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Background

Counter Tools and Truth Initiative partnered in 2018 to develop a set of retail tobacco store
assessment questions specifically focused on menthol and other flavored tobacco products as an
additional module to the Standardized Tobacco Assessment for Retail Settings (STARS) form. This set of
guestions was piloted in two cities within Tobacco Nation in order to field-test the questions and to
facilitate the cities’ consideration of flavor-based policies and other point-of-sale tobacco control
policies. Following the initial pilot, the form was revised to reflect the evolving market for flavored e-
cigarette products, to be able to better compare flavored and non-flavored products, and to compare
local data with national trends in disparities in the availability and marketing of flavored products. The
revised form was piloted in three cities, two of which were within Tobacco Nation.

Project Rationale: Why focus on flavored tobacco products?

Flavored tobacco products are widely available across the United States and present a number of
concerns for public health. While the 2009 Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act
(FSPTCA) prohibited the sale of cigarettes with “characterizing flavors,” it excluded menthol flavor
along with tobacco flavor, and this restriction does not apply to any other tobacco products including
cigars, cigarillos, smokeless tobacco, hookah, or e-cigarette products.

The ban on flavored cigarettes was associated with a 17% reduction in the probability of middle and
high school youth becoming smokers and a 58% reduction in cigarettes smoked by current youth
smokers, and a 6% reduction in the probability of youth using any tobacco product.! However, the ban
was also associated with a 45% increase in youth use of menthol cigarettes, a 34% increase in use of
cigars, and a 55% increase in use of pipes, indicating that youth may be substituting menthol cigarettes
and other flavored tobacco products in place of flavored cigarettes and pointing towards the need for
more comprehensive restrictions on the sale of all flavored tobacco products.?

Additionally, when flavored cigarettes were banned, flavored cigars and cigarillos with flavors including
candy and other sweets, fruit, alcoholic beverages, herbs, and spices became increasingly popular
among youth and adults, with sales increasing by 50% between 2008 and 2015.3 In recent years
tobacco companies have been selling and advertising tobacco products, particularly cigars and
cigarillos, hookah, and e-cigarettes with more ambiguous names such as colors, jewels, or concepts
(e.g. blue, green, Jazz, diamond, tropical twist, island madness). While these flavors are described by
users as flavored* and have similar chemical compositions as more clearly flavored products (e.g.
peach or grape)®, this may be the tobacco industry’s strategy to make restrictions on the sale of
flavored tobacco products more difficult to enforce. This also follows the tobacco industry’s pattern of
behavior in response to other tobacco control regulations. When the FSPTCA prohibited the use of
modified risk health descriptors such as “light,” “low tar,” or “mild” in cigarettes, Marlboro changed
the name of their “Marlboro Light” cigarettes to “Marlboro Gold,” “Marlboro Ultra Lights” to
“Marlboro Silver,” and “Marlboro Mild” to “Marlboro Blue.”



Flavored tobacco products, including menthol cigarettes, contribute to youth tobacco use initiation.
Over 80% of youth who have ever used tobacco started with a flavored product.® Not only do the
flavored tobacco products and their colorful packaging attract youth, but youth also perceive these
flavored products as less harmful.” These flavored cigars, cigarillos, blunts, e-cigarette products, and
hookah are widely available at retail stores, including at convenience stores where youth frequently
shop,® and they can also be placed right on the counter in self-service displays and next to similar-
looking candy or other youth-centric items. Unlike cigarettes, cigarillos, little cigars, and blunts have no
federal requirement for minimum pack size and are often sold as singles, and advertised for less than
$1, yet they are just as harmful as cigarettes.’

These cheap prices increase the products’ appeal to youth and young adults, who are more price-
sensitive than older adults.'° Lower prices encourage youth tobacco use initiation as well and, along
with coupons and other price discounts, encourage youth to move from experimentation to regular
smoking.!! Tobacco companies spent over 85% of their total marketing expenditures for cigarettes and
smokeless tobacco in 2018 on price discounts.'? These price promotions and cheap prices can make
flavored tobacco products even more appealing to youth and other price-sensitive groups. Raising the
price of tobacco products is one of the most effective strategies for reducing initiation, decreasing
consumption, and increasing cessation.!?

A wide range of e-cigarette products are available on the market today. While the first generation of e-
cigarettes were disposable and largely looked similar to conventional cigarettes, now newer
generations of e-cigarette products come in both disposable and rechargeable varieties. Many are
designed with refillable tanks or cartridges designed to be used with flavored nicotine solution or “e-
liquid.” New 4" generation “pod mod” styles of e-cigarettes allow the user to replace cartridges or
“pods” that can be refillable or pre-filled with flavored nicotine e-liquid. The pod mod device may be
sold separately from the pre-filled pods or together in a “starter kit.” These pods also typically use
nicotine salts rather than the free-base nicotine used in previous generations of e-cigarettes, which
allows the user to easily inhale and absorb high levels of nicotine.!*

Youth use of e-cigarettes has skyrocketed in recent years. E-cigarettes are now the most commonly
used tobacco product among youth, with 19.6% of high school students and 4.7% of middle school
students reporting current use in 2020.'° E-cigarette products are often available in flavors that appeal
to youth, and have some have been sold in packages designed to look like juice boxes, popular
children’s cereals, and candies.'® In 2018, the e-cigarette company Juul captured over 75% of the e-
cigarette market share in the United States with their high nicotine delivery pod mod devices, and
many other tobacco companies introduced similar style e-cigarette products. Youth e-cigarette use
grew by 78% across the United States from 2017-2018, driven largely by use of Juul.

Data collection for the second pilot of the fSTARS form occurred from January - August 2020, during a
time when the U.S. e-cigarette market was shifting, and so were youth e-cigarette consumption
patterns. While the 2020 National Youth Tobacco Survey (NYTS) shows that current e-cigarette use
among high school students decreased from 27.5% to 19.6% and current use among middle school
students decreased from 10.5% to 4.7%,'® e-cigarettes remain the most common tobacco product



used by youth. In addition, many youth are vaping frequently, with 22.5% of high school students
reporting daily use as well as 9.4% of middle school students. 1°

In response to the youth e-cigarette epidemic, on January 2, 2020, the FDA announced a federal ban
on the sale of flavored pre-filled cartridge-based e-cigarette products (like Juul) other than menthol or
tobacco flavor. However, this restriction did not apply to e-liquids used in refillable e-cigarette devices
or to disposable e-cigarettes. Retailers were given 30-days to sell off their remaining stock of these
newly prohibited products, during which time this data collection began.

Use of menthol-flavored e-cigarette products also grew during this time. Prior to the federal
restriction, e-cigarette company Juul voluntarily stopped selling flavors other than menthol and
tobacco in retail locations, starting with their fruit- and dessert-flavored pods in October 2018,2° and
then mint-flavored pods in November 2019.2! Between August 2019 and May 2020, menthol sales
grew from 11% to 52% of total e-cigarette sales.?? While in previous years, menthol was not assessed
independently, 2020 NYTS data shows that nearly half of youth and young adults who use e-cigarettes
have used a menthol flavored pre-filled pod or cartridge and one quarter have used a menthol flavored
disposable vaping product. Sales data also show a shift from mint to menthol.?

With the federal restrictions on the sale of flavored e-cigarette products in place, youth consumption
shifted to new products like Puff Bar, a disposable e-cigarette that mimicked Juul’s design but was still
available in sweet and fruity flavors. The 2020 NYTS data show that while pod mods remained the most
commonly used type of e-cigarette for 48.5% of high school students, rates of disposable e-cigarette
use grew by roughly 1000% among high school students, jumping from 2.4% in 2019 to 26.5% in
2020.%* In addition, 72.6% of disposable sales were for flavors banned from pod mods, indicating that
youth were shifting to these products for the flavors.?> In July 2020, Puff Bar received a warning letter
from the FDA instructing the company to remove its products from the marketplace since the product
had not received the required premarket authorization,?® and while the company first declared that
they would cease all operations in the United States, they later declared they would only cease online
sales in the United States. Puff Bar remains on the market and continues to grow its market share. 2’
Other copycat products have also emerged.?®

The exclusion of menthol cigarettes in the 2009 FSPTCA left on the marketplace a deadly product that
is easier to start, harder to quit, and has been disproportionately targeted to the African-American
community for decades.?? 3° Marketing for menthol tobacco products is more prevalent in urban
neighborhoods and neighborhoods with black residents.3! A 2015 study in both rural and urban Ohio
also found a higher prevalence of ads for cigarillos, cigars, and e-cigarettes in African American
communities and found that urban, disadvantaged, African-American communities had advertisements
for more types of tobacco products overall.3? Studies have shown that menthol cigarettes specifically
are priced lower and more frequently discounted in African-American neighborhoods.33 As a result of
this targeted marketing, menthol cigarettes are most popular among African-American smokers, 85%
of whom prefer menthol cigarettes.3* However, menthol marketing also targets other communities of
color, youth, and women.? Since 2011, sales of menthol cigarettes have increased, and increasing
numbers of Asian & Hispanic smokers are preferring menthol over non-menthol.3¢37 Similarly, little
cigars and cigarillos, which are often flavored, are often priced lower in communities with more



African-American residents and more young adults. 3 The disparate presence and promotion of these
products in already disadvantaged neighborhoods contributes to and exacerbates disparities in
tobacco use behaviors and tobacco-related death and disease.

Development of a flavor and menthol tobacco retail store assessment module

The Standardized Tobacco Assessment for Retail Settings (STARS) form was designed for practitioners
to inform state and local tobacco control policies pertaining to the point of sale. The STARS form and
training materials resulted from a collaboration of SCTC researchers with stakeholders from five state
health departments, the CDC, and the Tobacco Control Legal Consortium. The assessment items, which
include tobacco product availability, price, promotion, and placement were selected exclusively for
their policy relevance. Similarly, Counter Tools and Truth Initiative sought to design and test a set of
guestions specifically focused on menthol and other flavored tobacco products that had direct policy
relevance.

Counter Tools provides a slightly modified version of the STARS form to partners who use their
software tools to collect and manage store assessment data. Counter Tools’ partners at the Minnesota
Department of Health chose to add some additional questions around menthol and other flavored
tobacco products to assess the availability of these products and provide evidence in support of
flavored tobacco policy initiatives. Counter Tools and Truth Initiative expanded upon these questions in
2018 with some additional assessment items related to emerging flavored tobacco products, such as
those with ambiguous flavor names, “pod mod” style e-cigarettes like JUUL, and e-liquid sold in
droppers. We also added questions relating to emerging trends and promotional strategies, such as the
provision mobile coupons for tobacco products in order to capture new promotional strategies for
flavored tobacco products. For the revised assessment form used in 2020, we added questions about
the availability and price of disposable e-cigarettes; pod mod devices, cartridges, and starter kits; as
well as e-liquid. We also added questions to be able to compare flavored and non-flavored products as
well as to be able to compare local data with national trends in disparities in the availability and
marketing of flavored products.

