident that the policy will 
be adopted, TFP staff met with 
Environmental Health staff who will be 
responsible for enforcing the policy, and developed initial implementation plans once the 
policy is adopted. 
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Evaluation Methods

Evaluation Design

Type of Design

This objective was categorized as “single policy, adoption only.” The design selected was a 
non-experimental, high-level case study design. This design was selected for a number of 
reasons. First, the policy adoption sought was a countywide policy, therefore no control or 
comparison group within the city was possible. Also, because the ordinance being pursued 
was developed specifically to address gaps in San Francisco’s existing secondhand smoke 
laws, finding a control or comparison group outside the city would have been very difficult.  
Finally, a case study design often provides more detail on how outcomes are achieved 
(strategies, challenges, etc.) than other design types, and as a result can be extremely 
valuable to other cities pursuing similar policy goals. 

Details of the Design

In addition to evaluating the outcomes of the intervention, the Coalition also collected 
process data. Specifically, a public opinion survey was conducted before the intervention 
and key informant interviews were conducted before and after the intervention. More 
information on these surveys is provided below.

Design Limitations

The major limitation of this design is that because it is not a non-experimental design,  
attribution or causal relationships cannot be determined. Therefore, even if the Tobacco Free 
Coalition is successful in getting their secondhand smoke policy passed, it will not be  
possible to prove definitively that the passage of the policy was the direct work of the 
Tobacco Coalition and not the result of other environmental or contextual factors.

Sample

This was a non-experimental evaluation design. No sampling procedures were used.

Data Collection Instruments and Procedures

Stakeholder and general public discussion groups, a public opinion survey, and key 
informant interviews were conducted in San Francisco. 

Stakeholder/Public Discussion Groups: Dave Binder Research conducted two waves of 
in-person discussion groups. The first took place in January 2006 and the second in 
February 2006. The first groups were conducted in January 2006 with members of the 
public and included six groups of a total of 44 people. Among the participants, 14 were 
smokers and 30 were nonsmokers. They were diverse groups in terms of ethnicity, gender, 
age, income, and San Francisco neighborhoods.  For the stakeholder groups, a total of 9 
opinion leaders were selected from various stakeholder organizations and participated in 
three triad discussion groups: hospitality, outdoors, and housing. 

A discussion guide was developed by Dave Binder Research with consultation from Tobacco 
Free Project staff to conduct the triad groups to obtain feedback from stakeholders 
regarding receptiveness to closing the gaps of the California Smokefree Workplace law that 
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would include some outdoor areas and housing restrictions. The triad setting was chosen 
because the discussions would provide more in-depth reactions than may be obtained in a 
one-on-one setting. Opinion leaders often have more complex opinions than an interactive 
discussion can reveal. 

 Hospitality. This triad dealt with policy options including removing the owner 
operated bar exemption; hotel lobbies; increasing percentage of smoke free hotel 
and motel rooms; and outdoor dining areas. Key informants included a restaurant 
owner/consultant, Golden Gate Restaurant Association executive director, and the 
Hotel Council director of events. 

 Outdoors. This triad dealt with restricting smoking at building entrances,  
outdoor recreation areas not already covered, and outdoor waiting lines. Key 
informants included representatives from the Commercial Real Estate/Building 
Owners and Managers Association (BOMA), Castro Theater, Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce, Pier 39, and BOMA/Embarcadero. 

 Housing. This triad dealt with smoke free common areas of multi unit 
housing complexes and identifying secondhand smoke as a nuisance in multi unit  
housing complexes. Key informants included representatives from the Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation, a Rent Board employee, SRO/Mission 
United, and the Housing Rights Committee.

Public Opinion Phone Survey: A public opinion survey was developed and also conducted 
by Dave Binder Research in April 2006 to measure support for 10 restrictions on smoking 
that would provide further protection from secondhand smoke.

 Removing owner operated bar exemption
 Hotel lobbies
 Increasing percentage of smoke free hotel and motel rooms
 Outdoor dining areas
 Near building entrances
 Outdoor recreation areas not already covered
 Outdoor waiting lines
 Common areas of multi unit housing complexes
 Identifying secondhand smoke as a nuisance in multi unit housing complexes
 Designating non smoking units in multi unit housing complexes
 Tobacco retail shops

A random sample of 600 San Francisco residents representing the demographic makeup of 
the city was selected and surveyed by telephone. Interviews were conducted in English, 
Cantonese, and Spanish. The survey included questions about the level of concern 
respondents had about secondhand smoke and how frequently the person was bothered by 
secondhand smoke, as well as questions about support for expanding protections from 
secondhand smoke exposure. The survey instrument also tested whether providing 
additional information on secondhand smoke would impact support.

