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Tobacco use

* Smoking is leading cause of preventable death in the US
* Harmful effects include cancer, heart disease, lung disease

* Approximately 28 million US adults identified as current
smokers in 2021



Tobacco industry spending

* Spending on cigarette advertising and promotion:
$8.01 billion in 2022
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Tobacco hotspots

* Areas with a glut of tobacco retailers
* Areas with high tobacco retailer concentration

o High tobacco retailer density

= Large # per square mile or per 1,000 people

o High tobacco retailer proximity

= Large % of population within a 5- or 10-minute walk to a retailer

= Short median distance from residents to retailers, e.g., 500m, 1000m

o Proximity # Density



Retailer concentration in ASPIRE cities

* Goals

o Compare measures of tobacco retailer density and
resident-to-retailer proximity in the 30 cities

o Compare the impact of retail policies on density
and proximity

o Consider the importance of context for policy impact



Retail policy simulations

* License Cap (LC)
 Retailer-to-Retailer Buffer (R2R)

* School-to-Retailer Buffer (S2R)



Retailer concentration in ASPIRE cities
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Policy
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Key takeaways

* Proximity # Density
o And the impact of policies is different

* Context is important
o Baseline built environment for tobacco matters
o Other factors likely matter as well

* Policymakers should know that policies will affect the
measures differently

o Plan for this for gauging policy successes

o Different measures, e.g., proximity of retailers to schools,
may resonate differently across groups
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Next steps

* Simulations with a focus on equity

o We know there are racial, ethnic, and economic disparities in tobacco retailer density and
resident-to-retailer proximity

o There are differential impacts across groups and communities from retailer reduction policies
as well

o For example, how does a 600m (~2000ft) school-to-retailer buffer affect low-income
communities as compared to higher-income ones, or communities of color and

predominately non-Hispanic white communities, in terms of tobacco retailer density and
proximity reductions?

o Aside from traditional sociodemographics, there are structural measures of equity we
investigate and compare: social capital index, social vulnerability index, entropy index, etc.



Contact us

Veronica Chaitan vichaitan@wustl.edu
Todd Combs toddcombs@wustl.edu

aspirecenter@wustl.edu
/ ASPiRE Center p_ @
Y A aspirecenter.org

cphss.wustl.edu cphss@wustl.edu W @CPHSSwust|



Questions from CADCA

* Have you started additional research on this topic?

* Who have you presented your findings to and who would you want to reach?

* How can coalitions and substance use preventionists in the field best use the

findings from your research?

cadca.org 3



Mark Your Calendars for the next RIA!

Tuesday, February 27t at 12pm

“Long-term behavioral effects of a school-based prevention
program on illicit drug use among young adults”

Dr. Kenneth Griffin

cadca.org 4



Coming Soon!

2024
Annual Survey of Coalitions
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