
Tobacco Control in the 21st Century: 



largest cause 

1 in 5 

replaced

• All levels of government 

• Tobacco 21 and flavor policies



Federal

State

Local

Overarching Questions: 

1. How are recent tobacco 
control policies such as 
Tobacco 21 or flavor 
restrictions implemented at 
ground level? 

2. What are the features of the 
US political system that shape 
and characterize this 
implementation?



Point-of-Purchase 
Advertising and 
Menthol Product 

Availability

Politics of Local and 
State Tobacco 21 

Policies

Enforcement of 
Minimum Legal Sales 

Age









There is no licensing for 
tobacco products in 
Michigan, so other 

sources were utilized

Stores known to not sell 
tobacco were excluded 
(i.e., CVS, Trader Joe’s, 

etc.)

Data was deduplicated, 
cleaned, and connected 

with zip-code level 
demographics



Wayne County                       Kent County



Store Characteristics

Grand Rapids Detroit Total
Convenience store with gas (e.g., Exxon, Shell) 18 18 36
Convenience store without gas (e.g., 7-Eleven) 9 3 12
Drug store or pharmacy (e.g., Walgreens, Rite Aid) 2 4 6
Beer, wine, liquor store 14 19 33
Grocery store (e.g., deli, small grocer, Kroger) 7 7 14
Mass merchandiser (e.g., Walmart, Meijer, Costco) 0 1 1
Discount store (e.g., Dollar General, Family Dollar) 6 4 10
Tobacco shop (e.g., Wild Bill’s, cigar shops, hookah bars) 2 6 8
Vape shop (or head shop with vaping products) 1 1 2
Total 59 63 122



90%

70% 

80% 
75% 

60%

• 99%



• 58% of stores surveyed sold single cigarillos
• 67% of stores sold cigarillos for less than $1
• Newport cigarettes were $9.40 on average, 

cheapest cigarettes were ~$7.20
• Smoker’s Choice was as cheap as $2

The most common menthol 

e-cigarette brand was Breeze

Prices were: $9.99, $11.99, $15.00, 
$15.11, $17.00 

(*depends if it is Breeze Plus or Breeze Pro) 



greater menthol flavored 
product availability and advertising for cigarettes and cigarillos

Non-Hispanic Black

Newport Price
0.05#

(p-value 0.009; CI 0.01, 0.09)*

Product Availability

Mint Cigarillos
0.69

(p-value 0.043; CI 0.49, 0.99)*

Menthol Pipe Tobacco
0.59

(p-value 0.017; CI 0.38, 0.91)*

Any Pipe
0.73

(p-value 0.023; CI 0.55, 0.96)*

Mint Chew
0.54

(p-value 0.044; CI 0.29, 0.98)*

Any Chew
0.71

(p-value 0.005; CI 0.55, 0.90)*

Menthol E-cigs
0.81

(p-value 0.032; CI 0.68, 0.98)*

Self-Service (SS)

SS Yes/No
0.50

(p-value 0.028; CI 0.27, 0.93)*

Any Cigarillo SS
0.21 

(p-value 0.018; CI 0.57, 1.56)*

Any Cigar SS
0.29 

(p-value 0.048; CI 0.09, 0.99)*

Any SS
0.38 

(p-value 0.019; CI 0.17, 0.85)*

Marketing

Any Ad3ft
0.80 

(p-value 0.033; CI 0.65, 0.98)*

Any E-cig Promo
0.02

(p-value 0.034; CI 0.01, 0.74)*

Any Promo
0.81 

(p-value 0.014; CI 0.69, 0.96)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



greater availability 
and advertisement of all flavors of smokeless tobacco as well as 
menthol e-cigarettes. 

Non-Hispanic White

Menthol Pipe Tobacco 1.53 (p-value 0.009; CI 1.11, 2.11)*

Mint Chew 2.43 (p-value 0.005; CI 1.31, 4.51)*

Any Chew 1.62 (p-value 0.004; CI 1.17, 2.25)*

Menthol Capsules 1.67 (p-value 0.014; CI 1.11, 2.52)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



will not be more or less likely to have menthol 
flavored product availability or advertising.