Key informant interviews: Key informant interviews were to be conducted pre and post 
intervention activities. However, since the policy was not introduced to the Board of 
Supervisors before June 30, 2007, the only set of interviews that could be collected was for 
the pre intervention phase. In mid-June 2007, the TFP evaluator conducted 10 interviews. 
The evaluator developed the protocol for the interviews in conjunction with TFP staff (see 
Appendix A). These interviews were conducted with Tobacco Free Project staff, Tobacco Free 
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Coalition members, and the San Francisco Bureau of Environmental Health. Initially policy  
makers involved in either supporting or opposing the proposed policy were also slated to be 
interviewed, however because the Coalition was still in delicate negotiations with Board 
members, it was decided these interviews should not be conducted at this time.

Due to the challenges faced in getting a member of the Board of Supervisors to sponsor the 
Secondhand Smoke Ordinance, time ran out before the ordinance was actually passed.  As a 
result, no interviews with policy makers following passage of the ordinance could be 
conducted to gain Board members perspective about the strategies used by the Coalition 
and derive any lessons from their point of view for future efforts,

Data Analysis

Qualitative data obtained from the discussion groups and key informant interviews
were analyzed using standard techniques. For the discussion groups, documented responses 
and statements to identified policy options that receive favorable and unfavorable responses 
by stakeholders in each of the triad groupings were presented to Tobacco Free Project staff. 
Qualitative data was also analyzed to identify concerns, objections, and statements of  
support for the 9 different policy options. Common themes were identified and the impact of 
providing additional information about secondhand smoke was analyzed to see if providing 
certain additional information results in more or less favorable responses to the various 
policy options.  For the key informant interviews, responses were grouped by question, 
summarized and then incorporated into the case study.

Quantitative data obtained from the phone survey was entered into an SPSS data base, 
cleaned and then a series of frequencies and cross-tabs were reviewed by Dave Binder 
Research staff and staff from the Tobacco Free Project.

Evaluation Results

Major Evaluation Findings

A secondhand smoke policy was developed that closes many of the loopholes in the previous 
secondhand smoke ordinance. The new policy will hopefully be introduced to the Board over 
the coming months.

A large amount of process data was collected throughout the three years to develop a policy 
that would both protect the greatest number of San Francisco residents and also have the 
support needed from Board members and the larger community to be passed. Reports on all 
of the data below have been submitted to the Tobacco Control Section as part of a number 
of progress reports, however highlights from each follow.

General Public Discussion Group Results

Six general public discussion groups were conducted in January 2006. A summary of key 
findings follows.

General opinions on secondhand smoke:

 Varying degrees of concern regarding secondhand smoke.
 Smokers and nonsmokers see indoor secondhand smoke as more of a danger than 

outdoor secondhand smoke. 
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“I think it will harm the tourism  
industry. We have so many visitors  
from so many places. A lot of them 
already struggle with our laws. I think  
it will actually discourage them from 
coming.” Hotel Bureau

“I don’t necessarily support a local  
municipality changing rules that  
affect the playing field…If this were  
passed at the state level, we’d sit  
quietly.” GGRA member

 Many think that avoiding secondhand smoke outside is a personal issue rather than one 
to be regulated.

 Nonsmokers make an effort to avoid secondhand smoke and confront smokers only 
when necessary.

Awareness of current laws:

 Smokers and nonsmokers are aware of bans on smoking in public places, but some are 
confused about the specifics of the restrictions.

 Some smokers and nonsmokers were unclear about where smoking is allowed outside.

Opinion of current restrictions:

 Participants are satisfied with current levels of restrictions. There is little desire for 
changes to the current law.

 Smokers and nonsmokers both accept bans on smoking indoors, but many do not see a 
strong need to legislate outdoor smoking.

 Among those who think current bans are too restrictive, there is concern for the rights of 
individuals and businesses that are negatively impacted by the laws.

Support for future bans:

 Participants do not feel it is a priority for the city to increase restrictions on smoking in 
public places at this time.

 Participants cited smoker rights, privacy rights, and over-regulation as reasons to 
oppose further bans.

 Nonsmokers and smokers generally feel that smokers can police themselves, without the 
need for future legislation.

 Concerns are voiced about the difficulties of enforceability of any new legislation. 

Support for specific restrictions:

 Nonsmokers support bans in outdoor 
recreation areas, indoor common areas, and 
the doorways of private buildings – places they 
use frequently.

 Smokers support bans in areas that don’t 
directly affect their lives or where they can 
choose not to go.

