1 | Page
2


[image: image12.png]Percent

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Potential loss of Potential liability Potential

market share

and legal issues enforcement
problems

2009 w2011 112013

Potential
objections from
existing tenants




         Nebraska’s Health Science Center


MOTAC LANDLORD SURVEY

Knowledge, Attitudes, and Behaviors for Smoke-free Policies

Descriptive Findings 2013 

Comparative Analysis Findings 2009 - 2013

University of Nebraska Medical Center Evaluation Team

Mary Cramer, PhD, RN, APHN-BC, FAAN
Mary Wendl, BSN, MSA

Harlan Sayles, MS
Matt Anderson, BS
Final Report submitted July 31, 2013

Introduction

The Landlord Survey was administered in 2009, 2011, and 2013. The overall purpose was to evaluate changes in attitudes and knowledge of landlords of multi-family dwelling units in Douglas County regarding smoke-free policies, as well as their readiness to implement smoke-free policies. 
The studies’ findings are intended to guide planning and intervention strategies that advance smoke-free policies in multi-family housing units in Douglas County. The studies were approved by the UNMC Institutional Review Board for all years.

BACKGROUND

A significant number of tenants in multi-unit housing 5,6 are exposed to second hand smoke (SHS). Many of them are special populations (e.g., children, minorities, the impoverished, frail elderly, and adults with chronic conditions such as asthma) and are especially vulnerable to the deleterious effects of SHS. Kraev et al. (2009) found that tobacco smoke contamination in multi-unit housing was not limited to units with smokers but rather originated from other apartments and hallways and resulted in increased levels of nicotine concentrations and effective smoking rates (SReff)  in non-smoking homes--indicative of SHS infiltration from neighboring units. The SReff accounts for the source strength of the pollutant in each residence based on the nicotine concentration, air exchange rate (AER), volume of the home, and interaction of nicotine on indoor surfaces, such as the gains and losses through sorption and desorption.
Landlords and property owner/managers of multi-unit housing exercise a broad degree of control and/or influence regarding SHS exposure through their decisions to implement smoke-free policies (for indoors and outdoors).  However, such decisions remain voluntary in most states and current city and state smoke-free ordinances are not applicable to multi-family dwelling units. Thus, a corollary aim of this study was to examine the knowledge and attitudes of landlords of multi-family dwelling units regarding the importance and health consequences of SHS. Such information will be used to address barriers toward enacting smoke-free policies for multi-family dwellings. 
DISSEMINATION

The studies have added to the body of knowledge on smoke-free policy implementation in multi-unit housing. Results have been disseminated at a national level through: 
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Methodology
Design and Sample

This was a descriptive, cross-sectional study administered by mail survey (2009 and 2013) and by mail and telephone survey (2011).  The unit of study was landlords of multi-unit properties containing six or more housing units and located in Douglas County, Nebraska.  The studies were approved by the University of Nebraska Medical Center Institutional Review Board.
For each of the study years, an updated list of rental property owners/managers having six or more housing units was obtained from the Douglas County Assessor’s Office. The total list was purged each year to eliminate duplicates (N = 392 for 2009; N = 545 for 2011; N = 700 for 2013).
The Dillman-method was used for maximizing mailed survey response. First, advance letters containing all elements of informed consent were mailed.  Two weeks later a packet was mailed containing the survey instrument, cover letter, and self-addressed stamped envelope. One week later a reminder postcard was mailed and three weeks later packets were sent to all non-respondents. For the 2013 mailing, a 5th and 6th mailing to non-respondents was conducted in April and May, 2013 in order to increase response rate. It is estimated that 34 additional surveys were returned. In addition, a Change of Protocol to the UNMC IRB to include hand delivery of 125 surveys (approval received on March 22, 2013) was submitted, which was done in an attempt to increase responses in underserved areas of North and South Omaha (landlord/property manager locations were weighted for multiple properties in the zip codes: 68104, 68105, 68106, 68107, 68108, 68110, 68111). For this, a letter of agreement was prepared between Douglas County Health Department and UNMC for collaboration on Landlord Survey distribution. The goal was to increase the response rate. The plan stated staff member (Aja Anderson, Community Health Educator) would deliver approximately 125 surveys in person. Ms Anderson completed CITI training. The surveys were delivered in a sealed packet that also contained the stamped cover letter and a self-addressed, stamped envelope to UNMC College of Nursing. The packet was left with the landlord or management company to complete in private and then mailed directly back to UNMC with the prepaid stamped envelope. A constraint on the process was that the target property locations in zip codes were not necessarily the addresses of the  landlord/property manager thus delivery became quite burdensome and was too time consuming and costly for the health department.  Approximately 20 surveys were actually hand-delivered.
Measures

The evaluation team collaborated with MOTAC and Tobacco Free Nebraska to develop the 2009 MOTAC Landlord Survey (see Cramer, Robert & Stevens, 2010).  The 2011 MOTAC Landlord Survey was revised by eliminating response sets for “partial smoke-free” and “units within a building.” The 2013 MOTAC Landlord Survey contained formatting revisions to accommodate skip patterns.  Dr. Peter Ashley with the US Department of Housing and Urban Development consulted with us on item refinements for the 2011 and 2013 versions.  The 2009 and 2011 MOTAC Landlord Surveys contained 25 items (19 of which were identical). The 2013 version contained 30 items. Thus, 17 total items could be compared across all years and 23 total items could be compared between 2011 and 2013. 
For purposes of these studies, 100% smoke-free policy for multi-unit properties was defined as one in which all units and buildings on each individual property were smoke-free for indoor areas only. The landlord was defined as a property owner or property manager/management company.
The surveys contained a mix of open-ended items, closed-ended items, rank orders, and Likert-style responses.  Respondents who owned/managed at least one property with a 100% smoke-free policy answered an additional 9 items that included measures of: location of 100% smoke-free buildings/properties, timing of 100% smoke-free policy implementation, tenant notification methods, effects of 100% smoke-free policies, policy enforcement methods and challenges, advertisement of 100% smoke-free policies, and interest in having 100% smoke-free buildings/properties listed on MOTAC’s website. 

