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Overview of research gaps 

• Retail environment for e-cigarettes and other 
electronic smoking devices 

• Consumer knowledge about these products 

• Message framing for “ballot box” tobacco control 



Retail availability of e-cigs in CA: 2011-2014 

 

• Field observations conducted five times since 
2011 for three different studies 

• Imperfect comparison, but conveys 
exponential increase in e-cig availability in CA 



California 

Tobacco 

Advertising 

Study (CTAS) 

2011, 2014 

 
1 dot = 2 tobacco retailers

1 - 91

91.1 - 344

344.1 - 735

735.1 - 3807

3807.1 - 17179

Population density per

square mile of land area, 2010



HSHC 

Healthy Stores 

for Healthy  

Communities 

(HSHC) 

2013  

Population density per 
square mile of land area, 2010

1 - 91

91.1 - 344

344.1 - 735

735.1 - 3807

3807.1 - 17179

1 dot = 2 tobacco retailers

1 dot = 2 tobacco retailers

1 - 91

91.1 - 344

344.1 - 735

735.1 - 3807

3807.1 - 17179

Population density per

square mile of land area, 2010



Advancing 

Science & 

Policy in the 

Retail 

Environment 

(ASPiRE)  

2012, 2014 



12% 

30% 

45% 

73% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

E-cig availability in CA tobacco retailers 

2011     2012        2013               2014 

31% - 34% in two US samples 
(Rose et al., Tob Control, 2014) 

CTAS not yet 
released 
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Retail surveillance limitations 

• Some protocols systematically excluded bars,  
membership stores 

• Licensed versus likely tobacco retailers 
• Few vape shops in any sampling frame 
 



Number of state licensed tobacco retailers 
(and vape shops*) in CA 
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Vape shops: How many?  Where are they? 



Orange County Department of Education 



ENDS on campus: Changes in retail  
and policy environments (TRDRP)  

• Aim 1: Estimate number of ENDS 
retailers in California that are licensed 
and unlicensed and characterize their 
location with respect to neighborhood 
demographics  

• Aim 2: Examine differences in the 
availability and marketing of ENDS 
near college campuses and relate to 
smoking policies  

• Aim 3: Translate relevant findings for 
policymakers  



374,584 tobacco retailers in the US (2012) 

• 97 counties selected in proportion to population 
• Likely retailers identified by nine business types 
• Merged two 

address lists 
• Eliminated 

chains known 
not to sell  

 

Advancing Science and Policy in the Retail Environment (ASPiRE) 



Identify likely e-cigarette retailers and  
validate sampling frame with LOCAL licensing 

 CTCP Policy Evaluation Tracking System 



Consumer knowledge 

 

• In the absence of  
labeling requirements, 
what do consumers 
understand about 
nicotine contents? 

 

 



Young adults’ knowledge about e-cigarettes: 
Product constituents and regulation 

• National sample of 1,250 US young adults (GfK) 

• March 2014 (before FDA deeming rule) 

• 12.9% non-daily smoker, 9.5% daily smoker 

•   7.9% used e-cig past month, 18.0% ever tried 

Sanders-Jackson, Tan, Bigman, & Henriksen, N&TR, 2014 
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Message framing for behavior change 

 

• Systematic reviews 
about framing 
messages for smoking 
prevention and 
cessation 

 

 



Message framing for ballot box tobacco control 

 

• Know less about how 
to persuade opinion 
leaders and public  
to support 
a tax increase 

 

 



Support for tobacco tax increase: New York 
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New York City case study (ASPiRE) 

• Issue salience precedes policy support 

 

 

 

 



Vaping education ads are uncharted territory 



Message framing for ballot box tobacco control 

 

• How to inoculate 
against industry’s 
pro-vaping and  
anti-tax messaging 