 Smokers oppose bans where they smoke and 
in places they view as open areas.

Facts on secondhand smoke:

 Reaction to facts about secondhand smoke was largely dependent on previously held 
beliefs about the dangers of smoking.

 The facts did impact opinion on future restrictions. Opinion was further entrenched 
among those who already support more bans while many of the participants who do not 
support further bans were at least moved to reevaluate their stance.
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Stakeholder Discussion Group Results

Three stakeholder discussion groups – hospitality, outdoor, and housing – were conducted in 
February 2006. Some common themes from across the three interest groups were found:

 These stakeholders see indoor secondhand smoke as more of a danger than outdoor 
secondhand smoke. Many think that avoiding secondhand smoke is a personal issue, 
rather than one to be regulated.

 Participants are satisfied with current levels of restrictions and have little desire to 
change current laws.

 Reasons to oppose further bans include smoker rights, privacy rights, potential loss of 
business, and over-regulation.

 Concerns were voiced about the difficulties of enforcing any new legislation.
 Fewer cigarette butts was continually mentioned as a good incentive to support future 

bans.

Specific findings from summaries of the three triads follow:

Hospitality

Participants in the hospitality triad discussed proposed policies that prohibit smoking in  
hotel, youth hostel, and bed and breakfast lobbies, designate at least 75% of guestrooms as 
smoke free in tourist lodging facilities, and prohibit smoking in all bars and tobacco shops.

 Hospitality participants believe that local bans would have a negative impact on vendors  
in San Francisco, and they strongly prefer bans that are statewide rather than local.

 Participants generally support bans at building entrances and hotel lobbies, show limited  
support for bans in outdoor dining areas, and oppose regulating smoking in hotel rooms, 
believing that hotel rooms should be regulated by individual hotels.

 They agree that owner operated bars are a reasonable exemption from smoking 
restrictions.

 Facts regarding the health risks of secondhand smoke do not affect their opinion about 
secondhand smoke laws.

 Participants dismissed examples of current outdoor bans in other cities. The cities with 
bans are perceived to be very liberal and do not reflect how new laws banning 
secondhand smoke would impact San Francisco.

Hospitality participants were especially concerned that:

 Tourists will have difficulty with the laws
 There would be a strong negative impact for some business owners
 Radical changes might create stronger opposition from businesses
 San Francisco laws would disadvantage businesses here relative to other California 

cities.
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“It will be impossible to enforce no  
smoking on the Pier [39]. It would  
be a good thing as a non-smoker,  
but not enforceable. My colleagues  
would be opposed, it may affect  
business.” Pier 39

“There’s a lot of landlords, especially in  
SROs, that will use any little thing that they  
can to get a room vacant. Rents are already 
up to $600 or in some cases $800, and if  
they can get the room vacant – a guy that’s  
been there 20 years – if they can get him 
out, they can pump up the rates. The sky’s  
the limit.” 
Mission Agenda

“It’s not a good idea to mandate nonsmoking  
in units. There are mostly low income 
tenants in SROs. A lot are vets, and smoking  
is a tranquilizer; when you’re homeless,  
that’s a habit that you pick up. It’s hard  
enough to train people how to use a unit.”  
Mission United

“You still have the drifting. If the smokers  
are all on the bottom the smoke would drift  
up. If everyone is smoking at once, are you 
really going to have a nonsmoking 
apartment?” 
Housing Rights Coalition

Outdoor

Participants in the outdoor triad discussed policy proposals prohibiting smoking in outdoor  
areas of restaurants, cafes, and coffee shops; prohibit smoking in outdoor service areas 
such as ATMs, movie theater and concert event lines; prohibit smoking within 20 feet of 
private non-residential buildings entrances, exits, and operable windows, and prohibit  
smoking at street fairs and commercial piers such as Pier 39. 

 Outdoor participants believed that many of 
the bans would be unenforceable, despite 
the fact that many participants support 
current regulations.

 Support was mixed for building entrances, 
but participants oppose most other bans 
because of the enforceability issue.

 Outdoor participants misinterpret the health facts on secondhand smoke. Statistics on 
low smoking rates in the City actually made participants see smoking issues as less of a 
problem and many wonder why it is necessary to have further bans if smoking isn’t 
prevalent in San Francisco.

 Overall, participants showed little concern 
for furthering smoking bans and do not 
want to shoulder the costs that would be 
associated with enforcing these laws. 

Housing

The housing discussion group talked about a 
number of proposals. These include 
prohibiting smoking in enclosed common 
areas of multi unit residents, adding 
secondhand smoke to the list of defined public 
health nuisances, requiring at least 50% of 
existing units in multi unit residences be 
designated as smoke free, and requiring at 
least 75% of units in multi unit residences be designated as smoke free.

