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THE EVIDENCE BASE FOR NFG 

Because the NFG policy has only been in effect (anywhere in the world) since late in 2021, there is 
sparse literature documenting its impact. This is not surprising because the policy, by design, 
produces slow and gradual changes in the population in jurisdictions where it has been adopted 
which will take some time to be able to measure and evaluate. 

The concept, also known as “Tobacco Free Generation,” was first described by Professor Jon Berrick 
in 2013.5 Berrick cites an historical precedent which also involved the inhaling of an addictive drug: 
The phase-out of  opium smoking in Formosa and British Ceylon in the early twentieth century. In 
both places, the policy was found to be an effective  means of  phasing out the use of opium beginning 
with the next generation. 

In June of 2024, UCSF Professor Ruth Malone and former director of the CDC’s Office  on Smoking 
and Health, Timothy McAfee co-authored an analysis of the policy which they describe as a 
“birthdate-based commercial tobacco sales restriction.”6 They found it to be a promising, albeit very 
gradual means to ending the sale of  tobacco products. The authors also found that there is  no 
evidence to date regarding NFG or any other endgame tobacco policies because they are new and 
have yet to be assessed. The authors warned that NFG should not be adopted unless the community 
has already adopted other key policies, like licensing, compliance checks, flavor restrictions, 
tobacco taxes. Massachusetts is fortunate to have these policies already in place to provide a solid 
foundation for NFG. 

A commentary describing the Nicotine Free Generation policy was published in the New England 
Journal of  Medicine in 2024 which was co-authored by one of the law’s sponsors in Brookline, Boston 
University law professor Katherine Silbaugh.7 It is included herein as Appendix B. 

While NFG is designed to eventually end all tobacco product sales in jurisdictions where it is 
adopted, it is also expected to have some very positive near to mid-term effects. Older peers are a 
significant source of  tobacco products for youth.8 It is expected that youth access to tobacco through 
older peers will decrease through the progressive increase of the minimum age of those able to be 
sold products. While a 21-year-old may now be an older peer or sibling to a high school student, it 
becomes less like ly that someone in their mid-to late  twenties would be in a teen’s social circle. This 
effect was forecast by the Institute of Medicine’s model used to predict the impact of  raising the 
minimum tobacco sales age to 21 or 25.9 This modeling was important evidence supporting the 
policy to increase the minimum sales age for tobacco products to 21 nationwide. 

Likewise, peers visibly modeling the use of tobacco products has been associated with youth 
initiation.10 Thus, under NFG, with fewer local older peers modeling the use of Nicotine Products, it 
can be expected to contribute  to a reduction in product initiation by middle and high school 
populations. 

While for some, NFG might seem like a controversial policy, they may be in the minority,  A study 
published by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in 2023 found that in a national 
survey, most Americans (57%) favored a policy to ban the sale of all tobacco products.11 



 

 

 
 

Conclusion: NFG is a new policy, and it is too early to meaningfully measure its effects on tobacco 
use. There is good reason to expect very good outcomes for public health not only in the long term 
as the existing tobacco purchasing population ages out, but also in the near and mid-term through 
reductions in youth initiation of tobacco use and nicotine dependence. 
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