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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to review available data on chemistry of aerosols and liquids of electronic cigarettes and to make
predictions about compliance with occupational exposure limits of personal exposures of vapers (e-cigarette users) to
compounds found in the aerosol. Both peer-reviewed and “grey” literatures were accessed and more than 9000
—observations of highly variable quality were extracted. Comparisons to the most universally recognized workplace

pasure standards, THreshatd Limit Values (TLVs), were conducted urider “worst cdse” assumptions about beth
chemical content of aerosol and liquids as well as behavior of vapers. The calculations reveal that there was no evidence
of potential for exposures of e-cigarette users to contaminants that are associated with risk to health at a level that
would warrant attention if it were an involuntary workplace exposures by approaching half of TLV. The vast majority of
predicted exposures are <<1% of TLV. Predicted exposures to acrolein and formaldehyde are typicaily <5% TLV.
Considering exposure to the aerosol as a mixture of contaminants did not indicate that exceeding half of TLV for
mixtures was plausible. Only exposures to the declared major ingredients - propylene glycol and glycerin -- warrant
attention because of precautionary nature of TLVs for exposures to hydrocarbons with no established toxicity.
Comparing the exposure to nicotine to existing occupational exposure standards is not valid so long as nicotine-
containing liquid is not mislabeled as nicotine-free. It must be noted that the quality of much of the data that was
available for these assessment was poor, and so much can be done to improve certainty in this risk assessment.
However, the existing research is of the quality that is comparable with most workplace assessments for novel
technologies. In summary, an analysis of current state of knowledge about chemistry of liquids and aerosols associated
with electronic cigarettes indicates that there is no evidence that vaping produces inhalable exposures to contaminants
of the aerosol that would warrant health concerns by the standards that are used to ensure safety of workplaces.
However, the aerosol generated during vaping as a whole {contaminants plus declared ingredients), if it were an
emission from industrial process, creates personal exposures that would justify surveillance of health among exposed
persons in conjunction with investigation of means to keep health effects as low as reasonably achievable. Exposures of
bystanders are likely to be orders of magnitude less, and thus pose no apparent concern.

! }ywords: vaping, e-cigarettes, tobacco harm reduction, risk assessment, aerosol, occupational exposure limit
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Introduction

}Iectronic cigarettes (also known as e-cigarettes) are generally recognized as a safer alternative to combusted tobacco
products {reviewed in [1]}, but there are conflicting claims: about the degree to which these products warrant concern
for the health of the vapers {e-cigarette users). A vaper inhales aeroso] generated during heating of liquid contained in
the e-cigarette. The technology and patterns of use are summarized by Etter [1], though there is doubt about how
current, complete and accurate this information is. Rather conclusive evidence has been amassed to date on
comparison of the chemistry of aerosol generated by electronic cigarettes to cigarette smoke [2-8]. However, itis
meaningful to consider the question of whether aerosol generated by electronic cigarettes would warrant health
concerns on its own, in part because vapers will include persons who would not have heen smaokers and for whom the
question of harm reduction from smoking is therefore not relevant, and perhaps more importantly, simply because
there is value in minimizing the harm of those practicing harm reduction.

One way of approaching risk evaluation in this setting is to rely on the practice, common in occupational hygiene, of
relating the chemistry of industrial processes and the emissions they generate to the potential worst case of personal
exposure and then drawing conclusions about whether there would be interventions in an occupational setting based on
comparison to occupational exposure limits, which are designed to ensure safety of unintentionally exposed individuals.
In that context, exposed individuals are assumed to be adults, and this assumption appears to be suitable for the
intended consumers of electronic cigarettes. “Worst case” refers to the maximum personal exposure that can be
achieved given what is known about the process that generates contaminated atmosphere (in the context of airborne
exposure considered here) and the pattern of interaction with the contaminated atmosphere. It must be noted that

__harm reduction notions are embedded in this approach since it recognizes that while elimination of the exposure may

e both impossible and undesirable, there nonetheless exists a level of exposure that is associated with negligible risks.

To date, a comprehensive review of the chemistry of electronic cigarettes and the aerosols they generate has not been
conducted, depriving the public of the important element of a risk-assessment process that is mandatory for
environmental and occupational health policy making.

The present work considers both the contaminants present in liquids and aerosols as well as the declared ingredients in
the liquids. The distinction between exposure to declared ingredients and contaminants of a consumer product is
important in the context of comparison to occupational or environmental exposure standards. Occupational exposure
limits are developed for unintentional exposures that a person does not efect to experience. For example, being a bread
baker is a choice that does not involve election to be exposed to substances that cause asthma that are part of the flour
dust (most commonly, wheat antigens and fungal enzymes). Therefore, suitable occupational exposure limits are
created to attempt to protect individuals from such risk on the job, with no presumption of “assumed risk” inherent in
the occupation. Likewise, special regulations are in effect to protect persons from unintentional exposure to nicotine in
workplaces (http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/docs/81-123/pdfs/0446.pdf; accessed July 12, 2013), because in environments
where such expasures are possible, it is reasonable to protect individuals who do not wish to experience its effects. In
other words, occupational exposure limits are based on protecting people from involuntary and unwanted exposures,
and thus can be seen as appropriately more stringent than the standards that might be used for hazards that people
intentionally choose to accept.

By conitrast, a person wiio elects to lawfully consurvie a substarice is subject to differerit risk tolerance, 45 is
“emonstrated in the case of nicotine by the fact that legally sold cigarettes deliver doses of nicotine that exceed
--Jecupational exposure limits[9]: daily intake of 20 mg of nicotine, assuming nearly 100% absorption in the lungs and
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inhalation of 4 m? of air, corresponds to roughly 10 times the occupational exposure limit of 0.5 mg/m? atmosphere over
/" Vhours[10}. Thus, whereas there is a clear case for applicability of occupational exposure limits to contaminants in a
“consumer product {e.g. aerosol of electronic cigarettes), there is no corresponding case for applying occupational
exposure limits to declared ingredients desired by the consumer in a lawful product (e.g. nicotine in the aerosol of an
electronic cigarette). Clearly, some limits must be set for voluntary exposure to compounds that are known to be a
danger at plausible doses (e.g. limits on blood alcohol level while driving), but the regulatory framework should reflect
whether the dosage is intentionally determined and whether the risk is assumed by the consumer. In the case of
nicotine in electronic cigarettes, if the main reason the products are consumed is as an alternative source of nicotine
compared to smoking, then the only relevant question is whether undesirable exposures that accompany hicotine
present health risks, and the analogy with occupational exposures holds. [n such cases it appears permissible to allow at
least as much exposure to nicotine as from smoking before admitting to existence of new risk. It is expected that
nicotine dosage will not increase in switching from smoking to electronic cigarettes because there is good evidence that
consumers adjust consumption to obtain their desired or usual dose of nicotine[11]. The situation is different for the
vapers who want to use electronic cigarettes without nicotine and who would otherwise not have consumed nicotine.
For these individuals, it is defensible to consider total exposure, including that from any nicotine contamination, in
comparison to occupational exposure limits. In consideration of vapers who would never have smoked or would have
quit entirely, it must be remembered that the exposure is still voluntary and intentional, and comparison to
occupational exposure limits is legitimate only for those compounds that the consumer does not elect to inhale.

The specific aims of this review were to:

- L Synthesize evidence on the chemistry of liquids and aerosols of electronic cigarettes, with particular emphasis
B ) on the contaminants.
2. Evaluate the quality of research on the chemistry of liquids and aerosols produced by electronic cigarettes.
3. Estimate potential exposures from aerosols produced by electronic cigarettes and compare those potential
exposures to occupational exposure standards.

Methods

Literature search

Articles published in peer-reviewed journals were retrieved from PubMed (http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/)
using comibiriatiors of the following keywords: “electrotiic cigarettes”, “e-cigarettes”, “smoking alternatives”,
“chemicals”, “risks”, “electronic cigarette vapor”, “aerosol”, “ingredients”, “e-cigarette liquid”, “e-cig composition”, “e-
cig chemicals”, “e-cig chemical composition”, “e-juice electronic cigarette”, “electronic cigarette gas”, “electronic
cigars”. In addition, references of the retrieved articles were examined to identify further relevant articles, with
particular attention paid to non-peer reviewed reports and conference presentations. Unpublished results obtained
through personal communications were also reviewed. The Consumer Advocates for Smoke-free Alternatives
Association (CASAA) was asked to review the retrieved bibliography to identify any reports or articles that were missed.
The papers and reports were retained for analysis if they reported on the chemistry of e-cigarette liquids or aerosols.
No explicit quality control criteria were applied in selection of literature for examination, except that secondary
reporting of analytical results was not used. Where substantial methodological problems that precluded interpretation
-of analytical results were noted, these are described below. For each article that contained relevant analytical results,
__ne compounds quantified, limits of detection, and analytical results were summarized in a spreadsheet. Wherever

possibie, individual analytical results (rather than averages) were recorded (see electronic Appendix A:
3
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https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/4285761/CAS A A/eAppendixA.xlsx). Data contained in Appendix A is not fully
fjummarized in the current report but can be used to investigate a variety of specific questions that may interest the
““reader. Each entry in Appendix A is identified by a Reference Manage ID that is linked to source materials in a listin

Appendix B (linked via RefiD: https:/dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/4285761/CASAA/AppendixB.rtf} and attached electronic
copies of all original materials {Biobliography.zip: hitps./dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/4285761/CASAA/bibliography.zip).