 The housing discussion group did not see 
secondhand smoke as a top concern 
among tenants. Participants agree that 
smoking in apartments does cause some 
issues for other residents, but they don’t 
support stronger bans.

 Participants see little need for further bans 
because of drawbacks to all the options, 
although they are most agreeable toward 
bans in indoor common areas.

 Despite concern that secondhand smoke negatively impacts residents, participants were 
hesitant to support laws that might have unintended consequences. For example, there 
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was concern that bans on smoking inside apartments could be used by landlords to evict  
unwanted tenants – this is especially a concern for the nuisance law.

 Participants were also concerned that smoking bans would have strong negative effects 
for those who were formerly homeless and might push them back onto the street.

 Another objection to bans inside of apartments is that laws regulating a behavior are 
seen as a barrier to communication between affected groups and can intensify some 
problems.

 
 The triad also raised issues around privacy and individual rights that caused the group to  

resist any further regulation in individual residences.

Public Opinion Survey Results Highlights

A public opinion survey of 600 San Francisco adults was conducted in April 2006 in English,  
Cantonese, and Spanish. The survey included general questions related to the level of 
concern about secondhand smoke, how frequently the person was bothered by secondhand 
smoke, and questions about each of several policy options regarding secondhand smoke. 

Survey results – provided to the task force in May 2006 – found that San Franciscans clearly 
identify secondhand smoke as a health problem.

 Over half (57%) of San Franciscans interviewed reported being occasionally or 
frequently bothered by secondhand smoke. 

 San Franciscans support further restrictions on secondhand smoke. Nearly two-thirds 
(64%) support increasing restrictions on public smoking.

 Liberal women, parents, nonsmokers, and Asian San Francisco residents are the 
strongest supporters of future restrictions. Daily smokers, moderate and conservative 
men, African Americans, younger smokers and smokers without children are the most 
consistent opponents.

Survey respondents also support a variety of policy options to ban or limit secondhand 
smoke, as shown in Figure 5 and summarized below.

 San Franciscans strongly or somewhat support restrictions on smoking in hotel lobbies 
(65%) and hotel rooms (70%), outdoor dining areas (62%), outdoor waiting lines 
(60%), and near private non-residential building entrances (60%).

 Support (strong or somewhat) is much weaker for prohibiting smoking for owner 
operated bars (48%), street fairs (46%), Pier 39 (46%), golf courses (42%), and 
tobacco shops (35%).
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Figure 5
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San Franciscans are also quite supportive of increasing smoking restrictions in multi-unit  
housing complexes (Figure 6). Survey respondents strongly or somewhat support:

 Prohibiting smoking in the enclosed common areas of multi-unit apartment buildings  
(63%).

 Declaring exposure to secondhand smoke a nuisance in the multi-unit housing complex 
setting (66%).

 Prohibiting smoking in the enclosed common areas of apartment buildings (61%).
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Figure 6
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The level of support for expanding protections from secondhand smoke varied widely among 
different ethnic/racial groups, from 85% of Chinese respondents to 58% of white 
respondents.

Key Informant Interview Results

Evaluators conducted 10 key informant interviews in June 2007 (see Appendix A for 
interview protocol). Respondents included eight Coalition members, one TFP staff person, 
and one staff person from Environmental Health in the Department of Public Health. The 
findings are summarized below. Quotes taken from key informant interviews have been 
used in textboxes throughout the case study.

Respondents were asked about what they thought about the decisions the Coalition made 
concerning which elements of the new policy were “negotiable” and which were not. 

 All of the respondents said they supported the decisions that were made. Respondents 
commented that the choices made were “reasonable,” “well thought out,” “strategic,” 
and “pragmatic” in considering different possibilities. The process was viewed as being 
very collaborative, democratic, and inclusive, one in which “we managed to come up as 
a team with what we wanted to stand for.”

Respondents were asked if compromises were made with which they didn’t agree.  

 Three respondents said that nothing was compromised that they disagreed with. One 
disagreed with the policy maker who was chosen to introduce the legislation, even 
though at the time there wasn’t another alternative. Another felt that the coalition 
hadn’t really made any compromises, which resulted in the first policy maker backing 
out. And another thought that the coalition stayed in negotiations with the legislative  
aide longer than it should have. 
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Respondents were asked to talk about the point at which the coalition realized it had to find  
another Board member to sponsor the ordinance. 