As in the form that the team in Minnesota used, we chose to ask specifically about mint, menthol, and
wintergreen to encompass a wider range of menthol-flavored tobacco products. We also chose to ask
separately about mint-, menthol-, or wintergreen-flavored products and other-flavored products in
order to assess any differential availability, advertising, or pricing of the products overall and between
different neighborhoods.

Measures

Descriptive statistics for each of the assessment items were calculated, including frequency and
percent for each response with categorical response options. The average was calculated for each
guestion regarding price. For open-ended assessment items asking about brand names or ambiguous
flavor names, the mode was calculated.



Composite variables were created to assess the prevalence of retailers selling of any flavored tobacco
product, any flavored smokeless tobacco, any flavored e-cigarette products, and any flavored hookah
tobacco; the prevalence of retailers with exterior ads for any flavored tobacco products; as well as for
retailers that offered price promotions on any flavored tobacco product, any flavored e-cigarette
product, and any flavored hookah product (mint-, menthol-, wintergreen-, or other-flavored); and for
the cheapest advertised price of a pack of non-menthol or menthol cigarettes.

We also assessed whether exterior ads for any flavored tobacco product were more prevalent at stores
located within 1000ft of school compared with stores located greater than 1000ft from schools. To
calculate this, we used latitude and longitude information from the Homeland Infrastructure
Foundation-Level Data Open Data Set. We geocoded tobacco retailers in each city based on the
addresses given to us by our partners in those respective cities. The shapefiles in use were reprojected
to the Transverse Mercator Projected Coordinate System of either: WGS_1984 UTM_Zone_16S

or NAD_1983 UTM_Zone_17N. In ArcMap, we used the tool "select by location" to select all of the
assessed retailers in Dayton and Cleveland that were "within a distance of 1000 ft" of a school. This
was performed separately for each city. Those retailers that were selected, were given a 1 to specify
"yves" for being within 1000ft of a school, all others were given a 0 for not being within 1000ft of a
school. The measure tool was used to confirm retailers from each city.

Variation by Demographics:

- % below poverty: calculated at the census tract level using data from the American Community
Survey, we compared the average cheapest advertised price of a pack of cigarettes available
(menthol, non-menthol, and overall), the price of a pack of Newport menthol cigarettes, as well
as the presence of exterior advertisements for menthol cigarettes and flavored little cigars,
cigarillos, or blunts in the quintile with the highest percentage of persons below the federal
poverty level to the quintile with the lowest percentage.

- % African American: calculated at the census tract level using data from the American
Community Survey, we compared the average cheapest advertised price of a pack of cigarettes
available (menthol, non-menthol, and overall), the price of a pack of Newport menthol
cigarettes, the availability of menthol cigarettes, as well as the presence of exterior
advertisements for menthol cigarettes and flavored little cigars, cigarillos, or blunts in the
quintile with the highest percentage African-American residents to the quintile with the lowest
percentage.

- % ages 5-17: calculated at the census tract level using data from the American Community
Survey, we compared the we compared the average cheapest advertised price of a pack of
cigarettes available in the quintile with the highest percentage of residents ages 5-17 to the
quintile with the lowest percentage.

For each of these analyses, we included any census tract which contained a surveyed retailer and any
for which 50% or more of the land area fell within the relevant city or county boundary. We did not
test for statistical significance in any of the comparisons.



Why Tobacco Nation?

Tobacco Nation is a geographic area identified by Truth Initiative as a cluster of states where the
smoking prevalence exceeds the national average as well as the prevalence in many of the most
tobacco-dependent countries in the world.3® One factor that contributes to the disparate smoking
rates in this region is the lack of tobacco control policies in comparison to the rest of the United States.
We chose to test this form within Tobacco Nation so that localities there would have additional data
and resources to work towards policy change. We also sought to test the form outside of Tobacco
Nation to be able to compare differences in the availability, advertising, and pricing of flavored tobacco
products between localities within and outside of Tobacco Nation.

Methods

2018- 2019

In 2018, we recruited two cities in Ohio to participate in the project: Dayton and Cleveland. While Ohio
has a comprehensive smokefree air law, it has not included e-cigarettes in this policy to date. The
state’s cigarette tax is $1.60, the 23™ lowest in the nation.*° Ohio’s adult smoking rate is 20.1%,*!
higher than the national average of 14%.%? Both Dayton and Cleveland have smoking rates above both
the national and state average at 22.7%*3 and 35.2%,* respectively.

Dayton, OH has a population of 140,371. The city is located in Montgomery County, where 10% of
youth ages 12-17 reported current use of any tobacco product, and 8% reported current use of
cigarettes from 2010-2012.%4 Dayton is 52.6% Non-Hispanic White, 39.3% Black or African American,
3.9% Hispanic or Latino, 3.4% two or more races, 0.9% Asian, and 0.3% American Indian and Alaskan
Native.*® In Montgomery County, 22.7% of adults reported current smoking from 2011-2013; however,
more Non-Hispanic Black residents reported current smoking (25.1%) than White residents (21.4%).*
In Dayton, 21.9% of residents are under the age of 18.%4¢

Using a list of 213 tobacco retailers provided by Public Health — Dayton & Montgomery County,
Counter Tools selected a random sample of 167 retailers to be representative of all tobacco retailers in
Dayton within a 95% confidence internal, including 20% oversampling to account for any retailers that
were closed upon visit or that were otherwise unable to be assessed. Between December 2018 —
January 2019, data collectors visited 95 retailers and were able to complete store assessments at 87
retailers, 86 of which sold tobacco. This number of retailers visited represents all tobacco retailers in
the City of Dayton within a 90% confidence interval.

Cleveland, OH has a population of 388,072 and is located in Cuyahoga County. Cleveland enacted a
policy raising the minimum legal sales age for tobacco products to 21 in April 2016. At the time the law
was passed, advocates also sought to restrict the sale of flavored tobacco products within the city,
except menthol cigarettes, to smoke shops that primarily sell tobacco, but it was not brought for a
vote. Of concern among tobacco control leaders in the city, 13.1% of high school students in Cuyahoga
County reported current cigar use (including cigarillos and little cigars) in 2017, compared to 6.2% that
reported current cigarette use.*® Cleveland also has a high adult smoking rate, with 35.2% of adults in



Cleveland reporting current smoking in 2015, with 37.3% of Non-Hispanic White residents reporting
current smoking and 36.1% of Non-Hispanic Black residents.>® Cleveland is 50.4% Black or African
American, 33.8% Non-Hispanic White, 11.2% Hispanic or Latino, 4% two or more races, 2.1% Asian, and
0.5% American Indian and Alaska Native.”! In Cleveland, 22.7% of residents are under the age of 18.%2

Using a list of 692 tobacco retailers in Cleveland, OH provided by Case Western Reserve University,
Counter Tools selected a random sample of 102 retailers to be representative of all tobacco retailers in
Cleveland within a 90% confidence internal, including 20% oversampling to account for any retailers
that were closed upon visit or that were otherwise unable to be assessed. Between November 2018 —
January 2019, data collectors visited all 102 retailers and were able to complete store assessments at
84 retailers, 74 of which sold tobacco.

2020
In 2020, we recruited two cities in Missouri (Columbia and Lee’s Summit) and one city in Illinois
(Evanston) to participate in the project.

Columbia, Missouri has a population of 123,195 and is located in Boone County. Missouri, part of
Tobacco Nation, has the nation’s lowest cigarette excise tax at $0.17 and does not yet have a
comprehensive smokefree air law statewide.>® Missouri’s adult smoking rate in 2018 was 19.6%, also
higher than the national average.>* Columbia has an adult smoking rate of 18.2%.°> While the minimum
age of sale for tobacco products is now 21 nationwide, Columbia was the first city in Missouri to pass a
“Tobacco 21” law in 2014. Columbia’s residents are 74.7% non-Hispanic white, 10.9% Black or African
American, 6.2% Asian, 3.4% Hispanic or Latino, 0.3% American Indian or Alaska Native, 0.2% Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and 4.6% two or more races.>® In Columbia, 18.0% of residents are
under the age of 18.°’

Lee’s Summit, Missouri has a population of 99,357 and is located in Jackson County, Missouri.>® Jackson
County had an adult smoking rate of 20% in 2017. Adult smoking data was not available for Lee’s
Summit.>® In Lee’s Summit, while only 1.9% of 8, 10", and 12t grade students reported using
cigarettes in the past 30 days in 2019, a decrease from 3.7% in 2017; however, 10.9% reported vaping
in the past 30 days, an increase from 9.3% in 2017.%° Lee’s Summit is 82.2% non-Hispanic white, 7.8%
Black or African American, 4.5% Hispanic or Latino, 2.0% Asian, 0.4% American Indian or Alaska Native,
0.2S Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and 2.8% two or more races.®! In Lee’s Summit, 27.1%
of residents are under the age of 18. ©2

Evanston, lllinois has a population of 73, 473 and is located in Cook County, Illinois, just north of
Chicago.® lllinois, not part of Tobacco Nation, has a smoking rate of 14.5%, only slightly higher than
the national average.® The state’s cigarette excise tax is $2.98, the 10" highest in the nation.®® Like
Ohio, it has a comprehensive smokefree air act, but has not yet incorporated e-cigarettes into the act
statewide.®® Evanston is 59.4% non-Hispanic white, 16.6% Black of African American, 9.3% Asian,
11.8% Hispanic or Latino, 0.1% American Indian and Alaska Native, and 3.8% two or more races.®’
Evanston has also had a minimum legal age of sale of 21 for tobacco products since 2014 and has
regulated e-cigarettes the same as tobacco products since 2013.%8 In Evanston, 17.5% of high school
students reported past-30 day use of e-cigarettes in 2019, up from 12% in 2017, although there were



technical difficulties in data collection that might affect the validity of the 2019 data.®® Adult smoking
data for Evanston was not available. In Evanston, 20.0% of residents are under the age of 18.7°

Each of the cities involved in 2020 attempted to survey a census of all tobacco retailers in their
community. Specifically:

- Columbia: Using a list of all licensed tobacco retailers in the city of Columbia, MO provided by
Columbia/Boone County Public Health and Human Services, data collectors visited 81 retailers
within city limits and were able to complete store assessments at 79 retailers, 75 of which sold
tobacco.