Comparison of observed concentrations in aerosol to occupational exposure limits

For articles that reported mass or concentration of specific compounds in the aerosol (generated by smoking machines
or from volunteer vapers), measurements of compounds were converted to concentrations in the “personal breathing
zone”,” which can be compared to occupational exposure limits (OELs). The 2013 Threshold Limit Values (TLVs)[10] were
used as OELs because they are the most up to date and are most widely recognized internationally when local
Jurisdictions do not establish their own regulations (see http://www.ilo.org/oshenc/part-ivioccupational-hygiene/item/575;
accessed July 3, 2013). Wheneéver there was ari uricertainty in ow to perforiti the caleuldtion, d “Worst cdse” scanario
was used, as is the standard practice in occupational hygiene, where the initial aim is to recognize potentia! for
hazardous exposures and to err on the side of caution. The following assumptions were made to enable the calculations
that approximate the worst-case personal exposure of a vaper (Equation 1):

1. Airthe vaper breathes corisists of 4 small volume of aerosol generated by e-cigarettes that coritairs & specific
chemical plus pristine air;

2. The volume of aerosols inhaled from e-cigarettes is negligible compared to total volume of air inhaled;

3. The period of exposure to the aerosol considered was normalized to 8 hours, for comparability to the standard

) working shift for which TLVs were developed (this does not mean only 8 hours worth of vaping was considered

(see point 4) but rather that amount of breathing used to dilute the day’s worth of vaping exposure was 8
hours);

4. Consumption of 150 puffs in 8 hours (an upper estimate based on a rough estimate of 150 puffs by a typical
vaper in a day[1]) was assumed to be conservative;

5. Breathing rate is 8 liters per minute [12,13];
Each puff contains the same quantity of compounds studied.

[mg/m®] = mg/puff x puffs/(8 hr day) x 1/(m°® air inhaledin 8 hr)  Eq. 1

The only exception to this methodology was when assessing a study of aerosol emitted by 5 vapers in a 60 m® room over
5 hours that seemed to be a sufficient approximation of worst-case “bystander” exposure[6]. AH calculated
concentrations were expressed as the most stringent (lowest) TLV for a specific compound (i.e. assuming the most toxic
form if analytical report is ambiguous) and expressed as “percent of TLV”. Considering that all the above calculations
are approximate and reflecting that exposures in occupational and general environment can easily vary by a factor of 10
around the mean, we added a 10-fold safety factor to the “percent of TLV” calculation. Details of all calculations are
provided in an Excel spreadsheet (see electronic Appendix C:

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/uw/4285761/CASA AleAppendixC xlsx).

No systematic attempt was made to convert the content of the studied liquids into potential exposures because
sufficient information was available on the chemistry of aerosols to use those studies rather than making the necessary

)

* Atmosphere that contains air inhaled by a person
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simplifying assumptions to do the conversion. However, where such calculations were performed in the original
E-'”)esearch, the following approach as used: under the {probably false — see the literature on formation of carbonyl
““tompounds below) assumption of no chemical reaction to generate novel ingredients, composition of liquids can be
used to estimate potential for exposure if it can be established how much volume of liquid is consumed in given & hours,
following an algorithm analogous to the one described above for the aerosols (Equation 2):

[mg/m®| = mg/(mL liquid) x (mL liquid)/puff x puffs/(8 hr day) x 1/(m? air inhaled in 8 hr) Eq. 2

€omparison to cigarette smoke was not performed here because the fact that e-cigarette aerosol is at least orders of
magnitude less contaminated by toxic compounds is uncontroversial [2-8].

Results and discussion
General comments on methods

In excess of 9,000 determinations of single chemicals (and rarely, mixtures) were reported in reviewed articles and
reports, typically with multiple compounds per electronic cigarette tested [2-8,14-42]. Although the quality of reports is
highly variable, if one assumes that each report contains some information, this asserts that quite a bit is known about
composition of e-cigarette liquids and aerosols. The only report that was excluded from consideration was work of
McAuley et al.[23] because of clear evidence of cross-contamination —admitted to by the authors ~with cigarette
smoke and, possibly, reagents. The results pertaining to non-detection of tobacco-specific nitrosamines (TSNAs) are
potentially trustworthy, but those related to PAH are not since it is incredible that cigarette smoke would contain fewer

... polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH; arising in incomplete combustion of organic matter) than aerosol of e-cigarettes

J at do not burn organic matter [23]. In fairness to the authors of that study, similar problems may have occurred in
other studies but were simply not reported, but it is impossible to include a paper in a review once it is known for
certain that its quantitative results are not trustworthy. When in doubt, we erred on the side of trusting that proper
quality controls were in place, a practice that is likely to increase appearance of atypical or erroneous results in this
review. From this perspective, assessment of concordance among independent reports gains higher importance than
usual since it is unlikely that two experiments would be flawed in the same exact manner (though of course this cannot
be assured).

It was judged that the simplest form of publication bias — disappearance of an entire formal study from the available
literature —was unlikely given the exhaustive search strategy and the contested nature of the research question. It is
clearly the case that only a portion of all industry technical reports were available for public access, so it is possible that
those with more problematic results were systematically suppressed, though there is no evidence to support this
speculation. No formal attempt was made to ascertain publication bias in situ though it is apparent that anomalous
results do gain prominence in typical reviews of the literature: diethylene glycol[43,44] detected at non-dangerous levels
(see details below) in one test of 18 of early-technology products by FDA[22) and one outlier in measurement of
formaldehyde content of exhaled air [4] and aldehydes in aerosol generated from one e-cigarette in Japan [37]. It must
be emphasized that the alarmist report of aldehydes in experiments presented in [37] is based on the concentration in
generated aerosol rather than air inhaled by the vaper over prolonged period of time (since vapers do not inhale only
aerosol). Thus, results reported in {37] cannot be the basis of any claims about health risk, a fallacy committed both by
the authors themselves and commentators on this work [44].

D
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[t was also unclear from [37] what the volume of aerosol sampled was — a critical item for extrapolating to personal
'jxposure and a common point of ambiguity in the published reports. However, in a personal exchange with the authors
of [37][July 11, 2013], it was clarified that the sampling pump drew air at 500 mL/min through e-cigarette for 10 min,

affowing more appropriate calculations for estimation of health risk that are presented below. Such misieading
reporting is common in the field that confuses concentration in the aerosol (typically measured directly} with
concentration in the air inhaled by the vaper (never determined directly and currently requiring additional assumptions
and modeling). This is important because the volume of aerosol inhaled {maximum ~8 L/day) is negligible compared to
the volume of air inhaled daily {8L/min); this point is illustrated in the Figure.

A similar but more extreme consideration applies to the exposure of bystanders which is almost certainly several orders
of magnitude lower than the exposure of vapers. In part this is due to the absorption, rather than exhalation, of a
portion of the aerosol by the vapers: there is no equivalent to the "side-stream" component of exposure to conventional
cigarettes, so all of the exposure to bystanders results from exhalation. Furthermore, any environmental contamination
that results from exhalation of aerosol by vaper will be diluted into the air prior to entering a bystander’s personal
breathing zone. Lastly, the number of puffs that affects exposure to bystander is likely to be much smaller than that of a
vaper unless we are to assume that vaper and bystander are inseparable.

it is unhelpful to report results in cigarette-equivalents, as in [42)], because this does not enable one to estimate
exposures of vapers . Moreover, there is no value in comparison of the content of e-cigarette aerosol to cigarette smoke
when the two products produce emissions that are orders of magnitude apart. To be useful for risk assessment, the
results on the chemistry of the aerosols and liquids must be reported in a form that enables the calculations in Equations
~...Iand 2. It must be also be noted that typical investigations consisted of gualitative and quantitative phases such that

__uantitative data is available mostly oiv compounds that passed the qualitative screen. This biased all reports on
concentration of compounds towards both higher levels and chemicals which a particular lab was most adept at
analyzing.

Declared Ingredients: comparison to occupationaf exposure limits

Propylene glycol and glycerin have default or precautionary TLV of 10 mg/m? over 8 hours set for all organic mists with
no specific exposure limits or identified toxicity (http://www.osha.gov/dts/chemicalsampling/data/CH_243600.html;
accessed July 5, 2013). These interim TLVs tend to err on the side of being too high and are typically lowered if
evidence of harm to health accumulates. For example, in a study that related exposure of theatrical fogs (containing
propylene giycol) to respiratory symptoms [45], “mean personal inhalable aerosol concentrations were 0.70 mg/m?
(range 0.02 to 4.1)" [46]. The only available estimate of propylene concentration of propylene glycol in the aerosol

indicates personal exposure on the order of 3-4 mg/m? in the personal breathing zone over 8 hours (under the
assumptions we made for all other comparisons to TLVs} {2]. The latest (2006) review of risks of occupational exposure
to propylene glycol performed by the Health Council of the Netherlands (known for OELs that are the most protective
that evidence supports and based exclusively on scientific considerations rather than also accounting for feasibility as is
the case for the TLVs) recommended exposure limit of 50 mg/m? over 8 hours; concern over short-term respiratory
effects was noted [http://www.gezondheidsraad.nl/sites/default/files/2007020SH.pdf; accessed July 29, 2013].
Assuming extreme conisumption of the liquid per day via vaping (5 to 25 mi/day and 50-95% propylerie glycol in the
liquid)®, levels of propylene glycol in inhaled air can reach 1-6 mg/m>. It has been suggested that propylene glycol is

-V-J'I'his estimate of consumption was derived from informal reports from vaping community; 5 mi/day was identified as a high but not
rare guantity of consumption and 25 ml/day was the high end of claimed use, though some skepticism was expressed about
6
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very rapidly absorbed during inhalation [4,6] making the calculation under worst case scenario of all propylene glycol
"""7ecoming available for inhalation credible. it must also be noted that when consuming low-nicotine or nicotine-free
o iquids, the chance to consume larger volumes of liquid increases {large volumes are needed to reach the target dose or
there is no nicotine feedback], leading to the upper end of propylene glycol and glycerin exposure. Thus, estimated
tevels of exposure to propylene glyco! and glycerin are close enough to TLV to warrant concern.

Nicotine is present in most liquids and has TLV of 0.5 mg/m? for average exposure intensity over 8 hours, [f
approximately 4 m® of air is inhaled in 8 hours, the consumption of 2 mg nicotine from e-cigarettes in & hours would
place the vaper at the occupational exposure limit. For a liquid that contains 18 mg nicotine/ml, TLV would be reached
upon vaping ~0.1-0.2 ml of liquid in a day, and so is achieved for most anyone vaping nicotine-containing e-cigarettes[1].
Results presented in [24] on 16 e-cigarettes also argue in favor of exceedance of TLV from most any nicotine-containing
e-cigarette, as they predict >2mg of nicotine released to aerosol in 150 puffs (daily consumption figure adopted in this
report). Butas noted above, since delivery of nicotine is the purpose of nicotine-containing e-cigarettes, the comparison
to [imits on unintended, unwanted exposures does not suggest a problem and serves merely to offer complete context.
If nicotine is present but the liquid is labeled as zero-nicotine [24,43], it could be treated as a contaminant, with the
vaper not intending to consume nicotine and the TLV, which would be most likely exceeded, is relevant. However, when
nicotine content is disctosed, even if inaccurately, then comparison to TLV is not valid. Accuracy in nicotine content is a
concern with respect to truth in advertising rather than unintentional exposure, due to self-regulation of consumption
by persons who use e-cigarettes as a source of nicotine,

Overall, the declared ingredients in the liquid would warrant a concern by standards used in occupational hygiene,

_..provided that comparison to occupational exposure limits is valid, as discussed in the introduction. However, this is not

_)7 say that the exposure is affirmatively believed to be harmful; as noted, the TLVs for propylene glycol and glycerin
mists is based on uncertainty rather than knowledge. These TLVs are not derived from knowledge of toxicity of
propylene glycol and glycerin mists, but merely apply to any compound of no known toxicity present in workplace
atmosphere. This aspect of the exposure from e-cigarettes simply has [ittle precedent {but see study of theatrical fogs
below}. Therefore, the exposure will provide the first substantial collection evidence about the effects, which calls for
monitoring of both exposure levels and outcomes, even though there are currently no grounds to be concerned about
the immediate or chronic health effects of the exposure. The argument about nicotine is presented here for the sake of
completeness and consistency of comparison to TLVs, but in itself does not affect the conclusions of this analysis
because it should not be modeled as if it were a contaminant when declared as an ingredient in the liguid.

