
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Electronic Nicotine Delivery System Landscape in Licensed Tobacco 
Retailers: Results of a County Level Survey in Oklahoma 

AUTHORS Brame, Lacy; Mowls, Dana; Damphousse, Kristen; Beebe, Laura 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Ralph S. Caraballo 
Office on Smoking and Health, Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC), USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 27-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 8. References: They are appropriate topic-wise but many are dates 
(most references are from the early 2000's).  
 
10. Although the authors clearly stated in the Limitations of the study 
that no statistical analyses were performed (not appropriate to do so 
for this study), in the Results section they use language that imply 
that a statistical test was performed ("more likely to," "was greater 
than").  
 
11. The "Conclusions" (really Discussion section) starts by providing 
information from another study instead of summarizing major result 
from own study. The authors make reference to specific Electronic 
Nicotine Delivery Systems (ENDS) brands to make the case that cig-
alike-type ENDS brands were proportionately more available than 
other type of ENDS brands, however, such information (type of 
brands available) was not reported in the manuscript. Not sure if this 
is an assumption by the authors or if they collected information not 
reported in the study. They cite several reports that are specific to 
cigarettes but state the report or studies were about tobacco 
products (generalization from specific data for cigarettes for all 
tobacco products; example, advertisement).   
 
General Comments: 

This is an important study in an area (ENDS point of sale) we do not 

know much about.  Thus, this study is both important and timely.  I 

am suggesting major revisions in the editing of the manuscript, not 

on the content (design, data analysis) of it.  One important revision 

needed in the Results section and Discussion (or Conclusions) is not 

to use language such as “more likely than” that gives the impression 

that a statistical test was performed. One last general comment 

specific to the Results section: Even not statistical test was 

performed (that is O.K.), a noticeable “difference” in proportion was 

observed between “franchise” and “independent” retail stores in: 
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cartridge/refills as well as tank systems; also for “at the check 

counter but behind the counter,” “in locked or closed cabinet,” and 

finally, for Outdoor signage.”  Please make sure these are covered 

in the Results section.   

 

Specific Comments: 

1. Title: Please change “countywide_ to read “county level.” 

2. Abstract: Line 11: Please change “marketing” for “type of 

ENDS.” What you are presenting in your study is the type of 

ENDS (cigalike, cartridges/refills, and Tanks) instead of 

“marketing.” 

3. Line 13: Data from 57 (please add of 191) randomly …. 

4. Line 25: If do not want to name the specific county, please 

make it read “…retail environment in a county in Oklahoma, 

USA and generates …” 

5. Page 2, Background: Line 53: Even though it is true that in 

the past (a few years ago) some ENDS companies explicitly 

promoted their product as a modified risk, this is not true 

anymore (FDA is looking to include ENDS as a regulated 

tobacco product: Deeming rule; this the ENDS 

manufacturers are careful not to do this anymore). It may be 

implicit, but not explicit.   

6. Page 3: Line 27: Same comment regarding changing the 

word “marketing” for “type of ENDS.” 

7. Page 3, line 46: Question: From what year was the retail 

store list?  Was the list dated?  Please add the year!   

8. Page 4, lines 14 and 15: Please add information about if the 

data collectors interviewed a clerk store to collect the 

information or it was done by visually looking at the retail 

store and annotating what they saw. 

9. Page 4, lines 23 – 27.  I do not think that this result (other 

tobacco products relative to ENDS) is necessary or adds 

value to your study.  I recommend deleting it.   

10. Results, Page 4, line 34: Do not use the term “compared to.”  

It will be misinterpret that a statistical was used to compare 

the results from franchise and independent stores.  Just 

state that in one was 95.5% and in the other was 84.7%. 

11. Results, Page 4, lines 42 – 48: e-juices are not a type of 

ENDS, it is an additional product needed to refill ENDS. So, 

it should not be listed here nor in the Table as a type of 

ENDS.  I recommend deleting it all together from the paper.   

12. Results, Page 4, line 42: were “less prevalent”…   Same 

comment about misinterpretation that a statistical test was 

performed.  Please just state the % for each one without 

using similar expressions as “more prevalent, more likely, 

etc.  Do so throughout the whole paper.  I will not make 

comments of other instances throughout the paper where 

this happened.   
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13. Page 5, lines 20- 37: Per a previous comment, I recommend 

you delete this paragraph. 

14. Page 5, line 39:  Conclusions: Should read “Discussion.”  

Most of this section is a Discussion, not a Conclusion.   

15. Page 5, line 51: “comparing” Instead should say “assessed.”  

16. Page 6, line 6: Instead of “The high prevalence…” should 

read “The availability …” 

17. Page 6, line 16: “spent on tobacco products…”  The report is 

specific to cigarettes, not to all tobacco products.  Please 

change it.  