- Lee’s Summit: Using a list of all tobacco retailers in the city of Lee’s Summit, MO provided by
Lee’s Summit CARES, data collectors visited 36 retailers and were able to complete store
assessments at 30 retailers, all of which sold tobacco.

- Evanston: Using a list of tobacco retailers in the city of Evanston, IL from previous compliance
checks and provided by PEER Services, data collectors visited 34 retailers within the city limits
and were able to complete store assessments at 26 retailers, all of which sold tobacco.

Data analysis was completed by Counter Tools. Available store data rather than only complete store
data was utilized in analysis; therefore, the total number of assessments summarized for each
assessment item may vary depending on the amount of data that was available (or missing) for the
particular assessment item.

Prior to conducting data analysis on tobacco store assessments, Counter Tools removed ineligible
assessments that indicated the store could not be surveyed, indicated no tobacco products were sold
and where retailer addresses could not be geocoded using ArcMap and/or Google. Because some data
collectors used paper version of the store assessment form, which did not automatically enforce skip
logic, we manually enforced the skip logic through data cleaning. There were two types of skip logic
enforcement. For questions in some parent-child question relationships, if answers to all of a parent’s
child questions were “no” or missing, then the parent must be "no" or missing, and if any of the child
guestion answers were "yes," then the answer to the parent question must also be "yes." (E.g. if the
answer to any of the questions regarding whether a specific tobacco product is sold here is “yes,” then
the answer to “Is any tobacco sold here?” must be yes.) For other parent-child question relationships,
if any of the child questions answers were “yes,” then the parent must also be “yes;” however, a child
guestion could have a “no” or missing response while the parent response is “yes.” (E.g. There could be
smokeless tobacco ads on the store exterior, but no flavored smokeless tobacco ads). The data was
cleaned to ensure accordance with this skip logic.

All participating cities received training and technical assistance from Counter Tools and Truth
Initiative. While some of the cities had prior experience conducting store assessments, Counter Tools
conducted web-based trainings for the coordinators of the project in each city as well as some
volunteers involved in data collection. The training covered why the retail environment matters for
public health and tobacco control, the store assessment process, store assessment etiquette, and how
to correctly answer each of the questions included on the form. The training also included a tutorial on
how to use Counter Tools’ Store Audit Center. This mobile data collection platform allows users to
assign data collectors to stores to assess, allowed those data collectors to complete the assessments



on a mobile device, and allowed users to monitor and manage the data. Counter Tools also provided
each city with a toolkit to use in training additional volunteers, including a training presentation, as
well as a sample script and letter for data collectors’ use when introducing themselves to retail clerks.

After data collection was complete, all cities received reports that packaged their data to help drive
policy change and/or evaluate changes in the retail environment due to federal-level changes.

Results

In each of the tables below, the percentages reported for each assessment item only include stores for
which data was available (excludes missing data).

Place

Tobacco Retailer Types Surveyed

Dayton Cleveland Columbia S:fner:it Evanston

(n=83) (n=74) (n=75) (n=30) (n=26)
Convenience store 30.1% 62.2% 54.7% 63.0% 69.2%
Mass merchandiser 25.3% 2.7% 4.0% 3.3% 0%
Grocery store 10.8% 5.4% 6.7% 13.3% 11.5%
Tobacco shop 6.0% 1.4% 8.0% 6.7% 0%
Beer, wine, or liquor store 3.6% 5.4% 12.0% 0% 7.7%
Drug store or pharmacy 2.4% 2.7% 2.7% 6.7% 11.5%
Vape Shop 0% 2.7% 12.0% 3.3% 0%
Other store type not listed 21.7% 6.76% 0% 3.3% 0%

Convenience stores, which are frequented by youth,’! were the most common type of tobacco retailer
in all cities. Flavored tobacco products were available for sale at all retailers surveyed in Dayton,
Columbia, Lee’s Summit, and Evanston, including convenience stores. In Cleveland, flavored tobacco
products were available at all surveyed convenience stores and 72 of 74 (97.3%) retailers surveyed.

Tobacco Retailer Characteristics

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s. Evanston
Summit

22 of 59 30 of 56 9 of 74 19 of 30 16 of 25
Accepts SNAP (37.3%) (53.6%) (12.2%) (63.3%) (64.0%)
Accepts WIC 12 of 61 23 of 62 90f 74 17 of 30 12 of 26

(19.7%) (37.1%) (12.2%) (56.7%) (46.2%)
sells Alcohol 64 of 83 60 of 74 61 of 74 26 of 30 8 of 26

(77.1%) (81.1%) (82.4%) (86.7%) (30.8%)
Pharmacy Counter Present 12 of 84 13 of 72 10 of 75 7 of 30 5 of 26

(14.3%) (18.1%) (13.3%) (23.3%) (19.2%)
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Products

In 2018-2019, menthol cigarettes were available in nearly all stores in both cities. While more stores in
Dayton sold cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts, stores in both cities sold flavored versions at similar rates.
Smokeless tobacco and e-cigarettes, including flavored products, were more widely available in
Dayton. Hookah was available at around 10% of stores surveyed in each city, though of stores that sold
hookah, most sold flavored versions.

Product Availability: 2018-2019

Dayton Cleveland
Product Sold Any NL?:::?' Other Flavor Any NLT::::I Other Flavor
n of N (%) n of N (%) n of N (%) n of N (%) n of N (%) n of N (%)
Cigarettes 82 of 85 79 of 81 N/A 71 of 74 69 of 71 N/A
(96.5%) (97.5%) (96%) (97.2%)
Cigarillos, little 79 of 84 63 of 72 67 of 74 63 of 74 43 of 52 56 of 62
cigars, or blunts (94.1%) (87.5%) (90.5%) (85.1%) (82.7%) (90.3%)
Traditional cigars 21 of 81 50f 15 14 of 18 23 of 73 14 of 22 14 of 23
(25.9%) (33.3%) (77.8%) (31.5%) (63.6%) (60.9%)
Chew, snuff, dip, 55 of 80 52 of 53 46 of 52 19 of 74 16 of 19 12 of 19
or snus (68.8%) (98.1%) (88.5%) (25.7%) (84.2%) (63.2%)
E-cigarette 36 of 79 32 of 34 26 of 34 18 of 74 13 of 18 11 of 18
products (45.6%) (94.1%) (76.5%) (24.3%) (72.2%) (61.1%)
Hookah 8 of 78 80of9 8 of 8 7 of 74 40f7 6 of 7
(10.3%) (88.9%) (100%) (9.5%) (57.1%) (85.7%)

In 2020, menthol cigarettes were available in all stores in Columbia and Lee’s Summit, and most stores
that sold cigarettes in Evanston. Menthol-flavored cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts (LCCs) were more
widely available in Columbia than in the other two cities, but other-flavored LCCs were available at all
stores that sold any LCCs. Menthol traditional cigars were also more widely available in Columbia,
though fewer stores sold them overall. Menthol-flavored chew, snuff, dip, or snus (smokeless tobacco)
was more widely available than other flavors in both Lees’ Summit and Evanston, and equally as
available in Columbia. Menthol-flavored e-cigarettes were more widely available than other-flavored e-
cigarettes across all three cities. Hookah tobacco was not widely sold in stores assessed in any of the
cities. With the exception of non-menthol cigarettes in Evanston and traditional cigars in Lee’s Summit
and Evanston, flavored versions of each tobacco product were as available or more available than non-
flavored versions across the three cities.
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Product Sold

Cigarettes

Cigarillos, little
cigars, or blunts
Traditional
cigars

Chew, snuff, dip,
or snus
E-cigarette
products

Hookah

Product
Sold

Cigarettes

Cigarillos,
little cigars,
or blunts
Traditional
cigars
Chew, snuff,
dip, or snus
E-cigarette
products

Hookah

Columbia
Menthol  Other-
Any
-Flavor Flavor
nof N
(%) nof N nof N
(%) (%)
64 of 74 64 of 64
N/A
(86.5%) (100%) /
610of74 580f60 60 of 60
(82.4%) (96.7%) (100%)
110of 74 11o0f11 7 of 11
(14.9%) (100%) (63.6%)
610of74 600f61 600f61
(82.4%) (98.4%) (98.4%)
58 of 74 56 of 58 55 of 58
(78.4%) (96.6%) (94.8%)
1of74 Oof1l l1of1l
(1.4%) (0%) (100%)
Columbia
Fll:\‘/zr Non-Flavored
0,
nof N (%) n of N (%)
64 of 64 64 of 64
(100%)* (100%)
60 of 61 60 of 61
(98.4%) (98.4%)
11 of 11 8of 11
(100%) (72.7%)
61 of 61 58 of 61
(100%) (95.1%)
57 of 58 54 of 58
(98.3%) (93.1%)
l1of1 Oof1
(100%) (0%)

Product Availability: 2020

Product Availability: 2020

Lee’s Summit

nof N
(%)

27 of 29
(93.1%)
25 of 28
(89.3%)
2 of 28
(7.1%)
23 of 28
(82.1%)
18 of 28
(64.3%)
0 of 28
(0%)

Lee’s Summit

Menthol
-Flavor
nof N
(%)
27 of 27
(100%)
17 of 24
(70.8%)
1of2
(50.0%)
22 of 22
(100%)
17 of 18
(94.4%)

Other-

Flavor

n of N
(%)

N/A

24 of 24
(100%)
1of2
(50.0%)
21 of 23
(91.3%)
13 of 18
(72.2%)

FII:IZ)r Non-Flavored
)
n of N (%) n of N (%)
27 of 27 27 of 27
(100%) (100%)
24 of 25 24 of 25
(96.0%) (96.0%)
1of2 20of 2
(50%) (100%)
23 of 23 22 of 22
(100%) (100%)
18 of 18 17 of 18
(100%) (94.4%)

Evanston
Menthol = Other-
Any
-Flavor Flavor
nof N
(%) n of N nof N
(%) (%)
250f26 22 o0f 24
N/A
(96.2%) (91.2%) /
180f 26 = 110f18 18 0f 18
(69.2%) (61.1%) (100%)
7 of 26 1of5 20f5
(14.9%) (20.0%) (40.0%)
150f26 13 0f 14 7 of 14
(57.7%) (92.9%) (50.0%)
16 0of 25 12o0f 14 8of 14
(64.0%) (85.7%) (57.1%)
0of 24 3
(0%)
Evanston
F;Aar\‘/zr Non-Flavored
0,

n of N (%) @RI
22 of 24 25 of 25
(91.2%)* (100%)

18 of 18 17 of 18
(100%) (94.4%)
20of5 6 of 6
(40%) (100%)

13 of 14 13 of 14
(92.9%) (92.9%)

13 of 14 11 of 13
(92.9%) (84.6%)
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Availability of Specific Flavored Tobacco Products

Cigarillos, Little Cigars, or Blunts with Ambiguous Flavors

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Retail availabilit 52 of 71 38 of 45 36 of 61 19 of 25 14 of 17
y (73.2%) (84.4%) (59.0%) (76.0%) (82.4%)
Jazz, Casino Coco Blue, Tropical Tropical Jazz, Wild
Common flavor . . .
names Diamond, Fusion, Fusion, Rush
Blue Wild Rush Wild Rush

Cigarettes with menthol capsules in the filter (e.g. Camel Crush, Marlboro NXT)

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Retail availabilit 46 of 68 31 of 67 59 of 64 23 of 26 21 of 22
v (67.7%) (46.3%) (92.2%) (88.5%) (95.5%)

Availability of menthol cigarettes

Menthol cigarettes were available at all stores that sold cigarettes in Columbia and Lee’s Summit and
available at all but two stores in each of the cities of Dayton, Cleveland, and Evanston. While we
analyzed the availability of these products by the proportion of African American residents and the
proportion residents living below poverty in census tracts across the cities, we are not reporting those
results here given the ubiquitous nature of menthol cigarette availability.