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) were quantified in several reports in aerosols [5,6,42] and liquids [7,18,41).
These compounds include well-known carcinogens, the levels of which are not subject to TLV but are instead to be kept
“as low as reasonably achievable” {the so called ALARA principle}{10]. For PAH, only non-carcinogenic pyrene that is
abundant in the general environment was detected at 36 ng/cartridge in 5 samples of liquid [7); PAHs were not detected
in most of the analyses of aerosols, except for chrysene in the analysis of the aerosol of one e-cigarette[42].

Tobacco-Specific Nitrosamines

)

~«rhether the latter quantity was truly possible. High-quality formal studies to verify these figures do not yet exist but they are
consistent with report of Etter {2012).

7
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The same risk assessment considerations that exist for PAH also hold for carcinogenic tobacco-specific nitrosamines
SNAs)[47] for which no occupational exposure limits exist because (a) these exposures do not appear to occur in

" “occupational settings often enough to warrant development of TLVs, and (b) it is currently accepted in establishing TLVs

that carcinogens do not have minimal thresholds of toxicity. As expected because the TSNAs are contaminants of
nicotine from tobacco leaf, there is also evidence of association between nicotine content of the liquid and TSNA
concentrations, with reported concentrations <5 ng/cartridge tested {7]. Smaller studies of TSNA content in liquids are
variable, with some not reporting any detectable levels [17,32,34] and others clearly identifying these compounds in the
liquids when controlling for background contamination (n=9)[22]. Analyses of aerosols indicate that TSNAs are present
in amounts that can results in doses of <ng/day([5,32] to pg/day [8] (assuming 150 puffs/day) (see also [42]). The most
comprehensive survey of TSNA content of 105 samples of liquids from 11 manufactures indicates that almost all tested
liquids (>90%) contained TSNAs in pg/L quantities [35]. This is roughly equivalent to 1/1000 of the concentration of
TSNAs in modern smokeless tobacco products (like snus), which are in the ppm range [47]. The TSNA concentration of
the liquids is orders of magnitude less than smokeless tobacco products, though the actual dosage from e-cigarettes vs.
smokeless tobacco remains to be clearly understood. For example, 10 pg/L (0.01 ppm) of total TSNA in liquid[35] can
translate to a daily dose of 0.000025-0.00005 pg from vaping (worst case assumption of 5 m!/day); if 15gofsnusis
consumed a day [48] with 1 ppm of TSNAs [47] and half of it were absorbed, then the daily dose is estimated to be 0.008
Mg, which is 160-320 times that due to the worst case of exposure from vaping. Various assumptions about absorption
of TSNAs alter the result of this calculation by a factor that is dwarfed in magnitude compared to that arising from
differences considered above. This is reassuring because smokeless tobacco products, such as snus, pose negligible
cancer risk{49], certainly orders of magnitude smaller than smoking (if one considers the chemistry of the products
alone). Ingeneral, it appears that the cautious approach in face of variability and paucity of data is to seek better

B derstanding of predictors of presence of TSNA in liquids and aerosols so that measures for minimizing exposure to

~ TSNAs from aerosols can be devised. This can include considering better control by manufactures of the nicotine.

Volatile Organic Compounds

Total volatile organic compounds (VOC) were determined in aerosol to be non-detectable[3] except in one sample that
appeared to barely exceed the background concentration of 1 mg/ m? by 0.73 mg/mj[s]. These results are corroborated
by analyses of liquids[18] and most likely testify to insensitivity of employed analytic methods for total VOC for
characterizing aerosol generated by e-cigarettes, because there is ample evidence that specific VOC are present in the
liquids and aerosols.” Information on specific commonly detected VOC in the aerosol is given in Tabhle 1a. 1t must be
observed that these reported concentrations are for analyses that first observed qualitative evidence of the presence of
a given YOC and thus represent worst case scenarios of exposure when VOC is present {i.e. zero exposures are missing
from the overall summary of worst case exposures presented here). For most VOC and aldehydes, one can predict the
concentration in air inhaled by a vaper to be <<1% of TLV. The only exceptions to this generalization are:

(a) acrolein: ~1% of TLV (average of 12 measurements) and measurements at a mean of 2% of TLV { average of
150 measurements)[39,40] and

{b) formaldehyde: between 0 and 3% of TLV based on 18 tests (average of 12 measurements at 2% of TLV, the
most reliable test) and an average of 150 resuits at 4% of TLV [39,40].

~
-V)I‘ he term “VOC” loosely groups together all organic compounds present in aerosol and because the declared ingredients of aerosol

are organic compounds, it follows that “VVOC are present”
8
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Levels of acrolein in exhaled aerosol reported in [6] were below 0.0016 mg/m® and correspond to predicted exposure of

f’?l% of TLV (Table 2}. It must re-emphasized that all calculations based on one electronic cigarette analyzed in [37] are

- -best treated as qualitative in nature {i.e. indicating presence of a compound without any particular meaning attached to
the reported levef with respect to typical levels} due to great uncertainty about whether the manner in which the e-
cigarette was operated could have resulted in overheating that led to generation of acrolein in the aerosol. In fact, a
presentation made by the author of [37] clearly stated that the “atomizer, generating high concentration carbonyls, had
been burned black” [39,40]. in unpublished work,[39] there are individual values of formaldehyde, acrolein and glyoxal
that approach TLV, but it is uncertain how typical these are because there is reason to believe the liquid was overheated;
considerable variability among brands of electronic cigarettes was also noted. Formaldehyde and other aldehydes, but
not acrolein, were detected in the analysis one e-cigarette [42]. The overwhelming majority of the exposure to specific
VOC that are predicted to result from inhalation of the aerosols lie far below action [evel of 50% of TLV at which

exposure has to be mitigated according to current code of best practice in occupational hygiene[50].

Finding of an unusually high level of formaldehyde by Schripp et al.[4] — 0.5 ppm predicted vs. 15-minute TLV of 0.3 ppm
{not given in Table 2) — is clearly attributable to endogenous production of formaldehyde by the volunteer smoker who
was consuming e-cigarettes in the experimental chamber, since there was evidence of build-up of formaldehyde prior to
vaping and liquids used in the experiments did not generate aerosol with detectable formaldehyde. This places
generatizability of other findings from [4] in doubt, especially given that the only other study of exhaled air by vapers
who were not current smokers reports much lower concentrations for the same compounds [6] (Table 2). It should be
noted that the report by Romagna et a/.[6] employed more robust methodology, using 5 volunteer vapers {no smokers)
over an extended period of time. Except for benzene, acetic acid and isoprene, all calculated concentrations for

- ~Jetected VOC were much below 1% of TLV in exhaled air [6]. In summary, these results do not indicate that VOC
Jenerated by vaping are of concern by standards used in occupational hygiene.

Diethylene glycol and ethylene glycol became a concern following the report of their detection by FDA[43], but these
compounds are not detected in the majority of tests performed to date [3,14,16,18,22]. Ten batches of the liquid tested
by their manufacture did not report any diethylene glycot above 0.05% of the liquid [41). Methods used to detect
diethylene glycol appear to be adequate to be informative and capable of detecting the compound in quantities <<1% of
TLV[14,16,22]. Comparison to TLV is based on a worst case calculation analogous to the one performed for propylene
glycol. For diethylene glycol, TLV of 10 mg/m? is applicable (as in the case of all aerosols with no know toxicity by
inhalation), and there is a recent review of regulations of this compound conducted for the Dutch government by the
Health Council of the Netherlands (jurisdiction with some of the most strict occupational exposure limits) that
recommended OEL of 70 mg/m® and noted lack of evidence for toxicity following inhalation

fhttp://www.gezondheidsraad.nl/sites/defauit/files/2007030SH.pdf; accessed July 29; 2013]. In conclusion, even the

quantities detected in the single FDA result were of little concern, amounting to fess than 1% of TLV.
{norganic compounds

Special attention has to be paid to the chemical form of compounds when there is detection of metals and other
elements by inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry (ICP-MS)[8,25]. Because the parent molecule that occurs in
the aerosol is destroyed in such analysis, the results can be alarmist and not interpretable for risk assessment. For
example, the presence of sodium (4.18 ug/10 puffs}[25) does not mean that highly reactive and toxic sodium metal is in
~*he aerosol, which would be impossible given its reactivity, but most likely means the presence of the ubiquitous
-“ompound that contains sodium, dissolved table salt (NaCl). Ifso, the corresponding daily dose of NaCl that arises from
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these cancentratians fram 150 puffs is about 10,000 times lower than allowable daily intake according to CDC

www.cdc.gov/features/dssodium/; accessed July 4, 2013). Likewise, a result for presence of silica is meaningless

~T6r hiéalth assessrieiit ufiléss the crystailifie fofn of Si0; is Kiowti to be préseért. Whar such ambiguity exists, a TLV
equivalence calculation was not performed. We compared concentrations to TLVs when it was even remotely plausible
that parent molecules were present in the aqueous solution. However, even these are to be given credence only in an
extremely pessimistic analyst, and further investigation by more appropriate analytical methods couid clarify exactly
what compounds are present, but is not a priority for risk assessment. It should also be noted that one study that
attempted to quantify metals in the liquid found none above 0.1-0.2 ppm levels [7] or above unspecified threshold [18].
Table 1b indicates that most metals that were detected were present at <1% of TLV even if we assume that the
analytical results imply the presence of the most hazardous molecules containing these elements that can occur in
agqueous solution. For example, when elemental chromium was measured, it is compared to TLV for insoluble chromium
IV that has the lowest TLV of all chromium compounds. Analyses of metals given in [42] are not summarized here
because of difficulty with translating reported units into meaningful terms for comparison with the TLV, but only
mercury (again with no information on parent organic compound) was detected in trace quantities, but arsenic,
beryllium, chromium, cadmium, lead and nickel were not. Taken as the whole, it can be inferred that there is no
evidence of contamination of the aerosol with metals that warrants a heaith concern.