Respondents who did not own/manage any buildings or properties with 100% smoke-free policies answered an additional 6 items. These included measures of: perceptions of the number of tenants bothered by secondhand smoke, tenant complaints about secondhand smoke, effects of implementing 100% smoke-free policies, factors in not implementing 100% smoke-free policies, interest in implementing or receiving information about 100% smoke-free policies. 

Analyses
Data were descriptively analyzed for each year and a comparative analysis for between years was conducted using SAS version 9.3.  

The final response rates were 30.1% (2009), 39.1% (2011), and 34.9% (2013).   
DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS 2013
Characteristics of survey respondents 
	Table 1. Characteristics of survey respondents 

	Status (N=238)

	
	Owner
	28.2% 

	
	Manager
	41.6% 

	
	Owner and Manager
	26.1% 

	
	Other
	4.2% 

	Any Properties 100% Smoke Free (N=233)

	
	Yes
	33.5% 

	
	No
	66.5% 

	Decision maker regarding smoke-free policies (More than one answer allowed) (N=214)

	
	Owner
	71.0% 

	
	Manager
	9.3% 

	
	Management company
	19.2% 

	
	Other
	9.3% 

	Decisions made by property manager (N=244 – leaving all blank was an option)

	
	Repairs and Maintenance
	 50.0% 

	
	Tenant Evictions
	48.4% 

	
	Exclusion Policies (ex: pets, smoking, etc.)
	32.0% 

	
	Lease agreement terms
	40.6% 

	
	Other
	9.0% 


	Table 1 (continued). Characteristics of survey respondents 


	Primary means of communication w/ tenants (More than one answer allowed) (N=214)

	
	Phone calls
	47.2% 

	
	Written notification (e.g. emails, newsletters, or other mailings
	62.1% 

	
	Signage on building
	10.7% 

	
	Other
	16.8% 

	Most successful advertising venue(More than one answer allowed) (N=194)

	
	Omaha World Herald
	9.3% 

	
	Other newspapers
	10.8% 

	
	Word of mouth
	42.3% 

	
	Telephone book
	1.0% 

	
	Apartment rental guides
	39.7% 

	
	Other
	19.1% 

	Membership in a landlord association (N=207)

	
	Yes*
	33.8% 

	
	No
	66.2% 

	Smoking status (N=221)

	
	Current smoker
	6.3% 

	
	Former smoker
	29.4% 

	
	Never smoked
	64.3% 

	*For a list of landlord association membership, see Appendix A.


· A majority of respondents were managers (42%) or manager/owners (26%) while most of the rest were owners (28%).

· Over one-third of respondents (33.5%) reported owning or managing at least one building or property that is 100% smoke-free.

· When it comes to making decisions about smoke-free policies, the owner is reported as being responsible for that decision 71% of the time.

· The property manager was reported as being responsible for many decisions that have peripheral implications for going SF and resultant community education efforts: i.e., repairs and maintenance (50%), tenant evictions (48%), exclusion policies such as pets and smoking (32%), and lease agreement terms (41%).

· Respondents said that they communicate with tenants in a variety of ways including telephone (47%), written notification (62%), building signs (11%) and other means (17%).

· The most popular means for advertising include word of mouth (42%) and apartment rental guides (40%).

· While only 34% of respondents reported being a member of a landlord association, the MOTAC coalition has “found this to be a good way to reach landlords. The Associations provide easier access to busy landlords, usually hard to reach by phone or appointment” (M. Thompson, 2013).

· Only 6% of respondents reported being current smokers, while 29% were former smokers and the remaining 64% never smoked.

	Table 2. Ranking (from 1 through 5) of important factors that tenants consider when deciding on a property (N = 181)

	Factor
	Average Ranking

	
	Cost
	1.81

	
	Location
	2.21

	
	Appearance & Cleanliness
	2.83

	
	Safety
	3.28

	
	Smoking policy
	4.87


· Respondents felt that cost was the most important concern for tenants when they were choosing a place to live.  
· Respondents felt that location, appearance and cleanliness of units, and safety were all more important to tenants than a property’s smoking policy. The MOTAC coalition believes the implication is that there is “more work to do to make this a more pressing or important issue in choosing rental properties.” (M. Thompson, 2013)
Experiences of landlords/property managers with 100% smoke-free policies
	Table 3. Landlords/Managers with 100% smoke-free building or properties

 

	Smoke free policy is in the lease (N=78)

	
	Yes
	71.8% 

	
	No
	23.1% 

	
	Unsure
	5.1% 

	How was the policy implemented (N=74)

	
	Became effective immediately
	32.4% 

	
	Phased in over time
	47.3% 

	
	Was in place when I bought/began managing these properties
	20.3% 

	How tenants were notified of change to smoke-free policy

 (More than one answer allowed) (N=78)