18. Page 6, line 27: Statement as it reads is incorrect.  I believe 

the authors left out an important word: “to have ENDS 

signage at the POS…” 

19. Page 6, line 32: “amount of tobacco advertising” Again, this 

is specific to cigarettes, not to all tobacco products.  Please 

change it.  

20. End of Page 6 and beginning of Page 7: “Ultimately, 

restructuring the tobacco retail environment (how?) may 

change how products are sold (can you be more specific?), 

help restrict access to these products by underage youth 

(what are you suggesting? Behind the counter, in locked or 

close cabinet?) and is expected to reduce overall smoking 

rates (a reference was provided, however, most under age 

youth do not buy their own ENDS; this is a big leap not 

assessed in your study)”  

21. Page 7, lines 9 – 13: I do not see this as a limitation given 

that you were cleared what your study is about and also 

mentioned that your results may not be generalizable to all 

ENDS retailers.  You can delete this (lines 9 – 13) as a 

limitation.   

22. Page 7, lines 30 – 37: This should be a separate paragraph 

entitled “Conclusion.” 

23. Pages 9 and 10: Many of the references are dated (early to 

mid-2000’s.) 

24. Page 12, Table: Should leave a space between categories 

in the first column (Stores selling ENDS, Types of ENDS 

sold, etc. 

25. Page 12, Table, Line 17: As mentioned before, e-juice is not 

a type of ENDS.  Please delete it from the Table. 

 

 

REVIEWER Dianne Barker 
Barker Bi-Coastal Health Consultants, Inc. 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Feb-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a well-written brief article summarizing ENDS retail marketing 
in a large county in Oklahoma. As the authors point out, this 
descriptive study is the first to be published on this topic. As such, it 
is important to include in the literature at this time. A nationwide 
study conducted by UNC (lead author: Heather D'Angelo) will be 
discussed at SRNT in two weeks, and should provide comparative 
data for the contiguous U.S.  
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I recommend the following minor changes before publication:  
 
1. Need to include the date of data collection in abstract and under 
Methods.  
Also in the Methods Section:  
2. Need to clarify the counts of stores after exclusion of CVS stores 
and cigar only stores.  
3. Need to list type of retailers included (convenience stores, food 
stores, bars, restaurants, etc.)  
4. Need to clarify why the uneven random sampling between 
franchise and independent strata of retailers.  
Results  
5. I would de-emphasize or drop references to the categorical 
variable related to alot more tobacco products versus ENDS. 
Nothing interesting about that variable as these are tobacco 
retailers.  
6. Modify table format so it is clear the majority of the data's 
denominators are "Among retailers selling ENDS".  
7. Not clear whether statistical tests were performed, and if not, why 
not.  
Introduction and Discussion  
8. Overall, good but need to beef up references. Need to include our 
paper documenting % stores with ENDS availability in two stores in 
2012 (Rose, et al. Tob Control 2014;23:iii10-iii16 
doi:10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2013-051461); Trend data (Giovenco, et 
al. Nicotine Tob Res (2014) doi: 10.1093/ntr/ntu282 First published 
online: December 26, 2014; Retail marketing in Canada (Hammond, 
et al., Canadian Journal of Public Health 106.6 (Sep/Oct 2015): 
E408-E412.; and better references on susceptibility to marketing---
start with Feighery et al.,Tob Control 1998;7:123-128 
doi:10.1136/tc.7.2.123 as well as Villanti et al., Nicotine Tob Res 
(2015) doi: 10.1093/ntr/ntv235 First published online: November 16, 
2015.   

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

General Comments:  

This is an important study in an area (ENDS point of sale) we do not know much about. Thus, 
this study is both important and timely. I am suggesting major revisions in the editing of the 
manuscript, not on the content (design, data analysis) of it. One important revision needed in 
the Results section and Discussion (or Conclusions) is not to use language such as “more 
likely than” that gives the impression that a statistical test was performed. One last general 
comment specific to the Results section: Even not statistical test was performed (that is O.K.), 
a noticeable “difference” in proportion was observed between “franchise” and “independent” 
retail stores in: cartridge/refills as well as tank systems; also for “at the check counter but 
behind the counter,” “in locked or closed cabinet,” and finally, for Outdoor signage.” Please 
make sure these are covered in the Results section.  

Thank you so much for your comments. Ms. Mowls and I went through this paper to change all 
language such as “more likely than” to “difference in proportion”, etc. The document with all of the 
visible track changes is titled “BMJ Revised Version 3-17-16 with track changes”. I have also done my 
best to address each specific comment with the corresponding line number in the word document.  