Consideration of exposure to a mixture of contaminants

All calculations conducted so far assumed only one contaminant present in clean air at a time. What are the
implications of small quantities of various compounds with different toxicities entering the personal breathing zone 2
__the same time? For evaluation of compliance with exposure limits for mixtures, Equation 3 is used:

OELmixture =Z?=1(Ci/TLVi): Eg. 3

where C; is the concentration of the i*® compound (i=1,...,n, where n>1 is the number of ingredients present in a mixture)
in the contaminated air and TLV; is the TLV for the /" compound in the contaminated air; if OEL iaue > 1, then there is
evidence of the mixture exceeding TLV.

The examined reports detected no more than 5-10 compounds in the aerosol, and the above calculation does not place
any of them out of compliance with TLV for mixture. Let us imagine that 50 compounds with TLVs were detected. Given
that the aerosol tends to contain various compounds at levels, on average, of ho more than 0.5% of TLV (Table 1), such a
mixture with 50 ingredients would be at 25% of TLV, a level that is below that which warrants a concern, since the
“action level” for implementation of controls is traditionally set at 50% of TLV to ensure that the majority of persons
exposed have personal exposure below mandated limit [50]. Pellerino et al.[2] reached conclusions similar to this
review. based on their single experiment: contaminants in the liquids that warrant health concarns were present in
concentrations that were less than 0.1% of that allowed by law in the European Union. Of course, if the levels of the
declared ingredients (propylene glycol, glycerin, and nicotine) are considered, the action level would be met, since those
ingredients are present in the concentrations that are near the action level. There are no known synergistic actions of
the examined mixtures, so Equation 3 is therefore applicable. Moreover, there is currently no reason to suspect that the
trace amounts of the contaminants will react to create compounds that would be of concern.

10
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Conclusions

: ,)y the standards of occupational hygiene, current data do not indicate that exposures to vapers from contaminants in
electronic cigarettes warrant a concern. There are no known toxicological synergies among compounds in the aerosol,
and mixture of the contaminants does not pose a risk to health. However, exposure of vapers to propylene glycol and
glycerin reaches the levels at which, if one were considering the exposure in connection with a workplace setting, it
would be prudent to scrutinize the health of exposed individuals and examine how exposures could be reduced. This is
the basis for the recommendation to monitor levels and effects of prolonged exposure to propylene glycol and glycerin
that comprise the bulk of emissions from efectronic cigarettes other than nicotine and water vapor. From this
perspective, and taking the analogy of work on theatrical fogs [45,46], it can be speculated that respiratory functions
and symptoms (but not cancer of respiratory tract or non-malignant respiratory disease) of the vaper is of primary
interest. Monitoring upper airway irritation of vapers and experiences of unpleasant smell would also provide early
warning of exposure to compounds like acrolein because of known immediate effects of elevated exposures
(http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp124-c3.pdf; accessed July 11, 2013). However, it is questionabie how much
concerii should be associated with observed coricentrations of acroléin and formaldehiyde in the aerosol. Given highly
variahle assessments, closer scrutiny is probably warranted to understand sources of this variability, although there is no
need at present to be alarmed about exceeding even the occupational exposure limits, since occurrence of occasional
high values is accounted for in established TLVs. An important clue towards a productive direction for such work is the
resuits reported in [39,40] that convincingly demonstrate how heating the liquid to high temperatures generates
compounds like acrolein and formaldehyde in the aerosol. A better understanding about the sources of TSNA in the
aerosol may be of some interest as well, but all results to date consistently indicate quantities that are of no more

--soncern than TSNA in smokeless tobacco products. Exposures to nicotine from electronic cigarettes is not expected to
- .,,_)xceed that from smoking due to self-titration[11]; it is only a concern when a vaper does not intend to consume
nicotine, a situation that can arise from incorrect labeling of liquids[24,43].

The cautions about propylene glycol and glycerin apply only to the exposure experienced by the vapers themselves.
Exposure of bystanders to the listed ingredients, let alone the contaminants, does not warrant a concern as the
exposure is likely to be orders of magnitude lower than exposure experienced by vapers. Further research employing
realistic conditions could help quantify the quantity of exhaled aerosol and its behavior in the environment under
realistic worst-case scenarios (i.e., not small sealed chambers), but this is not a priority since the exposure experienced
by bystanders is clearly very low compared to the exposure of vapers, and thus there is no reason to expect it would
have any health effects.

The key to making the best pessible effort to ensure that hazardous expoesures from centaminants do not oceur is
ongoing monitoring of actual exposures and estimation of potential ones. Direct measurement of personal exposures is
not possible in vaping due to the fact the aerosol is inhaled directly, unless, of course, suitable biomarkers of exposure
can be developed. The current review did not identify any suitable biomarkers, though cotinine is a useful proxy for
exposure to nicotine-containing liquids. Monitoring of potential composition of exposures is perhaps best achieved
though analysis of aerosol generated in a manner that approximates vaping, for which better insights are needed on
how to modify “smoking machines” to mimic vaping given that there are documented differences in inhalation
patterns[51]. These smoking machines would have to be operated under a realistic mode of operation of the atomizer
to ensure that the process for generation of contaminants is studied under realistic temperatures. To estimate dosage
‘ \Pr exposure in personal breathing zone), information on the chemistry of aerosol has to be combined with models of
'fhe inhalation pattern of vapers, mode of operation of e-cigarettes and quantities of liquid consumed. Assessment of
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exhaled aerosol appears to be of little use in evaluating risk to vapers due to evidence of qualitative differences in the
;"\remistry of exhaled and inhaled aerosol.

Monitoring of liquid chemistry is easier and cheaper than assessment of aerosols. This can be done systematically as a
routine quality control measure by the manufacturers to ensure uniform quality of all production batches. However, we
do not know how this relates to aerosol chemistry because previous researchers have failed to appropriately pair
analyses of chemistry of liquids and aerosols. It is standard practice in occupational hygiene to analyze the chemistry of
materials generating an exposure, and it is advisable that future studies of the aerosols explicitly pair these analyses
with examination of composition of the liquids used to generate the aerosols. Such an approach can lead to the
development of predictive models that relate the composition of the aerosol to the chemistry of liquids, the e-cigarette
hardware, and the behavior of the vaper, as these, if accurate, can anticipate hazardous exposures before they occur.
The current attempt to use available data to develop such relationships was not successful due to studies failing to
collect appropriate data. Systematic monitoring of quality of the liquids would also help reassure consumers and is best
done by independent laboratories rather than manufactures to remove concerns about impartiality {real or perceived).

Future work in this area would greatly benefit from standardizing laboratory protocols (e.g. methods of extraction of
compounds from aerosols and liquids, establishment of “core” compounds that have to be quantified in each analysis
(as is done for PAH and metals), development of minimally informative detection limits that are needed for risk
assessment, standardization of operation of “vaping machine”, etc.), quality control experiments (e.g. suitable positive
and negative controls without comparison to conventional cigarettes, internal standards, estimation of Y%recovery, etc.),
and reporting practices (e.g. in units that can be used to estimate personal exposure, use of uniform definitions of limits
__of detection and quantification, etc.}, ail of which would improve on the currently disjointed literature. Detajled
' J)scommendations on standardization of such protocols lie outside of scope of this report.

All calculations conducted in this analysis are based on information about patterns of vaping and the content of aerosols
and liquids that are highly uncertain in their applicability to “typical” vaping as it is currently practiced and says even less
about future exposures due to vaping. However, this is similar to assessments that are routinely performed in
occupationat hygiene for novel technology as it relied on “worst case” calculations and safety margins that attempt to
account for exposure variability. The approach adopted here and informed by some data is certainly superior to some
currently accepted practices in the regulatory framework in occupational health that rely purely on description of
emission processes to make claims about potential for exposure {(e.g.[52]). Clearly, routine monitoring of potential and
actual exposure is required if we were to apply the principles of occupational hygiene to vaping. Detailed suggestions on

how to design such exposure surveillance are available in [53].

In summary, analysis of the current state of knowledge about the chemistry of contaminants in liquids and aerosols
associated with electronic cigarettes indicates that there is no evidence that vaping produces inhalable exposures to
these contaminants at a level that would prompt measures to reduce exposure by the standards that are used to ensure
safety of workplaces. Indeed, there is sufficient evidence to be reassured that there are no such risks from the broad
range of the studied products, though the lack of quality control standards means that this cannot be assured for all
products on the market. However, aerosol generated during vaping on the whole, when considering the declared
ingredients themselves, if it were treated in the same manner as an emission from industrial process, creates persenal
exposures that would justify surveillance of exposures and health among exposed persons. Due to the uncertainty

‘ '\tout the effects of these quantities of propylene glycol and glycerin, this conclusion holds after setting aside concerns
about health effects of nicotine. This conclusion holds notwithstanding the benefits of tobacco harm reduction, since
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there is value in understanding and possibly mitigating risks even when they are known to be far lower than smoking. It
¢~ nust be noted that the proposal for such scrutiny of “total aerosol” is not based on specific health concerns suggested
" oy compounds that resulted in exceedance of occupational exposure limits, but is instead a conservative posture in the
face of unknown consequences of inhalation of appreciable quantities of organic compounds that may or may not be
harmful at doses that occur during vaping.

Key Conclusions:

Even when compared to workplace standards for involuntary exposures, and using several conservative {(erring
on the side of caution) assumptions, the exposures from using e-cigarettes fall well below the threshold for
concern for compounds with known toxicity. That is, even ignoring the benefits of e-cigarette use and the fact
that the exposure is actively chosen, and even comparing to the levels that are considered unacceptable to
people who are not henefiting fram the exposure and da not want it, the exposures would not generate concern
or call for remedial action.

Expressed concerns about nicotine only apply to vapers who do not wish to consume it; a voluntary {indeed,
intentional) exposure is very different from a contaminant.