Availability of E-Cigarette Products

E-cigarette products were more widely available in the cities where stores were assessed in 2020 than
in those assessed in 2018-2019. Single disposable e-cigarettes were available in more than three-
quarters of the stores in Evanston, compared to about a third of stores in Columbia and Lee’s Summit.
Data in Evanston was also largely collected in July and August 2020, whereas the data was collected in
Columbia and Lee’s Summit between January and March of 2020. It’s possible that the changing e-
cigarette landscape, with the increase in use of disposable e-cigarettes as restrictions of the sale of
flavored versions of other types of e-cigarettes went into effect. However, pod-mod style e-cigarettes
were still more widely available than disposables in each of the cities surveyed in 2020.
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Product

E-cigarette products (any)

E-liquid in droppers

Single disposable e-cigarettes

Pod mods

e Pod mod devices

e Pod mod cartridges

e Pod mod starter kits

“Zero nicotine” e-cigarettes

In 2020, data collectors were asked to estimate the percent of each store’s inventory that menthol-

Availability of E-Cigarette Products

Dayton

36 of 79
(45.6%)

17 of 35
(48.6%)

N/A
210f35
(60%)
N/A
N/A
N/A

17 of 36
(47.2%)

Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
18 of 74 58 of 74 18 of 28 16 of 25
(24.3%) (78.4%) (64.3%) (64.0%)
6 of 18 7 of 58 50f18 0of 13
(33.3%) (12.1%) (27.8%) (0%)

N/A 21 of 58 6 of 18 10 of 13
(36.2% (33.3%) (76.9%)
10 of 18 58 of 58 16 of 18 14 of 15
(55.6%) (100%) (88.9%) (93.3%)
N/A 52 of 58 16 of 16 12 of 14
(89.7%) (100%) (85.7%)
N/A 55 of 57 13 of 16 11 of 12
(96.5%) (81.3%) (91.7%)
N/A 19 of 57 6 of 16 1of12
(33.3%) (37.5%) (8.3%)
50f 18 6 of 58 10f18 1of 15
(27.8%) (10.3%) (5.6%) (6.7%)

Flavored Tobacco Product Inventory

flavored tobacco products, other-flavored tobacco products, and non-flavored tobacco products each

comprised.

Across stores in Columbia, data collectors most commonly estimated that:

e Menthol tobacco products comprised 26-50% of the total tobacco inventory
e Other-flavored tobacco products comprised 11-25% of total tobacco inventory

e Non-flavored tobacco products comprised 11-25% of the total tobacco inventory.

Across stores in Evanston, data collectors most commonly estimated that:

e Menthol tobacco products comprised 11-25% of the total tobacco inventory
e Other-flavored tobacco products comprised less than 10% of the total tobacco inventory

e Non-flavored tobacco products comprised 26-50% of the total tobacco inventory.

Across stores in Columbia, data collectors most commonly estimated that:

e Menthol tobacco products comprised 11-25% of the total tobacco inventory
e Other-flavored tobacco products comprised less than 10% of the total tobacco inventory

e Non-flavored tobacco products comprised 26-50% of the total tobacco inventory.
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Prices

In 2018-2019, across products, a greater proportion of stores in Dayton offered price promotions than
in Cleveland. Similarly, in 2020, across products, a greater proportion of stores in Columbia offered
price promotions than in either Lee’s Summit or Evanston. This is in line with research showing that
prices are often lower and discounts on tobacco products are steeper in lower-income areas,’? 73 given
that Columbia has a greater poverty rate than either Lee’s Summit or Evanston.

Price Promotions: 2018-2019

Dayton Cleveland
Menthol Other Any Menthol Other Any
Any Any
Product n of N (%) Flavor Flavor Flavor nof N (%) Flavor Flavor Flavor
7 nofN(%) nofN(%) nofN (%) 7 nofN(%) nofN(%) nofN (%)
i 50 of 83 48 of 49 34 of 71 30 0of 34
Cigarettes (60.2%)  (98.0%) b LS (47.9%)  (88.2%) DL B
ﬁ:ffe"c':°:r . 48076 | 33043  360f44  4l0f50  280f63  150f25  220f28  220f28
8ars,  (63.2%) (76.7%) (81.8%) (82%) (44.4%) (60.0%) (78.6%) (78.7%)
or blunts
Chew, snuff, 24 of 54 24 of 24 21 of 23 25 of 29 4 0of 19 40f4 2of4 6 of 8
dip, or snus (44.4%) (100%) (91.3%) (86.2%) (21.1%) (100%) (50.0%) (75.0%)
E-cigarette 19 of 37 16 of 19 15 of 19 17 of 19 4 0f 18 20f4 20f4 20f4
products (51.4%) (84.2%) (79.0%) (89.5%) (22.2%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%)
Hookah 50f9 4 0of 5 4 of 5 16 of 21 1of7 Oof1 Oof1 20of5
(55.6%) (80.0%) (80.0%) (76.2%) (14.3%) (0%) (0%) (40.0%)
Price Promotions: 2020
Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Menthol Other Menthol Other Menthol Other
Any Any Any
Flavor Flavor Flavor Flavor Flavor Flavor
Product Sold nof N nof N nof N
(%) nof N nof N (%) n of N nof N (%) nof N nof N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

. 41 of 64 = 40 of 40 15 of 27 12 of 15 7 of 25 6 of 7
Cigarettes (64.1%)  (100%) N/A - ss6%)  (80.0%) e (28%)  (85.7%) VA
Cigarillos, little 230f61 220f23 210f23 7 of 24 20of 3 6 of 7 20f 18 . (118:);
cigars, or blunts (37.7%) = (95.7%) = (91.3%) = (29.2%)  (66.7%)  (85.7%)  (11.1%) ) 0
Chew, snuff, dip, 46 of 61 = 460f46  450f46 9 of 23 8of9 5of 7 1of14 . .
or snus (75.4%) = (100%)  (97.8%)  (39.1%)  (88.9%)  (71.4%)  (7.1%)

E-cigarette 40 0of 57 37 0f40 350f39 50f 18 lof4 Oof4 1of 15 Oof1
products (70.2%) (92.5%) (89.7%) (27.8%) (25.0%) (0%) (6.7%) (0%)

Oof1
Hookah (0%) -- -- -- -- -- --
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Price Promotions: 2020

Columbia
Any
Product Sold Flavor Non-FIawo)red
nof N (%) n of N (%)

Cigarettes 40 of 40 41 of 41

(100%) (100%)
Cigarillos, little 23 of 23 21 of 23
cigars, or blunts (100%) (91.3%)
Chew, snuff, 46 of 46 44 of 45
dip, or snus (100%) (97.8%)
E-cigarette 37 of 41 350f 39
products (90.2%) (89.7%)
Hookah -- --

Lee’s Summit

Any
Flavor

n of N (%

12 of 15
(80.0%)
6 of 7
(85.7%)
80of 9
(88.9%)
1of5
(20.0%)

Non-Flavored

)

n of N (%)

14 of 15
(93.3%)
6 of 7
(85.7%)
7 of 9
(77.8%)
30of 5
(60.0%)

Evanston
F;:r\‘/:,)r Non-Flavored
)
n of N (%) i 00 72
6 of 7 7 of 7
(85.7%) (100%)
lof1l lof1l
(100%) (100%)
Oof1
(0%)

Mobile tobacco coupons are emerging trend wherein coupons are sent to customers phone or
downloadable from tobacco company website and redeemable at brick-and-mortar retailers.

Mobile tobacco coupons

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Retail availability 22 of 80 6 of 74 11 0of 71 4 of 29 0 of 26
(27.5%) (81.0%) (15.5%) (13.8%) (0%)
Average Product Prices
Dayton Cleveland = Columbia Lee’s Evanston
Summit
Newport Menthol cigarette pack $6.91 $7.49 $5.62 $5.82 $13.17
Cheapest cigarette pack $4.95 $5.89 $4.06 $4.07 $11.56
Cheapest menthol cigarette pack N/A N/A $4.06 $4.38 $11.80
Blu single disposable menthol e-cigarette $7.97 $11.66 N/A N/A N/A
Cheapest single disposable e-cigarette N/A N/A $8.09 $2.66 $8.74
Cheapest e-liquid N/A N/A $7.99 $1.33 ==
Avg 3.20z Avg 2.7 oz
Cheapest “pod mod” device N/A N/A $4.16 $8.56 $20.99
Cheapest pack of “pod mod” cartridges N/A N/A $11.37 $9.80 $17.99
(56.39 per = ($4.08 per | ($4.50 per
cartridge) = cartridge) @ cartridge)
Cheapest “pod mod” starter kit N/A N/A $16.10 $9.99 $19.99
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Cigarillos, Little Cigars, and Blunts: Cheap and Close to Candy

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Singles Available 52 of 74 55 of 62 49 of 61 25 of 28 13 of 18

(69.3%) (88.7%) (80.3%) (89.3%) (72.2%)
Advertised for <$1 66 of 76 50 of 61 59 of 61 24 of 25 50f 17

(86.8%) (82.0%) (96.7%) (96.0%) (29.4%)

Price variation by neighborhood
In both Ohio cities as well as in Evanston, prices were cheaper in neighborhoods with more youth, who
are a more price-sensitive group. However, this was not the case for the cities in Missouri.

