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INTRODUCTION:

Secondhand smoke exposure poses significant health risks for non-smokers. In 2008, Turkey passed its smoke-free legislation prohibiting smoking in
indoor public spaces; but smoke-free legislation is only as effective as its level of compliance.

OBJECTIVE:

To assess the level of compliance with the smoke-free legislation in 12 cities across Turkey (Istanbul, Ankara, |zmir, Adana, Balikesir, Bursa, Erzurum,
Gaziantep, Kayseri, Samsun, Trabzon, and Van) using observations based on The Smoke-Free Compliance Guide.

METHODS

Recruitment Compliance

* % compliance with smoke-free legislation in indoor public places: # venues
with zero smokers in all indoor location / # venues observed) %100
* |In taxis, we defined compliance as no smoking by the taxi driver.

Provinces Covered by the SHELT study and their corresponding NUTS* regions and codes

* |n each city, the Turkish Institute of Statistics identified 10 central
sampling points using a random sampling strategy.

» Using a standardized protocol, we visited universities, schools,
hospitals, government building, shopping malls, and hospitality
venues (restaurants, traditional coffee houses, cafes, and bars/
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* Fieldworkers also observed smoking in taxicabs during rides
taken to and from study venues.
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* European Unions’ Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics

RESULTS

Presence of smokers, ashtrays, and cigarette butts, smoking signs, adequate signage visibility, and

Number of venues, locations and people observed across indoor public places in Turkey
inclusion of penalty signs
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Bars and nightclubs had the highest percentages of observed smokers,
ashtrays, and cigarette butts. Schools had the fewest observed smoking signs,
while coffee houses had the highest. Universities, schools in the 3 major cities,
and malls and hospitals in the 9 smaller cities had the highest signage visibility.

LIMITATIONS

Fieldworkers were unable to observe areas in government buildings, hospitals, and universities that are
not accessible to the public. Compliance in these areas remains unknown. For taxis, we only observed
smoking by the driver and compliance is possibly underestimated.

NEXT STEPS

In the next phase of the study, we are conducting key informant interviews with representatives in
hospitals, schools, universities, government buildings, malls, and hospitality venues.

CONCLUSIONS

« Compliance was below 90% in hospitals and hospitality venues. Traditional coffee houses had low compliance, and bars/nightclubs had
the lowest compliance of hospitality venues. We observed a similar level of compliance before and after midnight in bars/nightclubs.

Compared to the 3 larger cities, compliance in the 9 smaller cities was similar for malls, hospitals, and
hospitality venues, lower for government buildings and higher in universities and schools. Compliance
was 94% in cafes, 93% in restaurants, 78% in traditional coffee/tea houses, and 20% in bars or
nightclubs. Compliance in bars/night clubs was 0% in Balikesir, Erzurum, Gaziantep and Trabzon.

 Enforcing smoke-free legislation should be emphasized in hospitality venues, especially bars/nightclubs and traditional coffee houses,
and In dining areas within hospitals, schools, and government buildings.



