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2011 Secondhand Smoke Study of Cavalier County

Reveals Residents Support Smoke-free Environments
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In 2010 Cavalier
County Health Dis-
trict commissioned
a study by Winkel-
man Consulting to
assess county resi-
dent’s opinions
about secondhand
smoke. The study
was performed in
conjunction with
the North Dakota
2010 Statewide
Secondhand
Smoke Study to
provide data spe-
cific to Cavalier
County which could
be compared to
regional and state

results.

The study focused
on four areas in
regards to second-

hand smoke:
o Assess per-

ceived risks of
secondhand
smoke

o Assess percep-
tions related to
secondhand
smoke

e Measure per-
ceptions related
to secondhand
smoke in bars
and lounges

¢ Monitor reac-
tion to expand-
ing the current
law.

The results reveal

that a majority of

county residents;

e Recognize the
harmful nature
of secondhand
smoke

e Believe employ
ees have the
right to breath

clean air
e Support a com-

eliminate to-
bacco smoke
from all indoor
workplaces
e Support a state-
wide law to
eliminate to-
bacco smoke
from all indoor
workplaces.
¢ Would go to
smoke- free
bars and
lounges just as
often if not
more often if
they were made
smoke-free.
Cavalier County
Health District en-
courages readers
to look through the
survey results in-
cluding in this
newsletter. For fur-
ther results or
questions contact
Cavalier County
Health District for

Breathe

Saving Lives, Saving Money with Measure 3. the complete study.

munity law to

Measure 3 provides funding to Cavalier County Heath District to diminish the toll of tobacco in

our state by addressing the number on preventable cause of death and disease: tobacco use.
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Purpose #1: Assess perceived risks of secondhand

smoke

What do you feel is the impact secondhand smoke will have on the health of a non-
smoker if the nonsmoker works in a public place where smoking is allowed?

OVery
harmful
Statew ide 2006 (18+) 63.7% 19.6% - 0 Harm ful
B Somewhat
harmful
Statew ide 2008 (18+) 52.0% 24.5% -
Statew ide 2010 (18+) 58.9% 21.6% -
Region 3 2010 (18+) 58.9% 20.6% -
Cavalier County 2010/2011 55.9% 24.3%
(l8+) B (1] . (1]
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Using a scale of very harmful, harmful, somewhat harmful, not very harmful, or not at alll
harmful, all respondents were asked what impact they feel secondhand smoke will
have on the health of a nonsmoker if the nonsmoker (1) works in a bar, lounge, or other
public place where smoking is allowed, or (2) frequently visits a bar, lounge, or other
public place where smoking is allowed. As can be seen above, a vast majority of re-
spondents believe it is at least somewhat harmful for a nonsmoker to work in a bar or
other public place where smoking is allowed (89.8% in Cavalier County, 89.7% in Region
3, and 93.8% Statewide) and/or frequently visit a bar or other public place where smok-
ing is allowed (87.9% in Cavalier County, 88.3% in Region 3, and 90.4% Statewide).
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Purpose #3: Measure perceptions related to secondhand

smoke in bars and lounges

Which of the following two statements do you feel comes closer to your personal point
of view?

1 O Statewide 2006 (18+)
40.1% O Statewide 2008 (18+)
B Statewide 2010 (18+)
0,
. 38.1% O Region 3 2010 (18+)
Bar ow ners have right
to decide if smoking 36.6% O Cavalier County 2010/2011 (18+)
allow ed
38.8%
35.5%
54.4%
56.9%
Law s should prohibit
smoking in bars & 59.9%
lounges
58.1%
58.5%
5.5%
5.0%
Not.sure, both equally, 3.6%
neither, no response
3.1%
6.0%
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

All respondents were asked to indicate which one of two statements they feel comes
closer to their personal point of view. As can be seen above, the proportion of Cava-
lier County respondents that said the statement “employees and nonsmokers have a
right to breathe clean air in bars or lounges, so we should have laws that prohibit smok-
ing in bars or lounges” comes closer to their personal point of view was similar to the re-
gion/statewide results (58.5% in Cavalier County, 58.1% in Region 3, and 59.9% State-
wide).
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Purpose #3: Measure perceptions related to
secondhand smoke in bars and lounges

(2006 all & 2010/2011 without ordinance) What would be your reaction if a law was pro-
posed in your community to eliminate all tobacco smoke from all indoor workplaces,
including bars and lounges? (2010/2011 with ordinance) Overall, how would you de-
scribe your reaction to the current smoke-free city ordinances in your community?

Statew ide 2006 (18+) 1.4%

@ Strongly
support

OSomew hat
0.5% support

H No reaction
Statew ide 2010 (18+ all)

ESomew hat
oppose

OStrongly
oppose

ONot sure

Region 3 2010 (18+ all) 0.4%

Cavalier County
2010/2011 (18+ all)

0.3%

7.0%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

All respondents were asked what their reaction would be if a law was proposed in their
community to eliminate all fobacco smoke from all indoor workplaces — including bars
and lounges. The figure above shows that a majority of respondents said they would
strongly or somewhat support a community law to eliminate or prohibit smoking in all
workplaces including bars and lounges (72.5% in Cavalier County, 70.1% in Region 3, and
75.6% Statewide). In contrast, a much smaller proportion of respondents reported they
would strongly or somewhat oppose such a community law (17.5% in Cavalier County,
21.7% in Region 3, and 16.2% Statewide).
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Purpose #4: Monitor reaction to expanding the current

law

How would you describe your reaction to expanding the state smoke-free law to pro-
hibit smoking in all North Dakota workplaces, including bars and lounges?

5.0%
Statew ide 2006 (18+) 48.8% 16.8% 10.7%| 17.3% 1.3%
8.5%
Statew ide 2008 (18+) 47.2% 17.2% 9.4%| 16.2% 1.4%
O Strongly
support
o O Somew hat
6.7% support
B No reaction
Statew ide 2010 (18+) 59.2% 13.3% 15.3% | 0-3%
5.2% O Somew hat
o oppose
] O Strongly
6.0% oppose
O Not sure
Region 3 2010 (18+) 59.5% 10.1% 18.5%
5.9%
8.7%
Cavalier County o .
§ 10.0% 14.09 0.3%
2010/2011 (18+) 59.3% % 0% o
7.7%
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

All respondents were asked what their reaction would be if the state smoke-free
law was expanded to prohibit smoking in all North Dakota workplaces including
bars and lounges. The figure above shows that a majority of respondents (69.3%
in Cavalier County, 69.6% in Region 3, and 72.5% Statewide) said they would
strongly or somewhat support a state law to eliminate smoking in all workplaces
including bars and lounges.
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Purpose #3: Measure perceptions related to

secondhand smoke in bars and lounges

(2006 all & 2010/2011 without ordinance) If all of the bars and lounges in your community
became completely smoke-free, how would that affect how often you go out to a bar or
lounge? (2010/2011 cities with ordinance) Since all of the bars and lounges in your com-
munity have become completely smoke-free, how has it affected how often you now go
out to a bar or lounge?

4.3% 6.0% 7.6% EMuch less
H 0,
Statew Ide 2006 (18+) 8-20 [ _ 23-7 A’ D Som ew hat
less
3.3% Ml Just as often
Statew ide 2008 (18+) | 6.2%6 _ 23.7% 13.0% | 14.9% @ Somew hat
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