Average Cheapest Cigarette Pack Price by Percentage of Households with Youth Ages 5-17

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Census tracts least youth* $5.31 $6.26 $3.87 $4.21 $11.86
Census tracts with most youth** $5.13 $5.51 $4.23 $4.30 $11.34

*Dayton: <13.1%; Cleveland: <10.9; Columbia: < 7.42%; Lee’s Summit:< 15.95%, Evanston: <10.4%
**Dayton: >20.7%;, Cleveland: >21.1%,; Columbia:> 17.11%; Lee’s Summit:> 22.94%; Evanston: >20.10%

Price variation by income level and racial demographics

While lower-income smokers are more likely to purchase discount brand cigarettes,’* the average
cheapest prices were not found in the areas of greatest poverty in Dayton or Cleveland. However,
nationally, about 12.3% of the population fell below the poverty line in 2017,> whereas the poverty
rate was 35.2% in Cleveland and 32.7% in Dayton.”® The high rates of poverty overall in these two cities
may contribute to the lack of price variation seen by census tract compared to variations found
nationally, where prices are lower in neighborhoods with more low-income and African-American
residents.”’ Income (% of households below the federal poverty level) and race (% African American)
are moderately correlated in Cleveland (0.52) and in Dayton (0.56).

The average cheapest overall prices for both non-menthol and menthol cigarettes were found in the
areas of greatest poverty in both Evanston (13.3% poverty rate) and Lee’s Summit (5.2% poverty rate).
In Columbia (22.2% poverty rate), while the average cheapest prices overall were not found in the
areas of greatest poverty, the average cheapest price of a pack of cigarettes was lower in the areas
with the most people living in poverty than in the areas with the least people living in poverty.

National research has shown Newport menthol cigarettes to be cheaper in geographic areas with a
higher proportion of African American residents.’® Neither the store assessment results in Dayton
(39.3% African American), nor in Cleveland (53.3% African-American) showed this pattern. However,
the proportion of residents who are African-American in both of these cities is high compared to the
proportion of the national population (13.4%),” which may have contributed to the lack of price
variation compared to national trends.°

17



However, in 2020, the store assessment results in Columbia, which is 10.9% Black or African
American®, also did not show this pattern for either Newport menthol cigarettes nor the cheapest
pack of menthol cigarettes. However, the cheapest advertised price of a pack of non-menthol
cigarettes was cheaper in areas of the city with the greatest proportion of Non-Hispanic Black
residents. In Evanston (16.6% Black or African American) and in Lee’s Summit (7.8% Black or African
American), while Newport menthol cigarettes were not cheaper in areas with more Non-Hispanic Black
residents, the cheapest average price for a pack of menthol cigarettes was. In Lee’s Summit, the
cheapest advertised price of a pack of non-menthol cigarettes was also cheaper in areas with more
Non-Hispanic Black residents. We did not analyze how correlated income and race are in Columbia,
Lee’s Summit, and Evanston.

Average Cigarette Pack Prices by Percentage of Households Below the Federal Poverty Level

2018-2019
Dayton Cleveland
Cheapest Newport Cheapest Newport
pack Menthol Pack Menthol
Census tracts with most household below poverty* $5.06 $7.51 $6.01 $7.51
Census tracts with least households below poverty** $4.71 $7.39 $5.83 $7.39

*Dayton: 43.9% or more; Cleveland: 49.4% or more **Dayton: 17.3% or less; Cleveland: 23.6% or less

Average Cigarette Pack Prices by Percentage of Households Below the Federal Poverty Level: 2020

Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Cheapest Cheapest Cheapest Cheapest Cheapest Cheapest
Non- Newport Non- Newport Non- Newport
menthol menthol menthol
menthol menthol menthol menthol menthol menthol
pack pack pack
pack pack pack
Census tracts
with most
households $4.06 $4.06 $5.59 $3.69 $3.81 $6.14 $11.34 $11.50 $13.22
below
poverty*
Census tracts
with least
households $4.15 $4.15 $5.53 $4.13 $4.35 $5.79 $11.86 $11.70 $13.07
below
poverty**

*Columbia: 45.90% or more; Lee’s Summit: 8.73% or more; Evanston: 24.52% or more
** Columbia: 10.11% or less; Lee’s Summit: 1.24% or less; Evanston: 4.61% or less
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Average Cigarette Pack Prices by Percentage of Non-Hispanic Black Residents: 2018-2019

Dayton Cleveland
Cheapest Newport Cheapest Newport
pack Menthol Pack Menthol
Census tracts with most African-American residents* $4.92 $6.95 $6.08 $7.50
Census tracts with least African-American residents** $4.76 $6.86 $6.08 $7.45

*Dayton: 82.9% or more; Cleveland: 94.9% or more **Dayton: 5.5% or less; Cleveland: 16.1% or less

Average Cigarette Pack Prices by Percentage of Non-Hispanic Black Residents: 2020

Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Cheapest Cheapest (CCEEES Cheapest Cheapest Cheapest
Non- Newport Non- Newport Non- Newport
menthol menthol menthol
menthol menthol = menthol menthol  menthol menthol
pack pack pack
pack pack pack
Census tracts
with most
African- $4.06 $4.06 $5.59 $3.69 $3.81 $6.14 $11.34 $11.50 $13.22
American
residents*
Census tracts
with least
African- $4.15 $4.06 $5.53 $4.13 $4.35 $5.79 $11.86 $11.70 $13.07
American

residents**
*Columbia: 18.10% or more; Lee’s Summit: 9.17% or more; Evanston: 34.51% or more
** Columbia: 4.02% or less; Lee’s Summit:3.71% or less; Evanston: 3.83% or less

Promotion

In both Ohio cities, more than 70% of tobacco retailers surveyed had exterior tobacco advertisements.
Of those retailers, in both cities over 90% included ads for flavored tobacco products.

Specifically, in Dayton, 67 of 86 (77.9%) tobacco retailers surveyed in Dayton had exterior ads for
tobacco products. Of those,

e 64 of 66 (97%) had exterior ads for flavored tobacco products

e 59 0f 64 (92.2%) had exterior ads for non-menthol cigarettes

e 60 of 65 (92.3%) had exterior ads for menthol cigarettes

In Cleveland, 52 out of 73 (71.2%) retailers in Cleveland had exterior ads for tobacco products.
e 47 out of 51 (92.2%) had exterior ads for any flavored tobacco products
e 41 out of 52 (78.9%) had exterior ads for non-menthol cigarettes
e 38 outof 51 (74.5%) had exterior ads for menthol cigarettes
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In Columbia, 47 out of 75 (62.7%) retailers in Columbia had exterior ads for tobacco products.
e 39 out of 47 (83.0%) had exterior ads for any flavored tobacco products
e 30 out of 47 (63.8%) had exterior ads for non-menthol cigarettes
e 27 out of 47 (57.5%) had exterior ads for menthol cigarettes

In Lee’s Summit, 10 out of 30 (33.3%) retailers in Columbia had exterior ads for tobacco products.

e 5outof 10 (50%) had exterior ads for any flavored tobacco products
e 8outof 10 (80%) had exterior ads for non-menthol cigarettes
e 4 out of 10 (40%) had exterior ads for menthol cigarettes

In Evanston, 8 out of 26 (30.8%) retailers in Evanston had exterior ads for tobacco products.
e 4 out of 8 (50%) had exterior ads for any flavored tobacco products
e 8 out of 8 (100%) had exterior ads for non-menthol cigarettes
e 3 0f 8 (97.5%) had exterior ads for menthol cigarettes

Ads for cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts were the most prevalent in both cities assessed in 2018-2019.
In Dayton, exterior advertisements for smokeless tobacco (chew, snuff, dip, or snus) and e-cigarettes

were more common than in Cleveland. Exterior ads for flavored cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts;
smokeless tobacco, and e-cigarettes were common in both cities.

For the cities with store assessments conducted in 2020, exterior advertisements for e-cigarettes were

the most common, followed by exterior advertisements for smokeless tobacco. Exterior ads for any

tobacco products were more prevalent at stores in Columbia than in Lees’ Summit or Evanston. Ads for

flavored smokeless tobacco were more prevalent or equally prevalent as ads for non-flavored
smokeless tobacco across all three cities. Ads for flavored e-cigarettes were present at the same

number of stores as ads for non-flavored e-cigarettes in Columbia, but at fewer stores in Lee’s Summit

and Evanston.

Exterior Advertisements: Other Tobacco Products: 2018-2019

Dayton Cleveland
% of retailers with % of retailers with
% of retailers with exterior ads for % of retailers with exterior ads for
any exterior ads flavored products any exterior ads flavored products
n of N (%) n of N (%) n of N (%) n of N (%)
Cigarillos, little 44 of 66 32 of 39 44 of 52 37 of 43
cigars, or blunts (66.7%) (82.1%) (84.6%) (86.1%)
Traditional cigars 14 of 58 14 of 17 14 of 52 8 of 13
(24.1%) (82.4%) (26.9%) (61.5%)
Chew, snuff, dip or 34 of 59 28 of 32 11 of 52 6 0of 6
snus (57.6%) (87.5%) (21.5%) (100%)
E-cigarette 22 of 62 18 of 21 4 of 52 30f4
products (35.5%) (85.7%) (7.7%) (75%)
Hookah 11 of 54 6 of 16 2 of 52 20f2
(20.4%) (37.5%) (3.9%) (100%)
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Exterior Advertisements: Other Tobacco Products: 2020

Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston

Any Flavored FI:lvc:)r;;ed Any Flavored FI;\lvc;r;;ad Any Flavored FI:lvc:)r:;ed
Cigarillos, little 150f47  11of15 13 0of 15 10of8 - - 10of8 --- ---
cigars, or blunts (31.9%) (73.3%) (86.7%) (12.5%) (12.5%)
Traditional cigars 00f 46 N N Dy - - 0of8 - -

(0%) (0%) (0%)
Chew, snuff, dip 27 0of 47 | 27 of 27 = 26 0of 27 2 of 9 20f2 1of2 20f8 20f2 20f2
or snus (57.5%) (100%) (96.3%) (22.2%) (100%) (50.0%) (25.0%) (100%) (100%)
E-cigarette 410f47 @ 150f41 @ 150f40 50f9 0of6 30f6 40f8 1of4 30f4
products (87.2%) (36.6%) (37.5%) (55.6%) (0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (25.0%) (75.0%)
Hookah 0 of 47 -- -- 0of 10 - - 0of 8 -- --

(0%) (0%) (0%)

Exterior Advertisements at Retailers Near Schools

When there are more tobacco retailers near schools, youth are more likely to experiment with
smoking® and schools with more retailers within walking distance have higher smoking prevalences
than schools with fewer retailers nearby.23

In Dayton, 19 of 86 (22.1%) tobacco retailers surveyed were located within 1000ft of a school, and
14 of 15 (93.3%) tobacco retailers located within 1000ft of schools had exterior advertisements for
flavored tobacco products compared to 50 of 51 (98.0%) tobacco retailers greater than 1000ft
away from a school.