	
	Phone calls
	5.1% 

	
	Written notification (emails, newsletters, or other mailings)
	56.4% 

	
	Signage on building
	25.6% 

	
	Other
	24.4% 

	Effect of 100% smoke-free policy on Vacancy Rates (N=75)

	
	Increased
	 4.0% 

	
	Decreased
	8.0% 

	
	No effect
	57.3% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	30.7% 

	Effect of 100% smoke-free policy on Turnover Rates (N=74)

	
	Increased
	 1.4% 

	
	Decreased
	10.8% 

	
	No effect
	58.1% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	29.7% 

	Effect of 100% smoke-free policy on Rental Fees (N=72)

	
	Increased
	 1.4% 

	
	Decreased
	4.2% 

	
	No effect
	66.7% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	27.8% 

	Effect of 100% smoke-free policy on Management Time (N=72)

	
	Increased
	 5.6% 

	
	Decreased
	25.0% 

	
	No effect
	50.0% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	19.4% 

	Effect of 100% smoke-free policy on Maintenance Costs (ex: painting, cleaning)  (N=74)

	
	Increased
	 1.4% 

	
	Decreased
	54.1% 

	
	No effect
	21.6% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	23.0% 


	Table 3 (continued). Landlords/Managers with 100% smoke-free building or properties  

	Benefits of 100% smoke-free properties 

(Multiple answers allowed – leaving all blank was an option) (N=78)

	
	Reduced risk of fire
	85.9% 

	
	Positive impact on residents’ health
	75.6% 

	
	Improved indoor air quality
	83.3% 

	
	Reduced staff time to manage building
	30.8% 

	
	Reduced residents’ complaints
	48.7% 

	
	Reduced resident turn-over
	21.8% 

	
	Reduced rehabilitation cost for smoking units
	66.7% 

	
	Deterrence of other drug use (marijuana, etc.)
	19.2% 

	
	Unsure
	5.1% 

	
	Other
	3.8% 

	Going 100% smoke-free has saved us/our company money  (N=75)

	
	Yes
	84.0% 

	
	No
	12.0% 

	
	Unsure -  written in
	4.0% 

	Had difficulty enforcing 100% smoke-free policy  (N=75)

	
	Yes
	30.7% 

	
	No
	69.3% 

	Enforcement of 100% smoke-free policy  
(Multiple answers allowed – leaving all blank was an option) (N=78)

	
	Warnings
	69.2% 

	
	Fines
	7.7% 

	
	Eviction
	43.6% 

	
	No enforcement policy
	11.5% 

	
	Other
	7.7% 

	Advertise 100% smoke-free policy  (N=70)

	
	Yes
	55.7% 

	
	No
	44.3% 

	Want 100% smoke-free buildings/properties listed on MOTAC website  (N=61)

	
	Yes
	63.9% 

	
	No
	36.1% 


· Among respondents with at least one smoke-free building/property, 72% report that policy as being included in the lease agreement while 5% are unsure.

· Thirty-two percent report their policy as being made effective immediately, while 47% say is was phased in over time and 20% report that it was already in place when they began owning/managing the properties in question. 

· Tenants were notified of the smoke-free policy most often by written notification (56%) followed by signage on buildings (26%), “other” ways (24%) and phone calls (5%).

· Negative effects of implementing the 100% smoke-free policy were reported to be minimal.  Only 4% reported increased vacancy rates, while increases in management time were reported by 6% of respondents and other problems like higher turnover rates, increased rental fees, and higher maintenance costs were each reported by only 1% of respondents.

· 54% of SF landlords reported maintenance costs had decreased.  The MOTAC members believe this is reflective of their community training “I think this reflects the benefits we’ve been trained on and also advertise to landlords.”. (M. Thompson, 2013).

· For each question about the impact of initiating a smoke-free policy 19-31% of respondents reported that they did not know what effect the policy had. MOTAC members believe this could be due to SF landlords “not keeping track [of these effects of going SF]” (J. Williams, 2013).

· The most frequently reported benefits of having a smoke-free policy was reduced risk of fire (86%). The MOTAC members believe this is reflective of “the fires that have occurred throughout the last 2-3 years locally. [MOTAC] also has TV ads in Spanish and English that specifically concentrate on the fire risk theme.” (M. Thompson, 2013). “Increase in properties implementing SF policy may be due to the fact that SF housing is trending across the nation and people are starting to become aware that it is an available option so owners/managers are willing to offer it. Also, the recent apartment fires in the area may have owners/managers rethinking SF policies to protect their investment.” (J. Williams, 2013)

· Other frequently reported benefits of having a SF policy included: improved indoor air quality (83%), positive impact on residents’ health (76%), and reduced rehabilitation cost for smoking units (67%). MOTAC members noted that the impact on health was surprising to them “It surprises me a bit that this is one of the top 3 benefits.” (M. Thompson, 2013)

· The vast majority of respondents (84%) agreed with the statement “Going 100% smoke-free has saved us/our company money.” MOTAC members believe this may be related to their community interventions. “[Its] been shown in several educational materials and other state’s website.  MOTAC has promoted in advertising directed at Landlords.” (M. Thompson, 2013)

· 31% of owners/managers reported having problems enforcing their 100% smoke-free policy. MOTAC members believe enforcement may be an issue because “the owners don’t know the legal avenues to help with enforcement. Enforcement issues might also be affected by the attitudes of the residents when it comes to enforcing something that doesn’t have a harsh legal consequence.” (J. Williams, 2013).

· When the policy was enforced, it was most often done by warnings (69%) and eviction (44%).  

· Over half (56%) of the owners and managers reported advertising their 100% smoke-free policy. The “norm” for this is not known.