Newport Sold

Non-Hispanic Asian 0.22 (p-value 0.020; CI 0.06, 0.79)*
*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Hispanic neighborhoods will not be more or less likely to have 
menthol flavored product availability or advertising.

Newport Price
-0.05# (p-value 0.048; CI 
-0.10, 0.01)*

Product Availability

Menthol Cigarillos
1.32 (p-value 0.041; CI 
1.01, 1.71)*

Any Large Cigar
1.60 (p-value 0.003; CI 
1.18, 2.17)*

Single Cigarillos
1.30 (p-value 0.032; CI 
1.02, 1.65)*

Marketing

Menthol Ecig Near Candy
1.38 

(p-value 0.032; CI 1.03, 1.86)*

Any Cigarillo Ad3ft
1.25 

(p-value 0.041; CI 1.01, 1.54)^

Any E-cig Ad3ft
1.63

(p-value 0.008; CI 1.13, 2.34)*

Any Ad3ft
1.33

(p-value 0.017; CI 1.05, 1.68)*

Any Cigarillo Promo
1.60 

(p-value 0.041; CI 1.01, 2.51)*

Any E-cig Promo
1.24

(p-value <0.001; CI 1.36, 2.81)*

Any Promo
1.30 

(p-value 0.034; CI 1.02, 1.67)*

Menthol Ecig Price Promo
1.83

(p-value 0.001; CI 1.28, 2.64)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Hispanic neighborhoods will not be more or less likely to have 
menthol flavored product availability or advertising.

Self-Service (SS)

SS Yes/No 1.49 (p-value 0.035; CI 1.03, 2.15)*

Menthol Cigarettes SS 1.53 (p-value 0.018; CI 1.08, 2.19)*

Menthol Cigarillos SS 1.51 (p-value 0.019; CI 1.10, 2.14)*

Any Cigarillo SS 1.66 (p-value 0.001; CI 1.22, 2.25)*

Any Cigar SS 1.76 (p-value 0.001; CI 1.26, 2.45)*

Any E-cig SS 1.69 (p-value 0.006; CI 1.17, 2.45)*

Any SS 1.44 (p-value 0.032; CI 1.03, 2.00)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



lower income or higher poverty will have greater 
menthol product availability and advertising, especially for cigarettes, cigars, 
and smokeless tobacco.

^Controlled for rurality, store type, and county

Median Income Below Poverty
Cheap Non-Flavored 
Cig Price

-0.09# (p-value 0.007; 
CI ~0.16, -0.03)^

0.26# (p-value 0.003; CI 
0.9, 0.43)^

Cheap Menthol Cig 
Price Not significant

0.20# (p-value 0.019; CI 
0.03, 0.36)^

Product Availability

Mint Cigarillos
1.32 (p-value 0.016; CI 
1.05, 1.66)^ Not significant

Mint Large Cigars
1.36 (p-value 0.011; CI 
1.07, 1.73)^

0.47 (p-value 0.050; CI 
0.22, 1.00)^

Any Large Cigar Not significant
0.47 (p-value 0.045; CI 
0.22, 0.98)^

Mint Chew
1.97 (p-value 0.014; CI 
1.15, 3.38)^

0.27 (p-value 0.041; CI 
0.08, 0.95)^

Any Chew
1.35 (p-value 0.019; CI 
1.05, 1.74)^ Not significant

Median Income Below Poverty
Marketing

Menthol Chew Ad3ft
1.43 (p-value 0.045; CI 
1.01, 2.03)^

Menthol Chew 
Promo

1.33 (p-value 0.031; CI 
1.03, 1.71)^

0.28 (p-value 0.018; CI 
0.10, 0.80)^

Mint Chew Price 
Promo

1.50 (p-value 0.002; CI 
1.16, 1.95)^

0.26 (p-value 0.009; CI 
0.09, 0.71)^

Menthol Cigarillo 
Promo

1.40 (p-value 0.031; CI 
1.03, 1.89)^

Any Cigarillo Promo
1.34 (p-value 0.011; CI 
1.07, 1.69)^

Any Chew Promo
1.23 (p-value 0.027; CI 
1.02, 1.47)^



E-cigarette availability and advertisement will not differ by 
economic factors.