There is no serious concern about the contaminants such as volatile organic compounds (formaldehyde,
acrolein, etc.) in the liquid or produced by heating. While these contaminants are present, they have been
detected at problematic levels only in a few studies that apparently were based on unrealistic ievels of heating.
The frequently stated concern about contamination of the liquid by a nontrivial quantity of ethylene glycol or
diethylene glycol remains based on a single sample of an early technology product (and even this did not rise to
the level of health concern) and has not been replicated.

Tobacco-specific nitrosamines {TSNA) are present in trace quantities and pose no more (likely much less) threat
to health than TSNAs from modern smokeless tobacco products, which cause no measurable risk for cancer.
Contamination by metals is shown to be at similarly trivial levels that pose no health risk, and the alarmist claims
about such contamination are based on unrealistic assumptions about the molecular form of these elements.
The existing literature tends to overestimate the exposures and exaggerate their implications. This is partially
due to rhetoric, but also results from technical features. The most important is confusion of the concentration
it aerosoi, which on its own telis us littie about risk to heath, with the retevant and much smalter totat exposure
to compounds in the aerosol averaged across all air inhaled in the course of a day. There is also clear bias in
previous reports in favor of isolated instances of highest ievel of chemical detected across multiple studies, such
that average exposure that can be calculated are higher than true value because they are “missing” all true
zeros.

Routine monitaring of liquid chemistry is easier and cheaper than assessment of aerosols. Combined with an
understanding of how the chemistry of the liquid affects the chemistry of the aerosol and insights into behavior
of vapers, this can serve as a useful tool to ensure the safety of e-cigarettes.

The only unintentional exposures (i.e., not the nicotine) that seem to rise to the level that they are worth further
research are the carrier chemicals themselves, propylene glycol and glycerin. This exposure is not known to
cause health problems, but the magnitude of the exposure is novel and thus is at the levels for concern based on
the lack of reassuring data.
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: Digu#e: Hlustrating the difference between concentrations in the acrosol generated by vaping and inhaled 5i in 5 day
Panel A shows black square that represents aerosol contaminated by some compound as it would be measured by a
“smoking machine” and extrapolated to dosage from vaping in one day. This black square is located inside the white
square that represents total uncontaminated air that is inhaled in a day by a vaper. The relative sizes of the two squares
are exaggerated as the volume of aerosol generated in vaping relative to inhaled air is much smaller in the figure. Pane!
B shows how exposure from contaminated air (black dots) is diluted over a day for appropriate comparison to
occupational exposure limits that are expressed in terms of “time-weighted average” or average contamination over
time rather than as instantaneous exposures (with the exception of “ceiling limits” that do not affect the vast majority of
comparisons in this report). Exposure during vaping occurs in a dynamic process where the atmosphere inhaled by the
vaper alternates between the smaller black and larger white squares in Panel A. Thus, the concentration of
contaminants that a vaper is exposed to over a day is much smaller than that which is measured in the aerosol {and

routinely improperly cited as reason for concern about “high” exposures).

A B
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“ lb!e la: Exposurepredictions based on-analysis of aerosols generated by smoking machines: V

A :
'olatile. Organic

Compounds
Compound N* Estimated concentration in Ratio of most stringent TLV (%) | Reference
personal hreathing zone
PPM . mg/m’ Caleulated. | Safety factor
directly 10
Acetaldehyde 1 0.005 0.02 0.2 [5]
3 0.003 0.01 0.1 [4]
12 0.001 0.004 0.04 [8]
I 8.060004 6.0001 .61 i31
1 0.0002 0.001 0.008 i3]
150 0.001 0.004 0.04 [39,40]
1 0.008 0.03 3 [37]
Acetone 1 0.002 0.0003 0.003 [37]
150 0.0004 0.0001 0.001 [39,40]
Acrolein 12 0.001 1 13 [8]
150 0.002 2 20 [39,40]
1 0.006 6 60 [37]
'\‘Butanai " 150 0.0002 0.001 ' 0.01 [39,40]
___Crotonaldehyde 150 0.0004 0.01 0.1 [39,40]
Formaldehyde 1 0.002 0.6 6 [5]
3 0.008 3 30 [4]
12 0.006. 2 20 (81
1 <0.0003 <0.1 <1 [3]
1 0.0003 0.1 1 [3]
150 0.01 4 40 [39,40]
1 0.009 3 30 (37
Glyoxal 1 0.002 2 20 [37]
150 | 0.006 6 60 [39,40]
o-Methylbenzaldehyde 12 0.001 0.05 0.5 (8]
p.m-Xylene 12 0.00003 0.001 0.01 [8]
Propanal 3 0.002 6.0+ - 6.k (4]
150 0.0006 0,002 0.02 [39,40%
1 0.005 0.02 0.2 [37]
Toluene 12 0.0001 0.003 0.03 I8}
Valeraldehyde 150 0.0001 0.0001 0.001 [39,40]

# average is presented when N>1

)
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Table 1b: Exposure predictions based on analysis of aerosols generated by smoking machines: Inorganic Compounds”

v JESement | Assumed NP Estimated . Ratic of mest stringent TLV {%). | Reference |
quantified | compound containing concentration in
the element for personal
comparison with TLV breathing zone Ca!culated Safety factor
(ng/ m3) directly 10
Aluminum | Respirable Al metal & 1 0.002 0.2 1.5 [25]
insoluble compounds
“Barium Ba & nsoluble compounds 1 0.00003 0.01 0.1 [25]
Boron Boron oxide 1 0.02 0.1 1.5 [25]
Cadmium | Respirabie Cd & 12 0.00002 1 10 (8]
compounds
Chromium | Insoluble Cr (V) 1 3E-05 0.3 3 [25]
Copper Cu fume 1 0.0008 0.4 4.0 [25]
Iron Soluble iron salts, as Fe 1 0.002 0.02 0.2 [25]
Lead Inorganic compounds as Pb 1 7E-05 0.1 1 [25]
12 0.000025 0.05 0.5 [8]
| Magnesium | Inhalable magnesiumoxide { 1 | 0.00026 ' 0.003 0.03 ‘ [25]
Manganese | Inorganic compounds, as i 8E-06 0.04 0.4 (251
Mn
Nickel Inhalable soluble _inorganic 1 2E-05 0.02 0.2 [25]
compounds, as Ni 12 0.00005 0.05 0.5 8]
_ ,_'\Potassium - KOH: 1 0.00%1 ‘ 0.i : i - [25F
JTin Orgariic corpourids, as St 1 0.0001 0.1 1 [25]
Zinc Zinc chloride fume 1 0.0004 0.04 0.4 [25]
Zirconium | Zr and compounds 1 3E-05 0.001 0.01 [25]
Sulfur S0, 1 0.002 0.3 _ 3 - [23]

# The actual molecular form in the aerosol unknown and so worst case assumption was made if it was physically possible (e.g. it is not
possible for elemental lithium & sodium to be present in the aerosol); there is no evidence from the research that suggests the metals
were in the particular highest risk form, and in most cases a general knowledge of chemistry strongly suggests that this is unlikely.
Thus, the TLYV ratios reported here probably do not represent the (much lower) levels that would result if we knew the molecular
forms.

## average is presented when N>1
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Table 2: Exposure predictions for volatile organic compounds based on analysis of aerosols generated by volunteer
;-""\Japers

Compound 1 N Estimated | Ratio of most stringent TLV (%) Reference
concentration in
personal breathing
Zone
(ppm)
© Calculated-directly | Safety factor 10

2-butanone (MEK) 3 0.04 0.02 0.2 [4]
1 0.002 0.0007 0.007 [6]
2-furaldehyde 3 0.01 0.7 7 [4]
Acetaldehyde 3 0.07 0.3 3 [4]
Acetic acid 3 0.3 3 30 [4]
Acetone 3 0.4 0.2 2 [4]
Acrolein 1 <0.001 <0.7 <7 [6]
.Benzene 3 0.02 : 3 _ 33 . [41.
Butyl hydroxyl toluene 1 4E-05 0.0002 ‘ 0.002 [6]
Isoprene 3 0.1 7 70 [4]
Limonene 3 0.009 0.03 03 [4]
1 2E-05 0.000001 0.00001 [6]
L m,p-Xyelen 3 0.0t * 0.01 - 0.1 ' (4]
_Jptienol 3 0.01 0.3 3 [4]
Propanal 3 0.004 0.01 0.1 [4]
Toluene 3 0.01 0.07 0.7 [4]

# averape is presented when N>1
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action on smoking and health

Electronic cigarettes

(also known as vapourisers)

Summary
« Electronic cigarettes are not cigarettes. They do not contain tobacco and using them is not
smoking.

« ASH, in line with the NICE guidance on Tobacco Harm Reduction, always recommends that
quitting all forms of nicotine use is the best option for smokers.

« However, for those who remain addicted to nicotine NICE guidance recommends the use of
medicinally licensed nicotine containing products as an alternative to smoking or to cut down
or for temporary abstinence to help reduce the harms of smcking.

« NICE guidance cannot recommend the use of unlicensed nicotine containing products but
many smokers are finding unlicensed electronic cigarettes helpful, Research by ASH shows
that their use has grown threefold in the last two years from 700,000 to 2.1 million users.’

» Electronic cigarettes are proving more attractive to smokers than NRT*2 while providing them
with a safer alternative to cigarettes.? There is evidence that they can be effective in helping
smokers’ quit>* and little evidence that they are being used by never smokers.

§ + The number of children and young people regularly using electronic cigarettes remains very
j low and their use is almost entirely amongst those who are current or ex-smokers.? This is a
similar pattern to that found in jurisdictions such as the USA.®

» ASH supports enhanced regulation to ensure the safety and reliability of electronic cigarettes
and to prevent their promaotion to non-smokers and children.

« However, in the absence of evidence of significant harm to bystanders, ASH does not support
the inclusion of electronic cigarettes in smokefree laws which would completely prohibit their
use in enclosed public places.

Curently electronic cigarettes are regulated as general consumer products. Once the EU Tobacco
Products Directive (TPD) comes into effect in Member States in May 2016, electronic cigarettes
containing up to 20mg/mi of nicotine will come under the TPD (levels of 18mg/mi have been reported
on user websites as suitable for typical smokers).® Above that level, or if manufacturers and importers
decide to opt into medicines regulation, such products will require authorisation by the Medicines and
Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency (MHRA) as over the counter medicines in the same way as
nicotine replacement therapy (NRT).