Nearly two-thirds (64%) of the owners and managers requested that their 100% smoke free properties be listed on the MOTAC website.

· Perceptions of landlords/property managers without 100% smoke-free policies
	Table 4. Landlords/Managers without 100% smoke-free building or properties



	How many tenants are bothered by secondhand smoke (N=147)

	
	Many
	3.4% 

	
	Some
	24.5% 

	
	A few
	39.5% 

	
	None
	32.7% 

	Frequency of complaints from tenants about secondhand smoke (N=153)

	
	Very often
	0.0% 

	
	Somewhat often
	5.2% 

	
	Not very often
	52.3% 

	
	Never
	42.5% 

	It is legal for owners/management companies to implement 100% smoke-free policies for their buildings/properties (N=148)

	
	Agree
	77.0% 

	
	Disagree
	23.0% 

	If you/your company went 100% smoke-free: effect on Vacancy Rates (N=153)

	
	Would increase
	46.4% 

	
	Would decrease
	8.0% 

	
	Would have no effect
	57.3% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	30.7% 

	If you/your company went 100% smoke-free: effect on Turnover Rates (N=151)

	
	Would increase
	23.2% 

	
	Would decrease
	6.0% 

	
	Would have no effect
	18.5% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	52.3% 

	If you/your company went 100% smoke-free: effect on Rental Fees (N=146)

	
	Would increase
	17.1% 

	
	Would decrease
	8.2% 

	
	Would have no effect
	42.5% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	32.2% 

	If you/your company went 100% smoke-free: effect on Management Time (N=150)

	
	Would increase
	18.7% 

	
	Would decrease
	11.3% 

	
	Would have no effect
	40.0% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	30.0% 

	If you/your company went 100% smoke-free: effect on Maintenance Costs (ex: painting, cleaning) (N=150)

	
	Would increase
	4.0% 

	
	Would decrease
	53.3% 

	
	Would have no effect
	16.0% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	26.7% 


	Table 4 (continued). Landlords/Managers without 100% smoke-free building or properties  

	Potential benefits of 100% smoke-free properties 

(Multiple answers allowed – leaving all blank was an option) (N=155)

	
	Reduced risk of fire
	87.7% 

	
	Positive impact on residents’ health
	59.4% 

	
	Improved indoor air quality
	78.1% 

	
	Reduced staff time to manage building
	18.1% 

	
	Reduced residents’ complaints
	27.7% 

	
	Reduced resident turn-over
	11.6% 

	
	Reduced rehabilitation cost for smoking units
	61.3% 

	
	Deterrence of other drug use (marijuana, etc.)
	27.1% 

	
	Unsure
	10.3% 

	
	Other
	1.9% 

	Significance of factor on decision NOT to implement 100% smoke-free policy:

 Potential loss of market share (N=144)

	
	Very significant
	33.3% 

	
	Somewhat significant
	22.2% 

	
	Not very significant
	9.7% 

	
	Not at all significant
	11.1% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	23.6% 

	Significance of factor on decision NOT to implement 100% smoke-free policy:

 Potential liability and legal issue (N=140)

	
	Very significant
	12.9% 

	
	Somewhat significant
	19.3% 

	
	Not very significant
	25.0% 

	
	Not at all significant
	17.1% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	25.7% 

	Significance of factor on decision NOT to implement 100% smoke-free policy:

Potential enforcement problems (N=137)

	
	Very significant
	43.8% 

	
	Somewhat significant
	31.4% 

	
	Not very significant
	5.1% 

	
	Not at all significant
	3.7% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	16.1% 

	Significance of factor on decision NOT to implement 100% smoke-free policy:

Potential objections from existing tenants (N=139)

	
	Very significant
	32.4% 

	
	Somewhat significant
	36.0% 

	
	Not very significant
	11.5% 

	
	Not at all significant
	3.6% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	16.6% 


	Table 4 (continued). Landlords/Managers without 100% smoke-free building or properties  

	Significance of factor on decision NOT to implement 100% smoke-free policy:

Uncertainty about how to make the change to 100% smoke-free (N=137)

	
	Very significant
	8.8% 

	
	Somewhat significant
	35.0% 

	
	Not very significant
	11.7% 

	
	Not at all significant
	24.1% 

	
	Don’t know / Not sure
	20.4% (n=28)

	Interested in learning how to implement a 100% smoke-free policy (N=146)

	
	Yes
	43.2% 

	
	No
	56.9% 

	Interested in receiving information about how to implement a 100% smoke-free policy from MOTAC (N=148)

	
	Yes
	38.5% 

	
	No
	61.5% 


· Among managers and owners that do not own or manage at least one building or property that is 100% smoke-free, 3% report having many residents who are bothered by second-hand smoke, while 25 percent have some residents who are bothered and 40% report having a few residents who are bothered.

· The vast majority report receiving complaints about second-hand smoke not very often (52%) or never (43%). MOTAC believes this may be related to “tenants not knowing their rights when it comes to SHS and not knowing the process to make complaints about SHS.” (J. Williams, 2013)
· Nearly one-quarter (23%) believe that it is NOT legal for owners or management companies to implement a 100% smoke-free policy. MOTAC viewed is as positive; however, that the majority did know it was legal. That said they believe there is more work to be done. “Thought this reflected a good percent that know it is legal.  Obviously some work to do to still raise awareness.” (M. Thompson, 2013)
· Almost half (46%) of the respondents believe that implementing a smoke-free policy would lead to higher vacancy rates, while 23% think it would lead to higher turnover rates, 19% think it would lead to more management time, 17% think it would lead to higher rental fees, and 4% think it would increase maintenance costs.  Educational efforts are needed regarding implications of turnover rates. MOTAC members suggest; “Might need more education/promotion on reality of turnover”.(M.Thompson2013)
· In each question about the possible impact of a smoke-free policy, 27-52% of respondents report that they don’t know what the impact would be.