 Most respondents expressed frustration – and being “blindsided” – when negotiations 
broke down after months of working with the legislative aide of a potential sponsor. One 
respondent said the Coalition had the impression that the Board member was on board, 
but in reality was not. Several respondents also commented on how the lack of 
communication between the aide and the supervisor damaged the process, resulting in 
the coalition “wasting a lot of time” negotiating with a Board member’s aide. One 
respondent, on the other hand, viewed the need to shift from one policy maker to 
another as a normal part of the political process.

Respondents listed other key barriers or challenges:
 
 There are challenges in working with social justice organizations such as tenants rights 

groups who would view policies like defining secondhand smoke as a nuisance as having 
the potential to negatively impact their constituents, e.g. landlords using the policy as a  
way to unfairly evict tenants. The coalition was not able to convince tenants rights 
representatives of the importance of keeping the nuisance provision in and the two 
groups were not able to find common ground around the issue, so it was deleted.

 There is an ongoing lack of broad awareness by the general population about 
secondhand smoke exposure as a serious health issue. 

 It is difficult to get the attention of potential sponsors or their aides to try to set up 
meetings around election or budget time.

 A major challenge is being caught in events that are beyond the coalition’s control, such  
as working with a legislative aide who – it was later revealed – “was not being honest 
with the coalition.” 

 There is currently no real champion for tobacco control on the Board of Supervisors. 

 Maintaining continuity within the coalition when the current funding cycle ends – given  
the policy has not yet been introduced to the Board of Supervisors and the two coalition 
co-chairs are staff at agencies funded by TFP only through June 30 – will be a challenge. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

Public opinion polls, stakeholder groups, and focus groups revealed significant support to  
close loopholes in the secondhand smoke ordinance previously passed in San Francisco. The 
results from the process data that was collected guided the formation of the policy. The 
areas that had considerable public support were incorporated into the ordinance proposed 
by the Coalition.

Despite their best efforts to negotiate in good faith, the ordinance has not yet been 
introduced due, in large part, to political circumstances beyond the control of the Coalition.  
Many lessons were learned from this experience:
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 Have clear and up to date assessments on the legislators and their level of support for 
the issues, and to use that assessment in deciding which legislator to work with most  
closely as a sponsor.

 Talk directly to the supervisor from the beginning so that it is clear where he or she 
stands before beginning a negotiating process. 

 Don’t put all our eggs in one basket regarding sponsorship. Go to a number of 
supervisors to see who is interested in sponsoring the policy instead of going to one at a 
time. 

 Wait until the right policymaker is identified, ideally someone the coalition has worked 
well with in the past. 

 Have access to allies who can educate the coalition about how City Hall works. 
Remember this is a political process.

 Consider that having a big menu with many different policies that you’re trying to pass  
in one effort makes it much more difficult to please many people on many different 
issues. Focusing on less rather than more would have helped the process.

 Consider the many victories that have been won vs. the few battles left to fight in San 
Francisco. It’s great leadership development to get young people involved, but there 
should be a sense of scale – “we don’t need a hammer to push in a thumbtack.”

 It’s a delicate process to balance the experience of staff in knowing how to accomplish 
objectives through the legislative process and their commitment to developing and 
honoring consensus. As seasoned leaders and mentors, staff have much to contribute to 
young people.

 Many San Francisco politicians are tired of the issue. People coming up should be patient  
and stay with it. These are still important issues.

 Find opportunities to present to and be in touch with members of the Board of 
Supervisors at least on an annual basis, not just when it is time to introduce legislation.  
Use information and education days with state legislators in Sacramento as a chance to 
talk about what the coalition is working on in tobacco control. 

 Be patient. It’s a process.
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Appendix A
Key informant protocol

1.  What organization are you affiliated with?

2.  How long have you been involved with the TFP Coalition?

3.  Were you a member of the SHS negotiating committee?  

4.  If not what was your involvement in developing the SHS policy?

5. How would you describe the strategy being used by the Coalition to get the SHS policy 
adopted?

6. The policy you are trying to pass is designed to close some of the loopholes not covered 
in the SHS law that was previously passed. I know the Coalition met a number of times to  
decide which of the elements/parts of the new policy were ‘negotiable’ and which were not. 
What did you think of those decisions? 

7. Do you feel the coalition had made compromises you didn’t agree with?  If so explain?

8. I know at one point you had to switch sponsors and find another member of the Board 
to sponsor the ordinance.  Can you tell me a little about that?

9. What lessons do you think should be learned from the Coalition’s efforts to get the new 
SHS policy passed?
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	The intervention targeted members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and was designed to influence policymakers and their staff in San Francisco to adopt new policies reducing exposure to secondhand smoke. 