Micetine Substitution

Smoking is the largest preventable cause of premature mortality in the UK.® The goal of tobacco
control is to diminish the harm caused by tobacco products. While the ideal remains that people should
stop using fobacco completely and permanently, consensus currently supports a properly regulated
harm reduction approach for those unabie to do $0.%'%" This is a framework by which the harmful
effects of smoking are reduced without requiring the elimination of a behaviour that is not necessarily
condoned. Such strategies have proved successiul in the past, for example within the contexts

of needle exchange programmes for illicit drug use and the promotion of safer sex to prevent HIV
infection. 1?13

In 1976 Professor Michael Russell wrote: “People smoke for nicotine but they die from the tar.”"
Indeed, the harm from smoking is caused primarily through the toxins produced by the burning of
tobacco. By contrast, non-tobacce, non-smoked nicotine products, although addictive, are considerably
less harmful.



Electronic cigarettes consequently represent a safer alternative to cigarettes for smokers who are
unable or unwilling to stop using nicotine,

The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) has developed guidance on a harm
reduction approach to smoking.'® NICE's recommmendations aim to inform on how best to reduce
fliness and deaths attributable to smoking through a harm reduction approach. As part of this
guidance, NiCE supports the use of licensed nicotine containing products (NCPs) to help smokers cut
down, for temporary abstinence and as a substitute for smoking, possibly indefinitely. NICE guidance
cannot recommend the use of unlicensed nicotine containing products. However, the guidance is clear
that using an electronic cigarette is safer than smoking.®

What are electronic cigareties?

Electronic cigarettes, also known as vapourisers or electronic nicotine delivery systems (ENDS),* are
often, although not always, designed to look and feel like cigarettes. They have been marketed as less
harmful alternatives to cigarettes and for use in places where smoking is not permitted since they do
not produce smoke.

There are three main fypes of electronic cigarettes or vapourisers:
» Disposable products (non-rechargeable)
= An electronic cigarette kit that is rechargeable with replaceable pre-filled cartridges
» An electronic cigarette that is rechargeabie and has a tank or reservoir which has to be filled
with liquid nicotine

The first two types of electronic cigarette are often known as ‘cigalike’ products as they resemble
cigarettes and often have a light at the end that glows when the user draws on the device to resemble
a lit cigarette. The liquid in the devices usually contains nicotine suspended in propylene glycol and
glycerine. The level of nicotine in the cartridges may vary and most also contain flavourings.'” When

a user sucks on the device, a sensor detects air flow and heats the liquid in the cartridge so that it
evaporates. The vapour delivers the nicotine to the user. There is no side-stream smoke but some
nicotine vapour is released into the air as the smoker exhales.

Are slectronic cigareties safe o use?

Compared with smoking using an electronic cigarette is safer. However, in the absence of a thorough
clinical evaluation and long term population level surveillance, absolute safety of such products cannot
be guaranteed. By comparison, the harm from tobacco smoking — the leading cause of preventable
death in the UK ~ is well established,

Most, but not all electronic cigarettes contain nicotine. As hoted above, the harm from smoking comes

mainly from inhaling tobacco smoke rather than the nicotine. However, nicotine is an addictive drug
which stimulates the nervous system, increasing the heart rate and blood pressure.'®
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Toxins have been found in a number of studies of electronic cigarettes202122 although these are
at levels much lower than those found in cigarettes and not at levels which would generally cause
concern, 22425

One smalt study showed that after switching from tobacco to electronic cigarettes nicotine exposure
was unchanged while exposure to selected toxicants was substantially reduced.®

Most of the safety concems regarding electronic cigarettes relate to the absence of appropriate
product regulation and inconsistencies in quality control. The current lack of regulatory oversight
means that there is significant variability in device effectiveness, nicotine delivery and carfridge
nicotine content both between and sometimes within product brands.*

Research has identified possible concerns about specific products. A recent study by the US Food and
Drug Administration (FDA) has raised some safety concerns over the presence of toxins, released in
low concentrations, from the vaporisation process of certain cartridges.®”

There is little evidence of harmiful effects in the short to medium term from repeated exposure to
propylene glycol, the chemical in which nicotine is suspended.?®* One study concludes that electronic
cigarettes have a low toxicity profile, are well tolerated, and are associated with only mild adverse
effects.® More research is needed on long-term impact, particularly on the fungs.

ls there a risk to non-users from elecironic cigarveite vagour?

Although electronic cigarettes do not produce smoke, users exhale a smoke-like vapour which
consists largely of prepylene glycol and glycerine. The level of nicotine present in electronic cigarette
vapour is about one tenth of that generated by a cigarette.®' Any health risks of secondhand exposure
to propylene glycol vapour are likely to be limited to irritation of the throat. One study exposed
animals to propylene glycol for 12 to 18 months at doses 50 to 700 times the level the animal could
absorb through inhalation. Compared to animais living in normal room atmosphere, no localised or
generalised irritation was found and kidney, liver, spleen and bone marrow were all found to be normal.
% Arecent review of the impact of electronic cigarettes noted that passive exposure to the aerosol
can expose non-users fo nicotine but at concentrations that are unlikely to have any pharmacological
significance.®

The fact that many electronic cigarettes look similar to conventional cigarettes has been said to risk
confusion as to their use in enclosed public places, such as on public transport.3* However, given
that the most distinctive feature of cigarette smoking is the smell of the smoke, which traveis rapidly,
and that this is absent from elecfronic cigarette use, it is not clear how any such confusion would be
sustained.

Furthermore, the absence of risk from “secondhand” inhalation of vapour from electronic cigarettes
has been described as an “often unconsidered advantage” of electronic cigarettes.® As an alternative
to smoking, electronic cigarettes are preferable in situations where secondhand smoke poses serious
health risks to others, such as in vehicles or in the home.

Are electronic cigareties effective in helning smokers quit?

The degree of effectiveness depends on what effect is being measured. ASH research shows that the
most commonly reported reason for using electronic cigarettes (among all who report using or having
tried them) was “to help me stop smoking tobacco entirely”.®® Current smokers also report that they
use the devices to "help me reduce the amount | smoke but not stop completely”. Effectiveness also
varies between products and between users according to their experience in use.¥”

Currently in the UK, any nicotine-containing product which claims or implies that it can treat nicotine
addiction is considered to be a medicinal product and is therefore subject to regutation by the
MHRA. Consequently, electronic cigarette manufacturers have avoided making such explicit claims.
Furthermore, the WHO has stated that “the electronic cigarette is not a proven nicotine replacement
therapy”.®®
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Nevertheless, survey data suggests that, whatever the reason e-cigarette use may have been
initiated, about 4 in 10 users in England currently use them in an attempt to quit smoking.* Recently
published population level data shows they have taken over from over the counter NRT as the most
popular support people use when quitting smoking® and are 60% more effective than NRT bought
over the counter in helping smokers quit.* The effectiveness in that study was broadly similar to
using a prescription medicine (including NRT) with limited professional support and less than using
a prescription medicine with specialist behavioural support. A randomised controlied trial conducted
in New Zeatand found that electronic cigarettes, with or without nicotine, were modestly effective at
helping smokers to quit, with broadly similar achievement of abstinence as with nicotine patches.®®
There is also same evidence to suggest that electronic cigarette use leads to abstinence among some
smokers who had not intended to quit.*?

Empirical data on the effectiveness of electronic cigarettes as nicotine delivery devices are still being
collected.** Some reports from the published literature suggest that etectronic cigarettes are inefficient
nicotine delivery devices and result in only modest and unreliable increases in plasma nicotine
levels.*? Such findings appear to apply particularly to new users whereas studies using participants
experienced in electronic cigaretie use have been found to derive more reliable nicotine intake levels.?
Whether experienced users are able to use these devices in a way in which their nicotine intake is
maximised, or the variability is due to such users preferring certain devices which might significantly
differ from those used by inexperienced users, is yet to be determined.#44

Nevertheless, growing evidence suggests that electronic cigarettes are becoming more reliable in
their nicotine delivery and that they have a beneficial impact in reducing subjective cravings and, in
turn, number of cigarettes smoked.?” Moreover, some studies have demonstrated an ability for certain
brands of electronic cigarettes to reduce nicotine cravings despite delivering low plasma nicotine
levels.*® A recent review on the use, safety and effects of electranic cigarettes concluded that the
devices do enable some smokers to reduce or quit smoking and that they offer a route to complete
cessation of nicotine use.®

Another feature of electronic cigarettes that apparentily lends to their effectiveness is an ability to
provide an approximation to the superficial aspects of the experience of smoking. This has been
demonstrated by users exhibiting reduced cravings, withdrawal symptoms and number of cigarettes
smoked per day even when given a placebo electronic cigarette.?”

The potential value, and perceived effectiveness, of electronic cigarettes in aiding smoking cessation
has been assessed in user surveys. Caution must be exercised with these data as the samples
have been recruited from electronic cigarette users’ websites. However, one such survey conducted
internationally reported that 72% of users believed that electronic cigarettes were beneficial in
reducing cravings and withdrawal symptoms while 92% declared that the devices had reduced the
number of conventional cigarettes they smoked. Indeed, in the same survey, 96% of former smokers
claimed that electronic cigarettes had helped them quit, and 79% reported a fear that if they stopped
using them they would start smoking again.*

Wiho uses elecironic clgareties in the UK?
Public awareness of electronic cigarettes has grown substantially in recent years with online media
playing an integral role in the growing popularity of the product.

Between the years 2009 and 2011 searches via the search engine Google using the terms ‘electronic
cigarette’ increased fifty fold,*” a fact the industry has attempted to capitalise on by funding various
online adverts, web-pages and social networking site groups.*® In addition to the influence of online
media, there is also evidence to suggest that tighter tobacco control measures are also positively
driving electronic cigarette behaviour.*®

According to surveys commissioned by ASH, 3% of smokers in Great Britain reported using electronic
cigarettes regularly in 2010, a figure that has increased to 18% in 2014 (see figure 1). Similarly, the
number of smokers reporting having tried electronic cigarettes has increased significantly, from 8% in
2010 to 22% in 2012, 35% in 2013 and 52% in 2014,
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Figure 1: Usage of e-cigarettes amongst aduit smokers in Britain
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One of the risks highlighted by professionals is that electronic cigareties could act as a ‘gateway’
fo smoking tobacco among children. Current evidence suggests this phenomenon is not eccurring.
Among children, current efectronic cigarette use is confined almost entirely to those who have already
tried smaking.5%51 Figure 2 further shows that even having tried electronic cigarettes is rare among
children, particutarly those under the age of 15.