· When asked about potential benefits of a smoke-free policy the most common responses were reduced risk of fire (88%), improved indoor air quality (78%), reduced rehabilitation costs for smoking units (61%), and a positive impact on residents’ health (59%). These perceptions were similar to landlords with smoke free policies. “Their perceptions or beliefs are right in sync with those who have a smoke-free policy”.(M. Thompson 2013)

· MOTAC was pleased with the percentage of landlords who were award of reduced rehab costs. “Think this reflects good percentage”.(M. Thompson 2013)
· When asked about the decision to NOT implement a 100% smoke-free policy, the reasons most often reported as being very or somewhat significant were potential enforcement problems (75%), objections from existing tenants (68%), and loss of market share (56%). “Enforcement and tenants response s seems to be high on the list of concerns”.(M. Thompson 2013)
· Forty-three percent of owners and managers without a 100% smoke-free building or property were interested in learning how to implement such a policy.

There were 57 respondents who were interested in receiving information from MOTAC about how to implement a 100% smoke-free policy.

· Comparison of actual vs. perceived effects of 100% smoke-free policies

Figure 1.  Percent of respondents without a smoke-free building/property (perceived) and respondents with a smoke-free building/property (actual) reporting the effects of implementing a 100% smoke free policy.

[image: image1]
· Almost half of the respondents without a smoke-free building/property think that implementing a smoke-free policy would lead to higher vacancy rates while less than 5% of those respondents who have a building/property that is 100% smoke-free report that this actually happened when they implemented their policy.

· In all other cases, the perceived negative effect of implementing a smoke-free policy is much worse than the effect actually observed by those who have implemented such a policy.

Figure 2.  Percent of respondents without a smoke-free building/property (perceived) and respondents with a smoke-free building/property (actual) reporting the benefits of implementing a 100% smoke free policy.

[image: image2]
· In most cases the perceived benefit of being smoke-free is similar to the benefit actually reported by those respondents with a smoke-free policy.
· There are instances such as the positive impact to residents’ health, the reduced staff time to manage the building, the reduction in resident complaints, and the reduced resident turnover where the actual reported benefit of a 100% smoke-free policy is actually GREATER than the perceived benefit of such a policy.
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 2009 – 2013
Characteristics of survey respondents 
Figure 3.  Percent of respondents who own/manage at least one 100% smoke free building or property by year*.
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* – Data for 2009 is not available.
Figure 4. Respondent smoking status by year*.
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* – Data for 2009 is not available.
· The proportion of respondents with at least one smoke-free building or property increased from 26.7% in 2011 to 33.5% in 2013.
· There is a slightly larger percentage of current smokers in the 2013 respondent set compared to the 2011 set.
Experiences of landlords/property managers with 100% smoke-free policies
Figure 5. Timing of the implementation of 100% smoke-free policy for buildings or properties with such a policy by year.


[image: image5]
Figure 6. Actual reported effects of 100% smoke-free policy at buildings or properties with such a policy by year.
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· The proportion of policies that were immediately implemented seems to be decreasing over time while the proportions that were implemented over time or already in place seem to be increasing. MOTAC believes that “an increase in implementing policies over time may be due to this type of implementation allowing residents to be informed of the decision and given time to adjust therefore, keeping vacancy rates low. This would also allow the owner/managers to fill a few vacancies at once instead of a lot.” (J. Williams, 2013)
· The reported negative effects of implementing a 100% smoke-free policy appear to be generally decreasing over time.
Figure 7. Percentage of owners/managers with a 100% smoke-free policy who reported having difficulty enforcing that policy by year.

[image: image7]
The percentage of owners/managers who report having difficulty with the enforcement of their smoke-free policy appears to be increasing over time. “It would be good to know what problems that they are experiencing so we can provide better technical assistance services to them.”(M. Thompson 2013) “Increase in owner/managers reporting having difficulty with enforcement of policies may be due to there being more properties implementing these policies so there are more incidences of enforcement issues to report.” (J. Williams, 2013)

· Perceptions of landlords/property managers without 100% smoke-free policies

Figure 8. Percentage of residents who are bothered by second-hand smoke according to owners/managers of properties that are not 100% smoke-free by year.


[image: image8]
Figure 9. Frequency of complaints about second-hand smoke received by owners/managers of properties that are not 100% smoke-free by year*.


[image: image9]
* – Data for 2009 is not available.
· Over time, a larger proportion of owners and managers without a smoke-free policy are reporting that at least a few of their residents are bothered by second-hand smoke.
· This corresponds with a larger proportion of these same owners and managers reporting that they receive at least some complaints from residents about second-hand smoke.
Figure 10. Anticipated effects of implementing a 100% smoke-free policy according to owners/managers of properties that are not 100% smoke-free by year.
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Figure 11. Reasons reported as being “very” or “somewhat” significant in the decision NOT to implement a 100% smoke-free policy by year.