Median Income Below Poverty
Product Availability

Mint E-cigs
0.80 (p-value 0.010; CI 

0.68, 0.95)^
1.74 (p-value 0.028; CI 

1.06, 2.86)^

Any E-cig
0.78 (p-value 0.005; CI 

0.65, 0.93)^ Not significant

^Controlled for rurality, store type, and county



Impact of COVID-19

• Changes in use, supply, and advertising (marketing and discounts)

• In-store barriers, restructuring

• Less enforcement and education

Retail chain policies

Rapidly changing market and retail environment

Change in tobacco industry strategy

Tobacco control efforts are working to reduce disparities in certain communities, particularly non-Hispanic 
Black communities

Michigan could be unique and particularly affected 



Enforcement is lacking

Possible language barrier/education 
deficit for Hispanic communities

Product placement and marketing can be 
targets for policy change or education



Products Widely 
Available

Comprehensive 
policy language

Age restricted 
stores

Flavor regulation
Require tobacco 
to be kept out of 

sight

Cheap Products

Increase taxes
Minimum pack 

size
Regulate store 

promotions







Colorado
• Adopted in 2020

• Best-practice law

• Not preempted

• Leader in tobacco 
control 

Virginia
• Adopted in 2019

• Industry law

• Dillon’s Rule

• Tobacco industry 
state

Ideologically 
moderate

Similar adult 
and youth 
use rates



Key Themes



National Efforts can Disrupt or Displace State Agendas

‘what are you doing 
coming to Colorado? Why aren't you talking to us first? Do you know? Why are you 
working at odds against our priorities? You could really unravel years of work that we 
have put into place by simply just imposing this on the community’

discouraged VA from 
pursuing T21

• AHA, ALA, and ACS all on the legislative committee of VA’s statewide coalition- 
nationally focused on pursuing tobacco taxation; taxes ended up higher on 
agenda than licensing



Citizen Involvement Through Professionals



Industry Action



Funding Source

Organizational Capacity

Perceived Representation of 
Constituents



Funding Arrangements



Capacity for Advocacy



Representation of ‘Constituents’



popularity evidence of its 
effectiveness 

democracy the process of passing 
T21 was quite flawed



Only certain groups or individuals can influence 
the policy agenda

Policies are determined by national advocacy 
organizations

The policies favored by these organizations may 
have questionable efficacy and potential harm











Systematic Failures

• Variation at state/local level (TRL, T21, taxes, flavor restrictions)

• Preemption 

• Two incongruent federal regimes 

• Incentive is for states to stay under 20% RVR 

National Tobacco 21

• Synar

• Three-year grace period

• Reduced potential Synar penalty for states

• Transitional grant funding ($18.6 million annually through 2024 [$74 million total])

• FDA allowed a one-year adjustment period for retailers

COVID-19 Pandemic

• Severely limited ability to perform compliance checks- Virginia had none from 2020-2022
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FDA Inspections Summary, January 2019 - June 2023

No-tobacco-sale order Civil money penalty Warning letter

No violations observed Total Inspections





• 8% 
• 7%
• 5%

24.58%



Federal Policy Change

• Move Synar program to FDA

• Restructure the funding of the program to better align incentives for state 
governments

• Set guidelines to determine if a state is making a “good faith effort” 

• Remove state preemption of local enforcement

Synar Program Updates

• Computerized system

• Greater data transparency

• Program audit

• Require states to penalize retailers and use 18-20 year old decoys



Stronger Implementation is Needed to 
Achieve Health Equity

infrastructure for implementation and enforcement 
unequal

layered atop an arrangement of weak 
enforcement regimes

• More work needs to be dedicated to closing the gap between states with 
best-practice policies and weak or nonexistent enforcement

• Great progress has been made to reduce youth vaping; the 
weaknesses in the US enforcement system must be resolved to 
protect those targeted by the tobacco industry





Extension Opportunities

Larger analysis of 
tobacco product 
advertising and 

placement

Toolkit for community-
based work

Mapping preemption 
and identifying barriers

Tobacco 21 
implementation



Create healthier 
environments 
through policy

Assess impact of 
policies and 

interventions





leading preventable 
cause of morbidity and mortality 

targeted

menthol bans and 
flavor bans





Methods



Retailer Identification and Mapping

There is no licensing for 
tobacco products in 
Michigan, so other 

sources were utilized

Stores known to not sell 
tobacco were excluded 

(i.e., CVS, Trader Joe’s, 
etc.)