In Cleveland, 34 of 74 (46%) of tobacco retailers surveyed (n=74) were located within 1000ft of a
school, and 25 out of the 25 (100%) surveyed retailers located within 1000ft of schools had exterior
advertisements for flavored tobacco products compared to 22 out of 26 (84.6%) of surveyed
retailers located greater than 1000ft away from a school.

In Columbia, 11 of 75 (14.7%) of tobacco retailers surveyed were located within 1000ft of a school,
and 5 out of the 11 (45.5%) surveyed retailers located within 1000ft of schools had exterior
advertisements for flavored tobacco products, as did 34 of 64 (53.1%) of surveyed retailers located
greater than 1000ft away from a school

In Lee’s Summit, 4 out of the 30 (13.3%) surveyed tobacco retailers were located within 1000ft of a
school, and 0 out of the 4 (0%) surveyed retailers located within 1000ft of schools had exterior
advertisements for flavored tobacco products, while 5 out of the 26 (19.2%) surveyed retailers
located greater than 1000ft away from a school had exterior advertisements for flavored products.
In Evanston, 9 of 26 (34.6%) of tobacco retailers surveyed were located within 1000ft of a school,
and 1 out of the 9 (11.1%) surveyed retailers located within 1000ft of schools had exterior
advertisements for flavored tobacco products compared to 3 out of 17 (17.7%) of surveyed
retailers located greater than 1000ft away from a school.
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Exterior Advertisements by Neighborhood Demographics

Menthol cigarettes have been disproportionately targeted to African Americans for decades.
Marketing for menthol tobacco products is more prevalent in urban neighborhoods and
neighborhoods with more black residents.®* Neighborhoods with a greater proportion of Black or
lower-income residents also have more marketing for little cigars and cigarillos.®> In Columbia, Lee’s
Summit, and Evanston, while we compared the proportion of retailers with exterior advertisements for
menthol cigarettes and the proportion of retailers with exterior advertisements for flavored little
cigars, cigarillos, or blunts in census tracts with the least proportion of African American residents to
the census tracts with the most African American residents, as well as in census tracts with the most
households living below the poverty level to census tracts with the lowest proportion of households
living below the poverty level, we are not reporting these percentages. Given the small number of
retailers in each tract, we are not able to draw any conclusions about this data. We did not complete
this analysis for the stores assessed in Dayton or Cleveland and 2018-2019

Product Placement

While cigarettes and smokeless tobacco products are required by federal law to be kept behind the
counter, other tobacco products, including flavored products, are permitted to be displayed within
easy reach of youth without clerk assistance. Self-service displays were more prevalent in Dayton than
in Cleveland. In both cities, they were most prevalent for cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts. Retailers in
Columbia, Lee’s Summit, and Evanston had fewer self-service displays overall, and they were most
prevalent for traditional cigars.

Retailers with Tobacco Products in Self-Service Displays

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
Cigarillos, little cigars, or 29 of 71 9 of 62 4 of 61 (6.6%) 2 of 25 (8.0%) 1 0f 17 (5.9%)
blunts (40.9%) (14.5%)
Traditional cigars 11 of 18 6 of 22 30f11(27.3%) 1 o0f2(50.0%) 2 of 6 (33.3%)
(61.1%) (27.3%)
E-cigarette products 10 of 33 30f 18 10f58(1.7%) @ 3 0f 18 (16.7%) 0 of 14 (0%)
(30.3%) (16.7%)
Hookah 4 of 8 (50%) 0of 6 1 of 1 (100%) - ---

(0%)

Retailers with Tobacco Products and Ads Places for Youth Appeal

Dayton Cleveland Columbia Lee’s Summit Evanston
:&T‘aeicgfp'::t‘:ftsrgfﬁi "‘;':;""aiz 40 of 79 20f 72 10f75 4 of 28 2 0f 26
ot youth p ' (50.6%) (2.8%) (1.3%) (14.3%) (7.7%)
candy, ice cream, soda, or toys.
;‘;fz‘;ct‘;:‘:l‘; ir:':ierte:ttii’::,c:de";'gzln 410f 76 12 of 74 4 of 74 7 0f 29 4 of 26
& 4 : (54.0%) (16.2%) (5.4%) (24.1%) (15.4%)

22



Discussion

Next steps

Local governments across the country have taken action since 2009 to restrict the sale of flavored
tobacco products. As of June 2020, 318 localities have passed restrictions on the sale of flavored
tobacco products, 117 of which include menthol tobacco products. Some places that originally
excluded menthol cigarettes from their policies are now amending their laws to include them. These
policies take various forms, from restricting the sale of all flavored tobacco products to adult-only
stores (e.g. tobacco shops, liquor stores), as has been done in Minneapolis and St. Paul, MN, to a
comprehensive sales ban as seen in San Francisco, CA. While some places have also restricted the sale
of flavored products near schools, this approach can pose some challenges, from determining which
stores fall within the given radius to the need for educating those stores on the policy, to ensuring
ongoing enforcement in conducted at the appropriate stores.

As of August 31, 2020, two states (Massachusetts and California) have passed policies prohibiting the
sale of flavored tobacco products; Massachusetts’ policy only exempts sales for on-premise
consumption at smoking bars, while California’s policy exempts loose leaf tobacco, premium cigars,
and hookah tobacco. Other states have prohibited the sale of specific flavored tobacco products,
including non-premium flavored cigars in Maine and flavored e-cigarettes in New York, New Jersey,
and Rhode Island. Utah and Maryland also prohibit the sale of some flavored e-cigarette products.

Given the broad availability of flavored tobacco product in all participating cities, any policy that
restricts the sale of flavored tobacco product is likely to benefit public health in these locales. In both
Dayton and Cleveland, all or nearly all stores near schools sold and advertised flavored tobacco
products outside. Across Columbia, Lee’s Summit, and Evanston, fewer stores overall had exterior
advertisements for tobacco products. While over 45% of stores near schools in Columbia had exterior
ads for flavored tobacco products, only 1 of the 11 stores near schools in Evanston did and none of the
4 stores near schools in Lee’s Summit did. Exposure to tobacco marketing and advertising contributes
to youth tobacco use initiation.8® Children and adolescents more frequently exposed to point-of-sale
tobacco promotion have 1.6 times higher odds of having tried smoking and 1.3 times higher odds of
being susceptible to future smoking compared to those less frequently exposed.?” Restricting the sale
of flavored tobacco products at stores near schools would likely reduce youth exposure to the
products. Restricting the sale of tobacco products to adult-only stores (e.g. tobacco shops; vape shops;
and/or beer, wine, or liquor stores) would further reduce youth exposure to tobacco, as specialty
tobacco shops, which are often adult-only, comprised only 6% of the surveyed stores in Dayton, and in
Cleveland, tobacco shops comprised only 1.4% while vape shops were only 2.7%. The same may be the
case in Evanston, where these store types comprised 7.7% of the stores. However, in Columbia, adult-
only shops comprised 32% of the tobacco retailers, and in Lee’s Summit they comprised 10%, so
limiting the sale of flavored tobacco to those stores would not reduce exposure as much. In addition,
localities around the country that have taken this approach have often seen a rise in the number of
these type of shops, with some stores splitting their business in two to be able to continue to sell
flavored products. To avoid this, localities could institute a cap on the number of licenses issued to this
type of store. However, prohibiting the sale of all flavored tobacco products in all stores would likely
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have the greatest benefit for public health, and increasing numbers of local and state governments are
taking action to do so.

While hookah is one of the most popular flavored tobacco products among youth, it was available in
only about 10% of store surveyed in both Dayton and Cleveland, though of those stores, nearly all sold
flavored hookah. It was only available at one store surveyed in Columbia, and none in Lee’s Summit or
Evanston. However, ensuring that any restrictions on the sale of flavored tobacco products that are
adopted include hookah is important given the product’s popularity among youth and young adults, its
disproportionate use among certain communities, and the health risks of the products.®

Like other products, flavored versions of smokeless tobacco are most popular among youth, with
nearly two-thirds of high school students who use smokeless tobacco using flavored smokeless
tobacco.®? Smokeless tobacco, popular in the Midwest, was available at more than two-thirds of stores
in Dayton (68.8%), while available at only about a quarter of stores in Cleveland (25.7%). While
menthol- and other-flavored smokeless tobacco were also available are a higher percentage of stores
in Dayton (menthol-flavored in 98.1% and other-flavored 88.5%), most stores that sold smokeless
tobacco in Cleveland still had flavored versions available with 84.2% selling menthol-flavored and
63.2% selling other flavors. Flavored smokeless tobacco was available all stores that sold the products
in Columbia and Lee’s Summit, and all but one in Evanston. Of these stores, more sold mint, menthol,
or wintergreen flavored smokeless tobacco than other flavors.

In Cuyahoga County, where Cleveland is located, 13.1% of high school students reported current cigar
use (including cigarillos and little cigars) in 2017, compared to 6.2% that reported current cigarette
use.’® Cigarillos, little cigars, and blunts are very widely available in Cleveland (sold at 85.1% of stores).
Given the high prevalence of flavored cigarillos, little cigars, and blunts in Cleveland and the city’s high
rate of youth use of these products, Cleveland could also consider minimum pricing and pack sizes to
further restrict youth access.

Cigarillos, little cigars, and blunts were similarly widely available in Columbia (82.4% of stores) and in
Lee’s Summit (89.3% of stores). Though somewhat less available in Evanston (69.2% of stores), a large
majority of tobacco retailers still sold them, and nearly all sold flavored versions. Of stores that sold
them, 96.7% of stores in Columbia sold mint, menthol, or wintergreen flavored versions, as did 70.8%
of stores in Lee’s Summit, and 61.1% of stores in Evanston. In addition, all of the stores selling
cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts sold them in flavors other than mint, menthol, or wintergreen.

Availability of cigarettes with menthol capsules in the filter was markedly higher at tobacco retailers
assessed in 2020 compared to those assess in 2018-2019. Combined with the high availability of
cigarillos, little cigars, and blunts in ambiguous flavors across all cities, this highlights the importance of
ensuring that any policy restricting or prohibiting the sale of flavored tobacco products includes
definitions that are comprehensive enough to cover these products and eliminate any other potential
loopholes that the tobacco industry could exploit.