[image: image11]
· The proportion of owners/managers without a smoke-free policy who believe that such a policy would increase vacancy rates appears to be increasing. “MOTAC needs to debunk myths for some of those with higher percentages in Figure 10.”(M. Thompson 2013) “Not implementing a SF policy due to potential problems of enforcement, objections from tenants, and loss of market share may be due to false information given to the owner/managers by other entities (i.e., scare tactics by big tobacco or lack of knowledge about the actuality of those potential problems). More owners/managers who have already implemented a policy can be champions and help spread the word of how there weren’t many problems when implementing the policy. Perception versus reality needs to be addressed.” (J. William, 2013)
· Meanwhile the proportion of these same owners/managers who believe that such a policy would increase turnover rates, increase management time, or increase maintenance costs appears to be decreasing.
· The percentages of owners and managers without a smoke free policy who report various reasons as being very or somewhat significant factors in their decision to NOT implement a 100% smoke-free policy remain quite steady over the three administrations of this survey.
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Appendix A: Landlord Associations

	member_landlord_assoc_list
	Frequency
	Percent

	AAGOC
	1
	1.27

	AAGOL
	11
	13.92

	AAGOL & IREH
	1
	1.27

	Affordable Housing Coalition
	1
	1.27

	Apartment Assoc of Greater Omaha and Lincoln Area(AAGOL)
	1
	1.27

	Apt Association of Greater Omaha & Lincoln   IREM
	1
	1.27

	Apt. Association
	1
	1.27

	B.O.M.A
	1
	1.27

	Craig's list is also a venue used for advertising
	1
	1.27

	IREM
	6
	7.59

	MOABA
	1
	1.27

	MOPA
	3
	3.80

	MOPOA
	18
	22.78

	MOPOA,PALA,Park Ave Landlord Association
	1
	1.27

	MOPON
	1
	1.27

	MOROA
	1
	1.27

	Metro Omaha Landlords
	1
	1.27

	Metro Omaha Property Owners
	1
	1.27

	Metro Omaha Property Owners Association
	1
	1.27

	Metropolitan Omaha Property Owners
	2
	2.53

	Metropolitan Omaha Property Owners Assoc.
	2
	2.53

	Metropolitan Omaha Property Owners Association
	1
	1.27

	Metropolitan Omaha Property Owners Association
	2
	2.53

	Metropolitan Omaha Property Owners Association(MOPOA)
	1
	1.27

	NE Assn of Commercial Property Owners
	1
	1.27

	No, Not currently
	1
	1.27

	Not sure if complex & management company belong to one..I do not
	1
	1.27

	Omaha
	3
	3.80

	Omaha Apt.Assoc.
	1
	1.27

	Omaha Landlord Assn.
	1
	1.27

	Omaha Landlord Assoc.
	2
	2.53

	Omaha Landlord Association
	2
	2.53

	Omaha Managers and Owners
	1
	1.27

	Our management company is (GOLDMARK)
	1
	1.27

	Park Ave
	1
	1.27

	Park East
	1
	1.27

	VIA cbre/mega L.E.
	1
	1.27

	unknown
	1
	1.27


Appendix B: Location of 100% smoke-free properties 2013 (by zip code)
	Zip
	Frequency

	68005
	1

	68022
	2

	68102
	5

	68104
	4

	68105
	15

	68106
	3

	68107
	1

	68108
	3

	68110
	1

	68111
	2

	68112
	3

	68114
	8

	68117
	1

	68118
	1

	68122
	1

	68124
	3

	68131
	15

	68132
	16

	68134
	6

	68137
	2

	68164
	5


APPENDIX C: 100% smoke-free properties to be listed on MOTAC’s website 2013
	Street
	City
	Zip
	
	Street
	City
	Zip

	1316 Jones St
	Omaha
	68102
	
	124 S 38th St
	Omaha
	68131

	3325 Fontenelle Blvd
	Omaha
	68104
	
	128 N 40th St
	Omaha
	68131

	6032 Ville De Sante Dr
	Omaha
	68104
	
	205 S 37th St
	Omaha
	68131

	1124 Park Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	2754 Harney St
	Omaha
	68131

	1138 S 29th St
	Omaha
	68105
	
	308 N 40th St
	Omaha
	68131

	2626 Dewey Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	3115 Davenport St
	Omaha
	68131

	3003 Pacific St
	Omaha
	68105
	
	315 S 27 Av
	Omaha
	68131

	3308 Poppleton Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	317 S 27th Av
	Omaha
	68131

	3401 Howard St
	Omaha
	68105
	
	3922 Harney St
	Omaha
	68131

	3625 Dewey Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	3926 Harney St
	Omaha
	68131

	545 S 27th St
	Omaha
	68105
	
	423 N 40th St
	Omaha
	68131

	551 S 27th St
	Omaha
	68105
	
	428 N 40th St
	Omaha
	68131

	564 S 26th Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	523 N 40th St
	Omaha
	68131

	568 S 26th Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	4806 Dodge St
	Omaha
	68132

	836 Park Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	4813 Underwood Av
	Omaha
	68132

	846 Park Av
	Omaha
	68105
	
	4815 Underwood Av
	Omaha
	68132

	1903 S 64th Av
	Omaha
	68106
	
	4824 Cass St
	Omaha
	68132

	3322 S 54th St
	Omaha
	68106
	
	4903 California St
	Omaha
	68132

	801 S 52nd St
	Omaha
	68106
	
	4916 California St
	Omaha
	68132

	4430 S 25th St
	Omaha
	68107
	
	2665 N 93rd St
	Omaha
	68134

	2119 Arbor St
	Omaha
	68108
	
	2715 N 93rd St
	Omaha
	68134

	2205 S 10th St
	Omaha
	68108
	
	2715 N 93rd St
	Omaha
	68134

	2536 N 16th St
	Omaha
	68110
	
	2723 N 93rd St
	Omaha
	68134

	3439 State St
	Omaha
	68112
	
	2725 N 93rd St
	Omaha
	68134

	3515 State St
	Omaha
	68112
	
	4854 S 132nd Av
	Omaha
	68137

	345 S 78th St
	Omaha
	68114
	
	3201 N 121st Pa
	Omaha
	68164

	3701 S 74 St
	Omaha
	68124
	
	5312 N 117th Ct
	Omaha
	68164

	8842 M St
	Omaha
	68127
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX D: Landlords/property managers interested in receiving information from MOTAC about implementing a 100% smoke-free policy 2013
	Letter Recipient
	Mail 1
	Mail 2
	Mail 3
	City
	State
	Zip