Data was deduplicated, 
cleaned, and connected 

with zip-code level 
demographics



Zip Code Selection

• Demographic data from the American Community Survey was 
used to purposefully select five zip codes in Kent County six 
zip codes to survey in Wayne County (six were chosen due to 
greater heterogeneity)
• Zip codes selected to ensure there is a variety of income 

levels, racial makeup, and rurality



• Largely Black/African 
American area

• Low Median Household 
Income

• High poverty rates

Wayne County    Kent County

• Largely Black/African 
American area

• Mixed Median 
Household Income

• Average poverty rates



• Largely Hispanic area
• Low Median 

Household Income
• High poverty rates

Wayne County    Kent County

• Largely Hispanic area
• Mixed Household 

Income
• Mixed poverty rates



• Relatively large Asian 
[Middle Eastern] population

• Low Median Household 
Income

• High poverty rates

Wayne County Only



• Non-Hispanic white rural area
• Average Median Household 

Income
• Average poverty rates

Wayne County    Kent County



• Non-Hispanic white areas
• High Median Household 

Income
• Low poverty rates

Wayne County    Kent County



Structured Observation of the Retail Environment

• 12 to 15 retailers were 
randomly selected from the 
zip codes chosen above

• Observations assessed 
products sold, pricing, 
advertising, and placement 
of products

• Created a modified version 
of the Standardized Tobacco 
Assessment for Retail 
Settings (STARS) tool and 
amendments to examine the 
interior and exterior of the 
retailer



Results: Descriptive Statistics



Sample Summary

Store Characteristics

Grand Rapids Detroit Total

Convenience store with gas (e.g., Exxon, Shell) 18 18 36

Convenience store without gas (e.g., 7-Eleven) 9 3 12

Drug store or pharmacy (e.g., Walgreens, Rite Aid) 2 4 6

Beer, wine, liquor store 14 19 33

Grocery store (e.g., deli, small grocer, Kroger) 7 7 14

Mass merchandiser (e.g., Walmart, Meijer, Costco) 0 1 1

Discount store (e.g., Dollar General, Family Dollar) 6 4 10

Tobacco shop (e.g., Wild Bill’s, cigar shops, hookah bars) 2 6 8

Vape shop/head shop with vaping products 1 1 2

Total 59 63 122

• 177 randomly selected

• 112* stores completed inside and out (56 in Kent County and 56 in Wayne County)

• Excluded: no tobacco products (n=30); observers were asked to leave (n=12); store does not 
exist (n=9); store closed (n=7); unsafe environment (n=1); other (n=6)



Products Sold (Grand Rapids, Detroit)

Any cigarette: 
100% 92%

Any cigarillo: 
96% 85%

Any e-cigarettes: 
67% 69%

Any 
chew/smokeless: 

82% 40%

Any large cigar: 
25% 28%

Any loose 
tobacco: 

44% 20%
Any 

hookah/shisha: 
14% 18%



Flavors (Grand Rapids, Detroit)

E-cigarettes and cigarillos were also the 
products most likely to be placed by candy

• E-cigarettes were next most 
prevalent in Detroit 

• 64% 67% other flavors

• 60% 64% mint

• 46% 56% non-flavored

• 38% 38% menthol

• Cigarillos were the most 
prevalent product 

• 95% 80% non-flavored

• 95% 73% flavored

• Chew/snus/smokeless products were 
next most prevalent in Grand Rapids

• 79% 24% mint

• 77% 36% non-flavored

• 58% 25% other flavors

• 46% 25% menthol        



Specific Products (Grand Rapids, Detroit)

81% 58% of stores surveyed sold 
single cigarillos

Major brands: Black & Mild (72% 70%), Swisher Sweets (11%), 
Backwoods (5% 11%), White Owl (4%)

84% 67% of stores surveyed 
sold cigarillos for less than $1

88% 56% of stores surveyed sold 
menthol capsule cigarettes



Product Pricing (Grand Rapids, Detroit)