Figure 2: Usage of electronic cigarettes among children in Britain, 2014
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Source: ASH/ YouGov
ASH estimates that there are 2.1 million current users of electronic cigarettes in the UK.*2 This number
consists almost entirely of current and ex-smokers; of these approximately one third are ex-smokers
while two thirds continue to use tobacco alongside electronic cigarettes. There is little evidence to
suggest that anything more than a negligible number of never-smokers regularly use the product.*

For further information see:

ASH Factsheet: Use of electronic ciaareties in Great Britain

The National Centre for Smoking Cessation and Training (NCSCT) has produced an g-cigareife
briefing summarising the evidence to date, especially in relation to the role of the stop smoking
services and how stop smoking practitioners should respond to enquiries about e-cigarettes from
smokers.
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Reguistion

Concerns have been raised about the rapid growth of the electronic cigarette market and the
increasing involvement of tobacco companies in the industry. The World Health Organization treaty on
tobacco (WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Control) obliges signatories to protect health policy
with respect to tobacco control from the ‘commercial and vested interests’ of the tobacco industry.
Tobacco company involvement in tobacco harm reduction is a cause for concem.

Reguiation has been seen as an important part of limiting the risk of tobacco industry involvement and
to ensure the market evolves in a way that supports public health gbjectives.

In February 2014 the EU Tobacco Products Directive (TPD) was passed by the European Parliament
and became law on 29 April. Member States now have until 20 May 2016 to transpose the new rules
into national law.

Electronic cigarettes containing up to 20mg/ml come under the TPD.53 Above that level electronic
cigarettes will require marketing authorisation as medicines if they are to remain on the market.®

The detailed requirements of regulation under the TPD are as follows:

= Alimit on nicotine strength of 20mg/mi (vaper websites say 18 mi/mg is the strength usually
found suitable by average smokers®)

+  Asize limit for e-liquids of 10ml for dedicated refill containers and 2ml for electronic cigarette
cartridges and tanks.

- Safety mechanisms (such as childproof fastening and opening) for e-liquid containers,
cartridges and tanks.

« Warnings on the two largest surfaces of the packs and any outside packaging covering 30%
of the external area. These must state either ' This product contains nicotine which is a highly
addictive substance’ or the above plus ‘It is not recommended for use by non-smokers'.

+  Consumer information must also include instructions on use, information on addictiveness
and {oxicity, a list of all ingredients and information on nicotine content along with a prohibition
on promotional materials on packs.

= Manufacturers and importers bear full responsibility for the quality and safety of their product
and must notify detailed information about their products to competent authorities in each
Member State.

»  Prohibition on cross-border advertising promotion and sponsorship in line with that for
tobacco products.

*  Member States will be able to introduce extra safeguards for example on age-limits and
flavourings in electronic cigarettes.

Until regulations implementing the EU Directive take effect electronic cigarettes not licenced as
medicines will continue to be subject to general consumer protection law and it is the responsibility of
trading standards officers to enforce the law.

In addition, the Children & Families Act 2014 gave the Government powers to ban the sale of
electronic cigarettes to persons under the age of 18. A consultation on draft regulations is expected
soon.

On 12 September 2014, Kind Consumer, a healthcare research and development company,
announced that it had been granted marketing authorisation from the MHRA for a novel nicotine
inhaler designed to help smokers cut down or quit smoking. The product called Voke is being
developed with the company’s partner, Nicoventures, a wholly-owned subsidiary of BAT.5

The MHRA has said that it “continues to encourage companies fo voluntarily submit medicines licence
applications for efectronic cigarettes and other NCPs as medicines”.>® Public Health England supports
the regulation by the MHRA of nicotine-containing products — including e-cigarettes — as medicines, to
give people access to safe products that are also effective.¥ in the UK medicines regulation has some
advantages for electronic cigarette manufacturers and importers over regulation under the TPD.

ASH Briefing: Electronic Cigarettes



The following table shows the main elements of regulation under the TPD versus medicines regulation:

Characteristics of regulation under Tobacco Products Directive and MHRA

Tobacco Products Directive regulation of
electronic cigarettes

MHRA licenced Nicotine Containing
Products (NCPs) including e-cigs

Products not available on prescription

Products available on prescription

20% VAT

5% VAT

Cross border advertising banned by 2016;
up to Member States to decide on domestic
advertising {(billboards, Point of Sale, buses
etc.)

Advertising allowed — under OTC rules so
no celebrity endorsement, free samples and
must be targeted at adult smokers etc.

Products widely available

Products available on general sale (GSL)

Can't make health claims

Can make health claims

Upper limits for nicotine content will be set
and likely to be in force by 2017.

MHRA regulation is flexibie; there are no
upper limits.

30% health warning on packs about nicotine
on front and back of packs

No health warnings on packs. Pack contains
detailed Patient Information Leaflet.

Member States retain powers e.g. on
flavours, domestic advertising.

Flavours require a marketing authorisation

Children and Families Bill allows for age of
sale of 18 for nicotine products.

Age of sale 12 but can be varied by product
so could be higher for e-cigareftes.

Following a referral from the Department of Health, NICE published guidance on tobacco harm
reduction on 5th June 2013 as mentioned above.” This guidance recommended the use of licensed
NCPs, which are nicotine replacement therapy products licensed by the MHRA (and do not at the
current time include electronic cigarettes) for harm reduction purposes. Such purposes include using
licensed NCPs as a substitute for tobacco, possibly indefinitely, to cut down prior to quitting, to smoke

less, or to temporarily abstain from smoking.

Reguiation of Advertising of eleclvonic cigaretles

Some advertising for electronic cigarettes has been criticised as possibly aftractive to young people
and never-smokers.’® There is a risk that inappropriate advertising could glamorise smoking and
undermine pubtic health goals. The involvement of the tobacco industry in the elecironic cigarette
market also raises questions about the opportunity of this industry to reach young people with pro-

smoking messages.

Following a public consultation, CAP, the Committee on Advertising Practice, published new rules on
the advertising of electronic cigarettes to cover the interim period between now and when the TPD

comes into effect.

Key measures include:

» Ads must not be likely to appeal to people under 18
* People shown using e-cigarettes must neither be, nor seem to be under 25
+ Ads must not be directed at people under 18 through the selection of media or the

context in which they appear

+ Ads must not encourage non-smokers or non-nicotine users to use electronic

cigarettes

* Ads must make clear that the product is an e-cigarette and not a tobacco product.

CAP will monitor the effect of the rules and conduct a review after 12 months.

ASH's response to the public consultation can be viewed here.

ASH Briefing: Electronic Cigarettes




Regulation of where elecironic cigareties can be used

Currently, electronic cigarettes are not regulated under smokefree laws in the UK, although this is
under consideration in Wales.*® In general, users are free to use them in most public places such as
bars, restaurants and on public transport, although the managers of some premises have prohibited
their use.

One stated advantage of smokefree legislation is that it de-normalises smoking, effectively distancing
the behaviour from what is an accepted social norm. The ban on smoking in public places has
reinforced in many people's minds that such behaviour has gone from a normal, widely accepted
activity to one that is abnormal and unaccepted. There are concerns that electronic cigarettes will
undermine this process, threatening the now established practice of smokefree public places, such as
at work or on public transport. However to date there is little evidence to suggest this is the case.

ASH has worked with the Chartered Institute of Environmental Health and the Trading Standards
Institute to produce guidance for organisations considering whether or not to ban the use of electronic
cigarettes on their premises.®® This provides a structure for thinking through the issues but leaves it to
organisations to develop their own approach informed by the evidence.

Global Guidance

In August 2014 the World Health Organization published a report on ENDS (electronic nicotine delivery
systems, more commonly known as electronic cigarettes) for discussion by the WHO Framework
Convention on Tobacco Control Conference of the Parties meeting in October. Parties to the WHO
FCTC were asked to note the report and ‘provide further guidance'® The Framework Convention
Alliance (FCA), which represents civil society organisations, developed a consensus position in
advance of the COP on the principles which should underpin any regulatory system. See box below.5?

The COP agreed with the FCA that global guidelines are not yet feasible but did invite “Parties to
consider prohibiting or regulating ENDS including as tobacco products, medicinal products, consumer
products, or other categories, as appropriate, taking into account a high level of protection for human
health”. Furthermore, the WHO was asked to prepare a report for the next COP with an update on
the evidence of the health impacts, the potential role in quitting tobacco usage, methods to measure
contents and emissions of these products, and impact on tobacco control efforts and policy options.

Principles to guide policy on tobacco harm reduction and electronic cigarettes:

+ The global burden of death and disease from tobacco is primarily caused by smoking.

+  While quitting tobacco use is paramount, quitting nicotine use altogether is the best
option.

+ For those unable to quit, switching to alternative sources of nicotine that are less
harmful than tobacco can reduce, often very substantially, the harm smoking causes
to the individual.

»  The benefits of such an approach would be maximized if uptake were limited to
existing smokers who are unable to quit.

+ The risks of such an approach would be minimized by limiting uptake by never-
smokers, in particular amongst young people, and by taking measures to protect non-
users and discourage long-term dual use.

« There could be negative unintended consequences from over-regulation just as there
could be from under-regulation.

«  The involvement of tobacco companies in the production and marketing of electronic
cigarettes is a matter of particular concern as there is an irreconcilable conflict of
interest between those profiting from the sale of tobacco and public health.
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Conclusion

ASH recognises that whilst efforts to help people stop smaoking should remain a priority, many smokers
either do not wish to stop quit or find it very hard to do so because of their addiction to nicotine. For
this group, nicotine containing products which have been properly regulated to ensure product safety,
guality and efficacy should be available as an alternative to tobacco.

Most of the diseases associated with smoking are caused by inhaling smoke which contains
thousands of toxic chemicals. By contrast, nicotine is relatively safe. Electronic cigarettes, which
deliver nicotine without the harmful toxins found in tobacco smoke, are a safer alternative to smoking.
In addition, electronic cigarettes reduce secondhand smoke exposure in places where smoking

is allowed since they do not produce smoke. Nonetheless, nicotine is an addictive substance,
electronic cigarettes currently available are highly variable in terms of delivery of nicotine and product
guality, and smokers are uncertain about the effectiveness of the product. There are concerns, as

yet unsupported by evidence, that these products may provide a gateway into smoking for children
and young people. The regulation of these products, in particular with respect to their advertising,
promotion and sponsorship needs to be undertaken with these factors in mind.