	Owner/Manager
	ALANSCO LTD
	C/O D THOMPSON REALTY PROP MGR
	3802 LEAVENWORTH ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68105

	Owner/Manager
	BAS DEVELOPMENT LLC
	 
	1607 N 73 ST #23
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	Owner/Manager
	BASS COURTYARD,LLC
	 
	1607 N 73 ST #23
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	JEANIENE BOLAMPERTI
	BOLAMPERTI JEANIENE
	 
	6262 NORTHERN HILLS DR
	OMAHA
	NE
	68152

	DONALD M CAMPBELL
	CAMPBELL DONALD M
	C/O MARK HARRAL
	5317 S 91 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68127

	Owner/Manager
	CARTIE APARTMENTS LLC
	 
	3802 LEAVENWORTH ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68105

	Owner/Manager
	CEDAR HEIGHTS PROPERTIES LLC
	C/O ROBERT HANCOCK AND CO
	1925 S 64 AVE
	OMAHA
	NE
	68106

	DARRELL M CHRISTIANSEN
	CHRISTIANSEN DARRELL M
	 
	4107 IZARD ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68131

	Owner/Manager
	COPPERLEAF PARTNERS LLC
	 
	2506 S 95 CIR
	OMAHA
	ME
	68124

	SAMUEL D CRAWFORD
	CRAWFORD SAMUEL D
	 
	P O BOX 814
	BOYSTOWN
	NE
	68010

	GEORGE CROCHET
	CROTECH LLLP
	C/O GEORGE CROCHET
	4872 COUNTRY CLUB WAY
	BOULDER
	CO
	80301

	Owner/Manager
	FARM CREDIT BUILDING LLC
	 
	514 WALKER ST
	WOODBINE
	IA
	51579

	Owner/Manager
	FLEMING FAMILY INVESTMENTS
	C/O BYRON REED COMPANY
	13306 A ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68144

	STEPHANIE JOHNSON
	FRANCES LLC
	C/O STEPHANIE JOHNSON
	1607 N 73 ST #23
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	ROSS A GIBILISCO 
	GIBILISCO ROSS A
	 
	4901 1/2 LEAVENWORTH ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68106

	GARY GOLDSTEIN TR 
	GOLDSTEIN TR GARY
	C/O D THOMPSON REALTY MGMNT
	3802 LEAVENWORTH ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68105

	MICHAEL R GRYSKIEWICZ 
	GRYSKIEWICZ MICHAEL R
	 
	6417 S 118 PLZ
	OMAHA
	NE
	68137

	MARK E HARRAL
	HARRAL MARK E
	 
	5317 S 91 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68127

	RON GLASER
	HIDDEN VALLEY INVESTMENTS LLC
	C/O RON GLASER
	8826 SANTA FE DR #190
	OVERLAND PARK
	KS
	66212

	Owner/Manager
	HILLSBOROUGH POINTE
	 
	5101 GROVER ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68106

	KENNETH P. REGAN
	INREIT STONYBROOK LLC
	C/O KENNETH P. REGAN
	P O BOX 3024
	FARGO
	ND
	58108

	Owner/Manager
	IPG II LLC
	 
	11213 DAVENPORT ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	Owner/Manager
	IPG LLC
	 
	1114 JACKSON ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68102

	Owner/Manager
	J AND S PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT
	 
	120 S 38 ST BOX 12
	OMAHA
	NE
	68131

	Owner/Manager
	JKJR PROPERTIES LLC
	 
	2502 S 11 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68108


	Letter Recipient
	Mail 1
	Mail 2
	Mail 3
	City
	State
	Zip

	JASON E BREZENSKI
	JLB PROPERTIES LLC
	C/O JASON E BREZENSKI MEMBER
	P O BOX 27983
	OMAHA
	NE
	68127

	Owner/Manager
	JOSLYN 29 LLC
	 
	720 N 13 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68102

	Owner/Manager
	JOSLYN PROPERTIES
	 
	320 N 22 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68102

	Owner/Manager
	KELLOM EAST LTD
	C/O SELDIN COMPANY
	16910 FRANCES ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68130

	Owner/Manager
	KELLOM HEIGHTS ASSOC LTD
	C/O SELDIN COMPANY
	16910 FRANCES ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68130

	Owner/Manager
	KELLOM KNOLLS PHASE II LTD
	C/O SELDIN COMPANY
	16910 FRANCES ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68130