 
Specific Comments:  

1. Title: Please change “countywide” to read “county level.” 
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This change was made on line 4 of the word document. 
 

2. Abstract: Line 11: Please change “marketing” for “type of ENDS.” What you are 
presenting in your study is the type of ENDS (cigalike, cartridges/refills, and Tanks) 
instead of “marketing.”  
 
This change was made on line 28 of the word document.  
 

3. Line 13: Data from 57 (please add of 191) randomly ....  
This change was made on line 29 of the word document. 

4. Line 25: If do not want to name the specific county, please make it read “...retail 
environment in a county in Oklahoma, USA and generates ...” 
 
Please see lines 34-35 
 

5. Page 2, Background: Line 53: Even though it is true that in the past (a few years ago) 
some ENDS companies explicitly promoted their product as a modified risk, this is not 
true anymore (FDA is looking to include ENDS as a regulated tobacco product: 
Deeming rule; this the ENDS manufacturers are careful not to do this anymore). It may 
be implicit, but not explicit.  
 
Thank you for this comment! This is very interesting information regarding FDA’s view of 
ENDS. We made adjustments pertaining to this point on lines 47-48.  
 

6. Page 3: Line 27: Same comment regarding changing the word “marketing” for “type of 
ENDS.”  
 
Please see line 60.  
 

7. Page 3, line 46: Question: From what year was the retail store list? Was the list dated? 
Please add the year!  
Please see line 68.  

8. Page 4, lines 14 and 15: Please add information about if the data collectors interviewed 
a clerk store to collect the information or it was done by visually looking at the retail 
store and annotating what they saw.  
Please see lines 79-80. 

9. Page 4, lines 23 – 27. I do not think that this result (other tobacco products relative to 
ENDS) is necessary or adds value to your study. I recommend deleting it.  
 
This sentence was deleted on lines 83-84. Also lines 107-111.  
 

10. Results, Page 4, line 34: Do not use the term “compared to.” It will be misinterpret that 
a statistical was used to compare the results from franchise and independent stores. 
Just state that in one was 95.5% and in the other was 84.7%. 
 
Line 87.  
 

11. Results, Page 4, lines 42 – 48: e-juices are not a type of ENDS, it is an additional 
product needed to refill ENDS. So, it should not be listed here nor in the Table as a 
type of ENDS. I recommend deleting it all together from the paper.  
 
Lines 90-93. 
 

12. Results, Page 4, line 42: were “less prevalent”... Same comment about 
misinterpretation that a statistical test was performed. Please just state the % for each 
one without using similar expressions as “more prevalent, more likely, etc. Do so 
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throughout the whole paper. I will not make comments of other instances throughout 
the paper where this happened.  
 
Lines: 91 

13. Page 5, lines 20- 37: Per a previous comment, I recommend you delete this paragraph.  
Lines 107-111 

14. Page 5, line 39: Conclusions: Should read “Discussion.” Most of this section is a 
Discussion, not a Conclusion.  
Line 118 

15. Page 5, line 51: “comparing” Instead should say “assessed.”  
Line 125 

16. Page 6, line 6: Instead of “The high prevalence...” should read “The availability ...”  
Lines 134-135 

17. Page 6, line 16: “spent on tobacco products...” The report is specific to cigarettes, not 
to all tobacco products. Please change it.  
 
Line 138 
 

18. Page 6, line 27: Statement as it reads is incorrect. I believe the authors left out an 
important word: “to have ENDS signage at the POS...”  
 
Lines 145-147 
 

19. Page 6, line 32: “amount of tobacco advertising” Again, this is specific to cigarettes, 
not to all tobacco products. Please change it.  
 
Line 148 
 

20. End of Page 6 and beginning of Page 7: “Ultimately, restructuring the tobacco retail 
environment (how?) may change how products are sold (can you be more specific?), 
help restrict access to these products by underage youth (what are you suggesting? 
Behind the counter, in locked or closed cabinet?) and is expected to reduce overall 
smoking rates (a reference was provided, however, most under age youth do not buy 
their own ENDS; this is a big leap not assessed in your study)” 
 
Lines 159-162 
 

21. Page 7, lines 9 – 13: I do not see this as a limitation given that you were cleared what 
your study is about and also mentioned that your results may not be generalizable to 
all ENDS retailers. You can delete this (lines 9 – 13) as a limitation. 
 
 
Lines 163-166 

22. Page 7, lines 30 – 37: This should be a separate paragraph entitled “Conclusion.” 
Line 174 

23.  Pages 9 and 10: Many of the references are dated (early to mid-2000’s.) 
 
For this specific comment I have gone throughout the paper and added quite a few more 
references and points.  
 
The references section as a whole has been reformatted and new references have been 
added (lines 192-296). 
 