Table 6

Observations Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

Cheap Non-menthol 108 4.24 9.43 7.11 0.97

Cheap Menthol 107 4.24 9.43 7.16 0.91

Newport Menthol 107 7.79 10.69 9.30 0.52

Cheap disposable e-

cigarette 
20 6.99 18.82 11.58 3.77

Blu disposable e-

cigarette
7 7.49 12 8.56 1.54

98% 90% of stores 
sold Newport’s

The most common 
menthol e-cigarette 
brand was Breeze



Results: Regression Analyses
Comparing neighborhoods



Race/Ethnicity: Non-Hispanic Black Neighborhoods

• Hypothesis: Non-Hispanic Black neighborhoods will have greater menthol 
flavored product availability and advertising for cigarettes and cigarillos.

Non-Hispanic Black

Newport Price
0.05#

(p-value 0.009; CI 0.01, 0.09)*

Product Availability

Mint Cigarillos
0.69

(p-value 0.043; CI 0.49, 0.99)*

Menthol Pipe 

Tobacco
0.59

(p-value 0.017; CI 0.38, 0.91)*

Any Pipe
0.73

(p-value 0.023; CI 0.55, 0.96)*

Mint Chew
0.54

(p-value 0.044; CI 0.29, 0.98)*

Any Chew
0.71

(p-value 0.005; CI 0.55, 0.90)*

Menthol E-cigs
0.81

(p-value 0.032; CI 0.68, 0.98)*

Self-Service (SS)

SS Yes/No
0.50

(p-value 0.028; CI 0.27, 0.93)*

Any Cigarillo SS
0.21 

(p-value 0.018; CI 0.57, 1.56)*

Any Cigar SS
0.29 

(p-value 0.048; CI 0.09, 0.99)*

Any SS
0.38 

(p-value 0.019; CI 0.17, 0.85)*

Marketing

Any Ad3ft
0.80 

(p-value 0.033; CI 0.65, 0.98)*

Any E-cig Promo
0.02

(p-value 0.034; CI 0.01, 0.74)*

Any Promo
0.81 

(p-value 0.014; CI 0.69, 0.96)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Race/Ethnicity: Non-Hispanic White Neighborhoods

• Hypothesis: Non-Hispanic White areas will have greater 
availability and advertisement of all flavors of smokeless 
tobacco as well as menthol e-cigarettes. 

Non-Hispanic White

Menthol Pipe Tobacco 1.53 (p-value 0.009; CI 1.11, 2.11)*

Mint Chew 2.43 (p-value 0.005; CI 1.31, 4.51)*

Any Chew 1.62 (p-value 0.004; CI 1.17, 2.25)*

Menthol Capsules 1.67 (p-value 0.014; CI 1.11, 2.52)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Race/Ethnicity: Non-Hispanic Asian Neighborhoods

• Hypothesis: Asian neighborhoods will not be more or less likely to have 
menthol flavored product availability or advertising.

Newport Sold

Non-Hispanic Asian 0.22 (p-value 0.020; CI 0.06, 0.79)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Race/Ethnicity: Hispanic Neighborhoods

• Hypothesis: Hispanic neighborhoods will not be more or less likely to 
have menthol flavored product availability or advertising.

Newport Price
-0.05# (p-value 0.048; 

CI -0.10, 0.01)*

Product Availability

Menthol Cigarillos
1.32 (p-value 0.041; CI 

1.01, 1.71)*

Any Large Cigar
1.60 (p-value 0.003; CI 

1.18, 2.17)*

Single Cigarillos
1.30 (p-value 0.032; CI 

1.02, 1.65)*

Marketing

Menthol Ecig Near Candy
1.38 

(p-value 0.032; CI 1.03, 1.86)*

Any Cigarillo Ad3ft
1.25 

(p-value 0.041; CI 1.01, 1.54)^

Any E-cig Ad3ft
1.63

(p-value 0.008; CI 1.13, 2.34)*

Any Ad3ft
1.33

(p-value 0.017; CI 1.05, 1.68)*

Any Cigarillo Promo
1.60 

(p-value 0.041; CI 1.01, 2.51)*

Any E-cig Promo
1.24

(p-value <0.001; CI 1.36, 2.81)*

Any Promo
1.30 

(p-value 0.034; CI 1.02, 1.67)*

Menthol Ecig Price Promo
1.83

(p-value 0.001; CI 1.28, 2.64)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Race/Ethnicity: Hispanic Neighborhoods (Cont.)