	Owner/Manager
	KEYSTONE TERRACE LTD PTNR
	 
	12327 NICHOLAS ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	Owner/Manager
	KIMBERLY APARTMENTS LLC
	 
	4880 S 131 ST #2
	OMAHA
	NE
	68137

	JEFFREY A KIRSHENBAUM 
	KIRSHENBAUM JEFFREY A
	 
	12132 FARNAM ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	LEONARD H KLIMENT 
	KLIMENT LEONARD H
	 
	6635 S 129 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68137

	Owner/Manager
	LAKEVIEW PROPERTIES LLC
	 
	11427 ARBOR ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68144

	Owner/Manager
	LEGACY CROSSING PARTNERS LLC
	 
	8000 NORMAN CENTER DR #830
	MINNEAPOLIS
	MN
	55437

	Owner/Manager
	LONDON COURT LTD
	C/O THOMPSON & THOMPSON
	12327 NICHOLAS ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	Owner/Manager
	LOT 9 LLC
	C/O BLUESTONE DEVELOPMENT
	720 N 13 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68102

	KENNETH MANGER
	MANGER KENNETH
	 
	515 N 87 ST #D
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	RENE-JO COURT
	MARTINIQUE PROPERTIES LLC
	C/O RENE-JO COURT
	P O BOX 109
	RANCHO SANTA FE
	CA
	92067

	MARY MCQUADE
	MCGILL TR PAUL F
	C/O MARY MCQUADE
	9874 DEVONSHIRE DR
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	Owner/Manager
	MICHAEL TOWN ESTATES LLC
	 
	6621 N 158 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68116

	Owner/Manager
	MIDDLETOWN PROPERTIES LLC
	 
	11427 ARBOR ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68144

	D C MOORE
	MOORE D C
	 
	219 S 167 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68118

	Owner/Manager
	MPM LLC
	 
	1417 N 126 ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	Owner/Manager
	NEW COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
	 
	1701 N 24 ST #102
	OMAHA
	NE
	68110

	Owner/Manager
	ONTARIO PLACE APTS LLC
	C/O SELDIN COMPANY
	16910 FRANCES ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68130

	Owner/Manager
	OUT FRONT PROPERTIES INC
	 
	2202 GREGG RD
	BELLEVUE
	NE
	68123

	Owner/Manager
	PARK EAST TOWER LLC
	C/O SELDIN COMPANY
	16910 FRANCES ST #200
	OMAHA
	NE
	68130


	Letter Recipient
	Mail 1
	Mail 2
	Mail 3
	City
	State
	Zip

	SHARON K PATERSON
	PATERSON SHARON K
	 
	175 LEGGE LK
	NORTH BEND
	NE
	68649

	Owner/Manager
	PEONY VILLAGE LLC
	 
	1925 S 64 AVE
	OMAHA
	NE
	68106

	Owner/Manager
	PF-VINTON STREET APARTMENTS L
	C/O CREATIVE ENTERPRISES INC
	P O BOX 241090
	OMAHA
	NE
	68124

	KEN LYONS
	SALEM VILLAGE II LIMITED PART
	C/O KEN LYONS
	1701 N 24 ST #102
	OMAHA
	NE
	68110

	PAUL A J SHYKEN
	SHYKEN PAUL A J
	 
	601 RIDGEWOOD AVE
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	SUSANN Z SHYKEN
	SHYKEN SUSANN Z
	 
	601 RIDGEWOOD AVE
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	Owner/Manager
	SILVERLEAF INVESTMENTS  LLC
	 
	16252 CRAIG AVE
	BENNINGTON
	NE
	68007

	Owner/Manager
	SIX MINUTES HOLDING CO LLC
	 
	514 S 91 CIR
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	Owner/Manager
	SOUTHWEST GABLES LTD PTNR
	C/O STUART CO
	1000 WEST 80 ST
	BLOOMINGTON
	MN
	55420

	Owner/Manager
	STANDING BEAR LLC
	 
	P O BOX 540854
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	LEHN STRAUB
	STRAUB REALTY
	C/O LEHN STRAUB
	6423 RAINIER DR
	LINCOLN
	NE
	68510

	Owner/Manager
	THOMPSON & THOMPSON ENT
	 
	12327 NICHOLAS ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	TODD W HEISTAND
	TIPTOP APARTMENTS LLC
	C/O TODD W HEISTAND
	514 WALKER ST
	WOODBINE
	IA
	51579

	Owner/Manager
	TMB PROPERTIES LLC
	 
	5615 NORTHAMPTON BLVD
	OMAHA
	NE
	68104

	Owner/Manager
	TRANQUILITY POINTE APTS
	 
	P O BOX 540854
	OMAHA
	NE
	68154

	Owner/Manager
	TRIANGLE INVESTMENTS LLC
	 
	6341 COUNTY RD 40
	FORT CALHOUN
	NE
	68023

	ROBERT E WEAR
	WEAR ROBERT E
	C/O WEAR CONSTRUCTION CO
	7602 PACIFIC ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	Owner/Manager
	WEST RANGE OMAHA LLC
	 
	8347 WEST RANGE COVE
	MEMPHIS
	TN
	38125

	Owner/Manager
	WHISPERING RIDGE APARTMENTS L
	 
	6010 WEST 62 ST
	INDIANAPOLIS
	IN
	46278

	Owner/Manager
	MIDTOWN PROPERTIES LLC
	 
	4880 S 131 ST #2
	OMAHA
	NE
	68137

	Owner/Manager
	PONDEROSA CHATEAU LLC
	 
	1607 N 73 ST #23
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	Owner/Manager
	WEAR CONST CO
	 
	7602 PACIFIC ST
	OMAHA
	NE
	68114

	SEVERA JAMES D
	SEVERA JAMES D
	 
	P O BOX 31009
	OMAHA
	NE
	68131
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