While e-cigarette use has surged nationally among youth, the e-cigarette products were less available
than expected in both Dayton and Cleveland, though e-cigarettes were more available in Dayton than
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in Cleveland. Dr. Erika Trapl, Associate Director, of the Prevention Research Center for Healthy
Neighborhoods at Case Western Reserve University, noted that vaping had not hit the city of Cleveland
as much as other markets, though in the suburbs outside city limits, it is more of an issue. While 15.7%
of Cuyahoga County high schoolers reported current e-cigarette use in 2017, those products were less
available within the City of Cleveland. In Dayton, data collectors noted that e-cigarettes were less
available in the inner city. Recent evidence from other studies are beginning to find disparities in the
availability of e-cigarettes. A 2018 study conducted in New York City found that potentially less harmful
products like smokeless tobacco and e-cigarettes were more likely to be sold in neighborhoods with
more white and higher-income residents, potentially contributing to these results given the
sociodemographic makeup of Cleveland.®* Similarly, a 2016 study in Milwaukee found the e-cigarettes
were more available in predominately white areas of the city.*?

While e-liquids in droppers were less widely available in Columbia and Lee’s Summit, and not available
at any stores surveyed in Evanston, “pod mod” style products were available at all stores selling any e-
cigarettes in Columbia, all but two in Lee’s Summit, and all but one in Evanston. This widespread
availability of pod mods persists despite the federal sales restrictions on flavored e-cigarettes of this
style. While the survey form used in 2018-2019 did not ask about availability of single disposable e-
cigarettes other than the brand blu, these products were available at about a third of stores selling any
e-cigarettes in Columbia and Lee’s Summit, and at over three-quarter of stores selling any e-cigarettes
in Evanston. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the majority of data collected in Evanston occurred in July
and August 2020, while data collected in Columbia and Lee’s Summit occurred mostly in February and
March 2020. This may have had an impact on the greater availability of disposable e-cigarettes like Puff
Bar in Evanston, given that these products were exempt from the federal restrictions on some other
types of flavored e-cigarettes.

One of the largest differences between the cities located within Tobacco Nation and Evanston, the one
participating city located outside of that region, is prices. Prices for cigarettes in Evanston were nearly
double those in Columbia, Lee’s Summit, Dayton, and Cleveland, and prices in Evanston were
somewhat higher for e-cigarette products as well. This is unsurprising given the differences in cigarette
excise taxes between lllinois ($2.98 per pack) and Missouri ($0.17 per pack),®® but is important given
that raising prices is one of the most effective strategies for reducing tobacco use initiation, decreasing
consumption, and increasing cessation.’*

Challenges and Lessons Learned

Turnover. Turnover both at local health departments or community organizations and at local-level
governing bodies can pose a challenge to or delay successful point-of-sale policy change.

Identifying specific flavors and price promotions on specific flavors on crowded shelves. Store
assessments collect vital information and evidence documenting tobacco industry marketing and
promotion tactics at the point of sale. Because of menthol’s differential treatment at the federal level,
we thought it important to separately collect data on menthol-flavored tobacco products and other-
flavored tobacco products. However, given the wide range of flavors available, particularly for e-
cigarettes and cigarillos, little cigars, and blunts, it can be it can be a challenge for data collectors to
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determine without closely examining each product whether the products are mint-, menthol-, or
wintergreen flavored or some other flavor with green-colored packaging. Because of this challenge,
we did not require a yes or no answer to those questions in order to avoid erroneous data. However,
as a consequence, several questions asking about flavored versions of tobacco product had a fair
amount of missing data.

Monitoring data collection. In order to reduce the amount of missing data, it is important to monitor
data collection to ensure all questions on the survey form are completed for every product. Without
follow-up, we do not know whether data is missing because the answer was unable to be determined
or because a data collector using a paper form accidentally skipped the question. Close monitoring
allows confirmation or correction for data points that seem outside the norm (e.g. cigarettes
advertised for $1.00). For the purposes of this project, Counter Tools provided initial training through a
train-the-trainer model, but some information can get lost in translation, particularly when turnover in
project management or data collector roles occurs.

Time and capacity. A store assessment campaign is ideally carefully planned to engage data collectors
strategically. Even with the support of a mobile data collection and management tool such as the Store
Audit Center, it takes time to recruit, train, and manage volunteers. In order to ensure sufficient staff
time, capacity, and funding, local organizations and governments wishing to conduct store assessments
should include it in their workplans for the year. The cities involved in this campaign were able to fit it
into their existing workplans but had the benefit of the data collection software for efficiency as well as
training and technical assistance to support the project and set them up for success.

Use of paper forms and enforcement of skip logic. This form includes several questions with complex
skip logic. During the 2018-2019 pilot, if data collectors completed the electronic version of the form
on a mobile device, it automatically enforced skip logic. However, if data collectors completed a paper
version of the form, they may not have followed the skip logic instructions printed on the form. Use of
a mobile form should be required or strongly encouraged to ensure skip patterns are followed and
both ensure high quality data and minimize data cleaning needs. When data collection teams prefer to
use paper forms, lack access to a mobile data collection system, or lack internet connectivity, data
should be thoroughly cleaned to manually enforce skip logic.

The Value of Store Assessments

The value of conducting store assessments goes beyond the use of the data collected. They can also
serve as a tool for raising awareness of problems at the point of sale amongst data collectors, who can
in turn become advocates for change and raise awareness throughout their communities. For these
reasons, Counter Tools recommends involving data collectors strategically. For example, in Cleveland,
coordinators from Case Western Reserve University recruited both community residents and student
volunteers to collect the data. The community residents in particular were inspired to take action by
what they saw in stores and now see the retail environment with different eyes. These community
residents are hoping to testify at city council when the city considers restrictions on flavored tobacco
products in the future. Involving a diverse group of data collectors can also help put store owners and
clerks at ease, particularly in cities that are very segregated and where data collectors who do not
match the demographics of the neighborhood may stand out. In Dayton, data collection was done by a
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combination of public health staff members and youth from the Montgomery County Juvenile Justice
Center. In Columbia, Evanston, and Lee’s Summit, data collection was done by staff of the participating
organizations. The group in Evanston had hoped to be able to involve high school students, but altered
their plans due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Conducting store assessments is also a way to document and identify disparities in point-of-sale
advertising and product availability. While the pricing of cigarettes and availability of menthol
cigarettes in Dayton and Cleveland did not match national trends of disparity, we only compared the
quintile with the most households with African American residents or the most households below the
poverty line to the quintile with the least African American residents or the least households below the
poverty line. In 2018-2019, we also did not compare differences in advertising or discounting practices
for menthol cigarettes or cigarillos and little cigars by neighborhood, which have both also shown
disparities nationally. In 2020, store assessment results did show that the cheapest advertised prices
for both non-menthol and menthol cigarettes were lower in the areas of greatest poverty in both
Evanston and Lee’s Summit. While in Columbia, the average cheapest advertised prices overall were
not found in the areas of greatest poverty, but the average cheapest advertised price of a pack of
cigarettes was lower in the areas with the most people living in poverty than in the areas with the least
people living in poverty. While results in 2020 also did not show Newport menthol cigarettes to be
cheaper in areas with more Non-Hispanic Black residents, the store assessment results in Columbia
showed that the average cheapest advertised price of a pack of non-menthol cigarettes was cheaper in
areas with the most Non-Hispanic Black residents; in Evanston, the cheapest average advertised price
for a pack of menthol cigarettes was cheaper in areas with the most Non-Hispanic Black residents; and
in Lee’s Summit, both the average cheapest advertised price of a pack of non-menthol cigarettes and
the average cheapest advertised price of menthol cigarettes was cheaper in areas with the most Non-
Hispanic Black residents. However, we not conduct statistical tests to identify whether results were
significantly different from one another.

Store assessments are also a way to track change in the retail environment over time. Each of these
cities can now use this data to compare to previous and/or future store assessment data to track
trends in product availability, prices, and promotion. The cities could use this data to assess how
changes in federal laws regarding the sale of flavored tobacco products, if implemented, roll out on the
ground. In addition, they can use the data to assess how availability of flavored products changes
before and after any local or state policies are implemented.

In a 2015 study of a nationally representative sample of counties across the country, counties that had
performed retail tobacco assessments were more than six times as likely to have adopted point-of-sale
policies than those that had not.%> While we have not conducted a legal analysis of the state code of
laws, Dayton and Cleveland, along with other cities in Ohio, appear to retain the authority the pass
local laws regarding the sale of tobacco products. Similarly, these seems to be the case under Missouri
law for Columbian and Lee’s Summit; as well as under lllinois law for Evanston. However, it is also
critical to consult legal experts when considering new policies in order to assure the authority, legality,
and comprehensiveness of the policy language. While store assessment data can serve as critical
evidence for the need for policy change, documenting the problem is often only the first step. Plugging
the data in to an organized campaign for change; raising awareness of the problem and solution
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amongst stakeholders, the community at large, and the communities most burdened by tobacco; and
persuading decision makers to act are all important next steps in the policy change process. Store
assessment data provides a catalyst to this process and a foundation of evidence for change to

improve the health of the retail environment and reduce the burden of tobacco related death and
disease in our communities.

28



Standardized Tobacco Assessment "‘COUNTER
. . €% 1001
for Retail Settings: Flavored Tobacco (fSTARS) e

Version 2.0 fSTARS and its accompanying Training Guide are available for free at www.countertobacco.org/fSTARS

YOUR NAME
STORE NAME
ADDRESS
CITY, STATE ZIP
DATE START TIME END TIME

SURVEY

1. Can you visit the store?

Yes [Continue]

No, store does not exist [Skip to Q20a]

No, store closed [Continue with Q2-Q5, then skip to Q20a]

No, under 18 not allowed [Continue with Q2-Q5, then skip to Q20a]
No, members only [Continue with Q2-Q5, then skip to Q20a]

No, unsafe [Skip to Q20a]

No, other reason not listed [Continue with Q2-Q5, then skip to Q20a]

OOoooOooao

2. Does the actual store name match the assigned store name?
O Yes [Continue]
0 No - Enter correct name:

3. Does the actual store address match the assigned store address?
O Yes [Continue]
OO No - Enter correct address:

4. Choose one best store type:
Convenience store with gas
Convenience store without gas
Drug store or pharmacy

Beer, wine, liquor store
Grocery store

Mass merchandiser

Tobacco shop

Vape shop

Other store type not listed

OOoOoO0OoOooOon

EXTERIOR
5. Are any tobacco products advertised anywhere outside the store? These are ads on windows/doors facing out, building,
sidewalk, gas pumps or elsewhere.