24.  Page 12, Table: Should leave a space between categories in the first column (Stores 
selling ENDS, Types of ENDS sold, etc.  
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The changes made are located on Table 1 (page 13).  
 

25. Page 12, Table, Line 17: As mentioned before, e-juice is not a type of ENDS. Please 
delete it from the Table.  
 
The changes made are located on Table 1 (page 13).  
 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Ralph S Caraballo 
CDC, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I made a few recommended minor editing changes using track 
changes. It is up to the authors to accept it.   
 
The reviewer also provided a marked copy with additional 
comments. Please contact the publisher for full details. 

 

REVIEWER Dianne Barker 
Barker Bi-Coastal Health Consultants, Inc. 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 1. I'm not in agreement with the reviewer who suggested that this 
paper was not about marketing. We consider product availability as 
one of the 4 P's of marketing---product availability, placement, price 
and promotion, of which placement and signage is clearly part of this 
paper. Nevertheless, the changes in the document from marketing to 
type of ENDS in retailers is ok, and differentiates from placement. 
Marketing is still in the abstract on line 29.  
2. I think it is important to include the availability of E-Juices in this 
paper (but not in the table). We don't have this data elsewhere. This 
could be a one line statement in the results comparing franchise to 
non-franchise. I recommended earlier against placing in the table 
about nicotine delivery devices.  
3. Discussion, lines 189-191 is repetitive of lines 200-201. Suggest 
deleting 189-191 and moving sentence starting with previous 
studies, "192-194 ahead of sentence, "the WHO" lines "187-189, 
and then having the rest of the paragraph , starting with lines 194" In 
our study" follow.  
4. One interesting issue for me is that Oklahoma has been an early 
adopter of vape shop businesses---it may be worth hypothesizing in 
the discussion that ENDS entry into traditional retail stores in 
Oklahoma could be indicative of its entry into traditional retail outlets 
throughout the U.S, given the popularity of vaping in Oklahoma.   
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VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1 

Reviewer Name: Ralph S Caraballo 

Institution and Country: CDC, USA 

Competing Interests: None 

 

I made a few recommended minor editing changes using track changes (attached).  It is up to 

the authors to accept it. 

Thank you for these revisions! I found it very helpful to place the percentages after words such as 

“higher” or “lower”. As far as the comments about the previous abstract, we have reformatted it to 

meet the guidelines provided by BMJ Open and replaced “marketing” for “types of ENDS”. Thank you 

for these suggestions.  

 

Reviewer: 2 

Reviewer Name: Dianne Barker 

Institution and Country: Barker Bi-Coastal Health Consultants, Inc., USA 

Competing Interests: None 

 

1. I'm not in agreement with the reviewer who suggested that this paper was not about 

marketing. We consider product availability as one of the 4 P's of marketing---product 

availability, placement, price and promotion, of which placement and signage is clearly part of 

this paper. Nevertheless, the changes in the document from marketing to type of ENDS in 

retailers is ok, and differentiates from placement. Marketing is still in the abstract on line 29. 

We reformatted the abstract according to the journal guidelines and “marketing” is no longer 

discussed explicitly in the abstract.  

 

2. I think it is important to include the availability of E-Juices in this paper (but not in the table). 

We don't have this data elsewhere. This could be a one line statement in the results comparing 

franchise to non-franchise. I recommended earlier against placing in the table about nicotine 

delivery devices. 

Thank you for this comment! We added a one line statement in the results section comparing e-juice 

refill sales in franchised versus non-franchised stores in lines 109-111.  

 

3. Discussion, lines 189-191 is repetitive of lines 200-201. Suggest deleting 189-191 and 

moving sentence starting with previous studies, "192-194 ahead of sentence, "the WHO" lines 

"187-189, and then having the rest of the paragraph , starting with lines 194" In our study" 

follow. 

This change was made on lines 147-152. Thank you for this suggestion! I think it reads much easier 

now.  

 

4. One interesting issue for me is that Oklahoma has been an early adopter of vape shop 

businesses---it may be worth hypothesizing in the discussion that ENDS entry into traditional 

retail stores in Oklahoma could be indicative of its entry into traditional retail outlets 

throughout the U.S, given the popularity of vaping in Oklahoma. 

Thank you for this comment. We feel that this point could not be addressed in the scope of our paper 

without incorporating extensive background and placing it into context.  We are currently working on 

another paper describing the popularity of vaping in Oklahoma, the “early adopter” status and the 

extent of brick and mortar vape shops in communities throughout the state. 
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VERSION 3 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dianne Barker 
Barker Bi-Coastal Health Consultants, Inc.  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 01-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for addressing my concerns in your author's comments. 
The paper looks great! 
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