• Hypothesis: Hispanic neighborhoods will not be more or less likely to 
have menthol flavored product availability or advertising.

Self-Service (SS)

SS Yes/No 1.49 (p-value 0.035; CI 1.03, 2.15)*

Menthol Cigarettes SS 1.53 (p-value 0.018; CI 1.08, 2.19)*

Menthol Cigarillos SS 1.51 (p-value 0.019; CI 1.10, 2.14)*

Any Cigarillo SS 1.66 (p-value 0.001; CI 1.22, 2.25)*

Any Cigar SS 1.76 (p-value 0.001; CI 1.26, 2.45)*

Any E-cig SS 1.69 (p-value 0.006; CI 1.17, 2.45)*

Any SS 1.44 (p-value 0.032; CI 1.03, 2.00)*

*Controlled for median income, rurality, store type, and county



Wealth: Median Income and % Below Poverty
• Hypothesis: Areas with lower income or higher poverty will have 

greater menthol product availability and advertising, especially for 
cigarettes, cigars, and smokeless tobacco.

^Controlled for rurality, store type, and county

Median Income Below Poverty

Cheap Non-

Flavored Cig Price
-0.09# (p-value 0.007; 

CI ~0.16, -0.03)^

0.26# (p-value 0.003; 

CI 0.9, 0.43)^

Cheap Menthol Cig 

Price Not significant
0.20# (p-value 0.019; 

CI 0.03, 0.36)^

Product 

Availability

Mint Cigarillos
1.32 (p-value 0.016; 

CI 1.05, 1.66)^ Not significant

Mint Large Cigars
1.36 (p-value 0.011; 

CI 1.07, 1.73)^

0.47 (p-value 0.050; 

CI 0.22, 1.00)^

Any Large Cigar Not significant
0.47 (p-value 0.045; 

CI 0.22, 0.98)^

Mint Chew
1.97 (p-value 0.014; 

CI 1.15, 3.38)^

0.27 (p-value 0.041; 

CI 0.08, 0.95)^

Any Chew
1.35 (p-value 0.019; 

CI 1.05, 1.74)^ Not significant

Median Income Below Poverty

Marketing

Menthol Chew 

Ad3ft
1.43 (p-value 0.045; 

CI 1.01, 2.03)^

Menthol Chew 

Promo
1.33 (p-value 0.031; 

CI 1.03, 1.71)^

0.28 (p-value 0.018; 

CI 0.10, 0.80)^

Mint Chew Price 

Promo
1.50 (p-value 0.002; 

CI 1.16, 1.95)^

0.26 (p-value 0.009; 

CI 0.09, 0.71)^

Menthol Cigarillo 

Promo
1.40 (p-value 0.031; 

CI 1.03, 1.89)^

Any Cigarillo 

Promo
1.34 (p-value 0.011; 

CI 1.07, 1.69)^

Any Chew Promo
1.23 (p-value 0.027; 

CI 1.02, 1.47)^



Wealth: Median Income and % Below Poverty

• Hypothesis: E-cigarette availability and advertisement will not differ 
by economic factors.

Median Income Below Poverty

Product Availability

Mint E-cigs

0.80 (p-value 0.010; CI 

0.68, 0.95)^

1.74 (p-value 0.028; CI 

1.06, 2.86)^

Any E-cig

0.78 (p-value 0.005; CI 

0.65, 0.93)^ Not significant

^Controlled for rurality, store type, and county



Why are the hypotheses so far off?

• Study design

• Undercounted menthol and mint cigarillo availability

• Did not count advertisements or share of advertising space

• Store environment not covered by store type (ex. in-store barriers, retailer policy)

• Looking across wider range of products

• Bad retailer practices are spreading

• Change in tobacco industry strategy

• Tobacco control efforts are working

• Michigan is unique in some important way



Implications

Enforcement is lacking

Possible language barrier/education 
deficit for Hispanic communities

Product placement and marketing can 
be targets for policy change or education
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