O Yes [Continue]

0 No [Skip to Q6a]

If yes, please indicate which of the following products are ADVERTISED anywhere outside the store:

a. Cigarettes — Non-menthol O Yes O No
b. Cigarettes — menthol O Yes O No
c. Cigarillos/little cigars/blunts O Yes 0 No [Skip to Q5f]
d. FLAVORED cigarillos/little cigars/blunts (including mint, menthol, or wintergreen) O Yes O No
e. NON-FLAVORED cigarillos/little cigars/blunts O vYes O No
f.  Traditional cigars O VYes O No [Skip to Q5i]



o4

ADVANCING PLACE-BASED
PUBLIC HEALTH

No

No

No [Skip to Q5]
No
No
No [Skip to Q50]
No
No
No [Skip to Q6a]
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

FLAVORED traditional cigars (including mint, menthol, or wintergreen)
NON-FLAVORED traditional cigars

Chew, snuff, dip, or snus?

FLAVORED chew, snuff, dip, or snus (including mint, menthol, or wintergreen)
NON-FLAVORED chew, snuff, dip, or snus

E-Cigarettes

FLAVORED e-cigarettes (including mint, menthol, or wintergreen)
NON-FLAVORED e-cigarettes (tobacco flavor only)

Hookah

FLAVORED hookah (including mint, menthol, or wintergreen)
NON-FLAVORED hookah

2T OS5 3 T AT oM
ooooOoooooog
e o e o o Y o o o

INTERIOR

6a. Is WIC accepted here?
0 Yes [Continue]
0 No [Continue]
0 Unsure [Continue]

6b. Is SNAP accepted here?
O Yes [Continue]
0 No [Continue]
O Unsure [Continue]

7. Are alcoholic beverages sold here?
O Yes [Continue]
[0 No [Continue]

8. Is a pharmacy counter present?
O Yes [Continue]
0 No [Continue]

9. Is tobacco sold here?
[0 Yes [Continue]
0 No [Skip to Q20a]

10. Are there indications that mobile tobacco coupons are accepted here?
[0 Yes [Continue]
0 No [Continue]

11. Are ANY tobacco products placed within 12” of youth products?
0 Yes [Continue]
0 No [Continue]

12. Are ANY tobacco products advertised within 3 feet of the floor?
O Yes [Continue]
O No [Continue]

CIGARETTES
13. Answer these questions about CIGARETTES:

a. Are any cigarettes SOLD here? O Yes [ No [Skip to 14a]
b. Are any NON-MENTHOL cigarettes SOLD here? O Yes [ No [Skipto 13e]

c. Enter CHEAPEST advertised price of a single pack of non-menthol cigarettes: $
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d. Enter BRAND information for the cheapest single pack of non-menthol cigarettes
(e.g. Pall Mall Red):

e. Are MENTHOL cigarettes SOLD here? O Yes [ No [Skipto 13k]

f.  Enter CHEAPEST advertised price of a single pack of menthol cigarettes: $

g. Enter BRAND information for the cheapest single pack of menthol cigarettes
(e.g. Traffic Menthol Green, L&M Menthol, Pall Mall Menthol, etc.):

h. Are Newport Menthol cigarette single packs (regular hard pack) sold here? O Yes DO No [Skipto 13j]

i. Enter the advertised price of Newport Menthol cigarette single pack (regular hard pack): $

j.  Are any cigarettes with menthol capsules in the filter sold here?
(e.g. Camel Crush, Marlboro NXT)?

O O No

k. Are there ANY cigarette price promotions? O Yes O No/[Skipto 14a]
O O
O O

Yes

I.  Are there any NON-MENTHOL cigarette price promotions? Yes No
m. Are there any MENTHOL cigarette price promotions? Yes No

CIGARILLOS/LITTLE CIGARS/BLUNTS
14. Answer these questions about CIGARILLOS/LITTLE CIGARS/BLUNTS:

a. Are any cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts SOLD here? O Yes @O No [Skipto 15a]
b. Are FLAVORED cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts SOLD here? O Yes DO No [Skip to 14e]
c. Are cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or WINTERGREEN sold 0
Yes O No
here?
d. Are cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or wintergreen O Yes O No
sold here?
e. Are NON-FLAVORED cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts sold here? O Yes O No
f.  Any there ANY cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts price promotions? O Yes O No [Skipto 14j]
g. Ar.1y price promotions for cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts flavored with mint, menthol, or O vVes O No
wintergreen?
h. Any price promotions for cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts with flavors OTHER THAN mint,
) O ves O No
menthol, or wintergreen?
i.  Any price promotions for NON-FLAVORED cigarillos, cigars, or blunts? O ves O No
j.  Are any cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts with AMBIGUOUS flavor descriptors sold here? O Yes O No
(e.g., Black and Mild “Jazz,” Garcia y Vega “Blue,” Swisher Sweets “Island Madness”)
k. Ifyes, enter flavor name (include brand name E.g., White Owl “Tropical Twist”
I.  Are any SINGLE cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts sold here? O ves O No
Are any cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts advertised for less than $1 O vYes 0O No
n. Are any cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts in self-service displays? O ves O No
TRADITIONAL CIGARS
15. Answer these questions about TRADITIONAL CIGARS:
a. Are traditional cigars SOLD here? O Yes O No/[Skipto 16a]
b. Are traditional cigars flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or WINTERGREEN sold here? O Yes [ No
c. Are traditional cigars with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or wintergreen sold here? O Yes O No
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d. Are NON-FLAVORED traditional cigars sold here? O ves O No
e. Are any cigarillos, little cigars, or blunts in self-service displays? O vYes O No
CHEW/SNUFF/DIP/SNUS
16. Answer these questions about CHEW/SNUFF/DIP/SNUS:
a. Is chew, snuff, dip, or snus SOLD here? O Yes [ No [Skipto 17a]
b. Is chew, snuff, dip, or snus flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or WINTERGREEN sold here? O Yes O No
c. Ischew, snuff, dip, or snus with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or wintergreen sold
O Yes 0O No
here?
d. Is NON-FLAVORED chew, snuff, dip, or snus sold here? 0 Yes O No
e. Anythere ANY price promotions for chew, snuff, dip, or snus? O Yes [ No [Skipto 17d]
f.  Any price promotions for chew, snuff, dip, or snus flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or O Yes O No
WINTERGREEN?
g. Any price promotions for chew, snuff, dip, or snus with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol,
: O ves 0O No
or wintergreen?
h. Any price promotions for NON-FLAVORED chew, snuff, dip or snus? O ves O No
E-CIGARETTE PRODUCTS
17. Answer these questions about E-CIGARETTE PRODUCTS:
a. Are e-cigarette products SOLD here? O Yes [ No [Skipto 18a]
b. Are any e-cigarette products flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or WINTERGREEN sold here?
O ves O No
' - . £ . .
C ﬁ::ea?ny e-cigarette products with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or wintergreen sold O Yes O No
d. Are any NON-FLAVORED e-cigarette products sold here? (tobacco flavor only) O ves O No
e. Any there any e-cigarette price promotions? O Yes DO No [Skip to 17i]
f.  Any price promotions for e-cigarette products flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or O Yes O No
WINTERGREEN?
g. Any price promotions for e-cigarette products with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or
; O Yes O No
wintergreen?
h. Any price promotions for NON-FLAVORED e-cigarette products? (tobacco flavor only) O ves O No
i. Are e-liquid in droppers sold here? O Yes [ No [Skipto 171]
j.  What is the cheapest advertised price of a dropper of e-liquid? 3
k. How many ounces are in the cheapest dropper of e-liquid? 0z
I.  Are any single disposable e-cigarettes sold here? O Yes DO No[Skipto17n]
m. Enter the CHEAPEST advertised price for a single disposable e-cigarette: $

n. Are any “pod mod” e-cigarette products sold here (e.g. JUUL, MyBIu, Vuse Alto, NJOY ACE, O Yes O No

etc.)?
0. Are any “pod mod” devices sold here? O Yes [ No [Skipto17q]
p. Enter the CHEAPEST advertised price for a “pod mod” device: 3
g. Areany “pod mod” cartridges sold here? O Yes DO No [Skipto 17t]

r. Enter the CHEAPEST advertised price for a pack of “pod mod” cartridges:
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How many “pod mod” cartridges does the cheapest pack contain?
Are any “pod mod” starter kits sold here?
Enter the CHEAPEST advertised price for a “pod mod” starter kit:

Are any e-cigarette products advertised as containing zero nicotine sold here?
Are any e-cigarette products in self-service displays?

HOOKAH/SHISHA/ARGILEH
18. Answer these questions about HOOKAH/SHISHA/ARGILEH

T T Sm e o0 T

Is hookah SOLD here?

Any hookah flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or WINTERGREEN sold here?

Any hookah with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or wintergreen sold here?

Any NON-FLAVORED hookah sold here?

Any hookah with AMBIGUOUS FLAVOR DESCRIPTORS sold here (e.g. Starbuzz “Blue Mist”)?
Any there any hookah price promotions?

Any price promotions for hookah flavored with MINT, MENTHOL, or WINTERGREEN?

Any price promotions for hookah with flavors OTHER THAN mint, menthol, or wintergreen?
Any price promotions for NON-FLAVORED hookah?

Is any hookah in self-service displays?

TOBACCO PRODUCE INVENTORY
19. What percent of the total tobacco inventory in the store is:

None Less than 10% 11-25%

a. Mint, menthol, or wintergreen products O O O
b. Other-flavored products O O |
c. Non-flavored products O O O
FINISH

20a. ALMOST DONE! ANY FIELD NOTES?

[0 Yes [Continue]
0 No [Skip to end]

20b. Enter field notes:

THIS IS THE LAST QUESTION. THANKS FOR DOING THE SURVEY!

0‘0 COUNTER

“ TOOLS
ADVANCING PLACE-BASED
PUBLIC HEALTH
$__ .
O Yes [ No [Skipto 17v]
$_ .
O Yes [ No
O Yes [ No
O Yes 0O No [Skipto 19a]
O Yes O No
0 Yes [ No
O Yes O No
0 Yes [ No
O Yes 0O No[Skipto 18]
0 Yes [ No
O vYes O No
O Yes O No
O vYes O No
26-50% 51-75% 76-100%
O O O
O O O
O O O
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