In the UK smokefree legislation exists to protect the public from the demonstrable harms of
secondhand smoke, ASH does not consider it appropriate for electronic cigarettes to be subject to this
legislation, but that it should be for organisations to determine on a voluntary basis how these products
should be used on their premises.®
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Abstract: Exhaled aerosols were collected following the use of two leading U.S. commercial
electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes) and a conventional cigarette by human subjects and analyzed
for phenolics, carbonyls, water, glycerin and nicotine using a vacuum-assisted filter pad
capture system. Exhaled breath blanks were determined for each subject prior to each product
use and aerosol collection session. Distribution and mass balance of exhaled e-cigarette
aerosol composition was greater than 99.9% water and glycerin, and a small amount (<0.06%)
of nicotine. Total phenolic content in exhaled e-cigarette acrosol was not distinguishable
from exhaled breath blanks, while total phenolics in exhaled cigarette smoke were significantly
greater than in exhaled e-cigarette aerosol and exhaled breaths, averaging 66 pg/session
(range 36 to 117 pg/session). The total carbonyls in exhaled e-cigarette aerosols were also
not distinguishable from exhaled breaths or room air blanks. Total carbonyls in exhaled
cigarette smoke was significantly greater than in exhaled e-cigarette aerosols, exhaled breath
and room air blanks, averaging 242 pg/session {(range 136 to 352 pg/session). These results
indicate that exhaled e-cigarette aerosol does not increase bystander exposure for phenolics
and carbonyls above the levels observed in exhaled breaths of air.

Keywords: smoking; vaping; electronic cigarette; e-cigarette; aerosol; carbonyl; phenolic;
hydroxybenzene; combustion; nicotine; emission; passive vaping
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1. Introduction

Electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes) are products that became available to United States consumers in about
2007 [1]. Unlike conventional cigarettes that burn tobacco at high temperatures, e-cigarettes contain a liquid
flavor solution (e-liquid) that is thermally vaporized by a battery powered heating element. The e-liquids
typically contain a mixture of aerosol forming components such as glycerin and propylene glycol,
various flavors and, optionally, nicotine. Recently published studies have reported on the constituents of
e-liquids and e-cigarette aerosols [2—8]. Some of these constituents are among those listed as Harmful
and Potentially Harmful Constituents (HPHC) for tobacco products by the United States Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) [9]. Constituents that have been identified in machine-generated e-cigarette
aerosols and emissions in enclosed spaces [3,4,6,10], include the carbonyl compounds acetaldehyde,
acrolein and formaldehyde [3,6,11,12]. The reported levels of these carbonyl compounds were lower
than those of conventional cigarettes smoked under comparable conditions by one to two orders of
magnitude.

Riker, e al. have advanced the notion that exhaled e-cigarette aerosol may pose an exposure risk to
bystanders similar to that of environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) from conventional cigarettes through
“passive vaping” [13]. However, the majority (~85%) of ETS aerosol arises from side stream smoke
generated during static cigarette smolder in between puffs [14], which is absent for e-cigarettes. Several
investigators have reported machine generated e-cigarette acrosol contributions to particulates/droplets
and chemical constituents in test chambers [13,15] and indoor environments [5]. All of these studies suggest
that exposure to constituents in machine-generated mainstream e-cigarette aerosols would not exceed
background, although such studies did not actually use exhaled e-cigarette aerosol from human subjects.

Recent investigations have reported emissions of constituents in closed air chambers or in rooms having
minimal ventilation with human subjects using e-cigarettes [15-18]. A study by Romanga, ef al. in an
unventilated room using human subjects failed to detect a number of analytes including nicotine [16],
consistent with the sampling and analytical challenges posed by the baseline levels of many of the
constituents in e-cigarette aerosols.

A 2013 study by Schripp, et al. reported aerosol droplet counts and chemical constituents generated
by e-cigarette users, under prescribed puffing parameters, in a room with air exchange [17].
Several compounds, including carbonyls, were detected. However, the authors attributed these levels to
the test subjects’ normal metabolic processes and not to the exhaled e-cigarette acrosols.

A recent study with nine e-cigarette users puffing ad /ibitum in a room with air exchange found
propylene glycol, glycerin and nicotine in the room air [18]. No increases above background were noted
for formaldehyde, acetone or acrolein.

These studies have explored the potential for bystander exposure from e-cigarettes, but that have not
adequately addressed the chemical composition of exhaled e-cigarette aerosol. A simple mass balance
and distribution of known constituents such as water, glycerin and nicotine has not been reported for
exhaled e-cigarette aerosol. The quantities of constituents such as phenolics and carbonyls in exhaled
cigarette smoke relative to exhaled e-cigarette acrosol, and to a suitable blank of exhaled breaths of air
is also lacking in the scientific literature. The present study addressed these gaps with direct analyses of
the quantities of phenolic and carbonyl compounds in the exhaled aerosols from human subjects using
cigarettes and e-cigarettes without any dilution effects due to room volume or air exchange and determined
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mass balance and distribution of water, glycerin and nicotine in exhaled e-cigarette aerosols. These data
were compared with baseline levels in exhaled breath blanks to place the findings in the context of the
known and common presence of some chemical constituents in indoor environments [19-22]. The
analytical methodologies used in this study have been applied to collection and measurement of
constituents in exhaled cigarette acrosols [23—27] and have been adapted to measure levels of phenolics
and carbonyls in exhaled e-cigarette acrosols.

2. Experimental Section
2.1. Materials

The conventional cigarette and the two e-cigarettes used in this study were all products with
significant U.8. market shares in their respective categories. The products used in this study are shown
in Figure 1.

Figure 1. The three study products: (a) Marlboro Gold Box, 85 mm conventional
cigarette {(MGB); (b) blu Classic Tobacco Disposabe (blu CTD); (¢) blu Magnificent
Menthol Disposable (blu MMD),

The Marlboro Gold King Box filtered cigarette (MGB), which is the largest-selling brand in the U.S. was
selected to represent the conventional cigarette category (Philip Morris USA, Miami, FL, USA) [28]. The
blu eCigs Classic Tobacco Disposable {blu CTD) and blu eCigs Magnificent Menthol Disposable
(biu MMD) electronic cigarettes were selected to represent the e-cigarette category (Charlotte, NC, USA),
representing the U.S. market leaders for this product category. The MGB sample was obtained from a
commercial wholesaler (Reidsville Grocery Company, 1624 Freeway Dr., Reidsville, NC, USA).
The e-cigarette products were obtained directly from the manufacturer.

Both of the disposable e-cigarette products utilize a flow activation design whereby the heating circuit
is activated only during puffing. Both e-cigarette products utilize glycerin as the aerosolizing agent and
are labeled as containing nicotine (20-24 mg/e-cigarette). Compositions of the e-liquids were 82%
glycerin, 9% water, 2% nicotine and 7% flavor for blu CTD; 75% glycerin, 18% water, 2% nicotine and
5% flavor for blu MMD [29]. The e-liquid loadings were 1.03 g and 1.00 g for blu CTD and blu
MMD,respectively. Both e-cigarettes utilize 3.7 V batteries, 3.0 £ atomizers, and both products are
designed to deliver approximately 400 puffs.
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All three samples were representative of commercially available consumer products at the time of the
study. Exhaled aerosols from each of the products were captured on glass fiber filter pads.
In addition to the exhaled aerosol from products, exhaled breath blanks were used to establish baseline
values for the exhaled cigarette smoke and exhaled e-cigarette aerosol comparisons. Blanks were
obtained from each subject prior to the exhaled aerosol sessions by collecting their exhaled breaths.

2.2. Experimental Design

This study involved collection of exhaled aerosol from human subjects using conventional cigarettes
and e-cigarettes. The experiments were conducted under an IRB-approved protocol
(Quorum IRB, 1501 Fourth Ave., Suite 800, Seattle, WA, USA). Subject recruiting was performed by
Eastcoast Research (Eastcoast Research, 1118 Grecade St., Greensboro, NC, USA). All sessions were
conducted in a 40 m? conference room at the Eastcoast Research facility. Subjects were screened for age
(21 < age < 54), product use (e-cigarette subject puffs >30 puffs/day; conventional cigarettes >20
cigarettes/day), product preference (MGB, blu CTD or blu MMD) and for a stable preference for the
specified products (=6 months). All subjects were required to abstain from any tobacco product use for
a minimum of one hour prior to the collection sessions. Exhaled carbon monoxide levels were verified
for the subjects prior to each session with a piCO+ Smokerlyzer (Bedfont Scientific Ltd., Station Road,
Harrietsham, Maidstone, Kent ME17 1JA, England) and were required to be less than 10 ppm to
participate in the sessions. A total of thirty subjects were recruited for the study—ten subjects for each
of the three products.

The three analyte classes (major components, phenolics and carbonyls) studied in this work are listed
in Table 1 along with the individual analytes. The major components were selected to provide a mass
balance distribution of water, glycerin and nicotine in exhalants from the three products.
Some carbonyls have been reported in machine deliveries from e-cigarettes although at levels ten to
hundreds of times less than in mainstream cigarette smoke [3,6,11,12]. A recent literature summary of
e-cigarette chemical analysis also suggested the presence of o,m,p-cresols in the headspace of a single
product [30]. Therefore, this work will also establish the levels of carbonyls and phenolics in exhaled
acrosols from the cigarette, e-cigarettes and exhaled breaths.

Table 1. A listing of the three classes of analytes—major components, phenolic and carbonyl
and individual analytes measured in this study.

Analyte Class Analyte
Water
Major Components Glycerin
Nicotine
Hydroquinone
Resorcinol
Catechol
Phenol
m,p-Cresol
o-Cresol

Phenolics
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Table 1. Cont.

Analyte Class Analyte
Formaldehyde
Acetaldehyde
Acetone

Acrolein
Propionaldehyde
Crotonaldehyde
Methylethylketone
Butyraldehyde

Carbonyls

Total particulate matter, TPM, for three MGB cigarettes and 99 puffs from the two e-cigarettes were
all approximately 150 mg under an intense puffing regime [29] and served as the basis for the puffing
arrangement in this study. Cigarette subjects used three cigarettes per session and e-cigarette subjects
used a maximum of 99 puffs per session. Each subject used their preferred product in a total of nine
sessions which provided three replicates per subject in the three analyte classes. Sessions were limited
to a maximum of two hours in duration.

2.3. Exhaled Collection Method Summary

This research utilizes modified ISO 17025 accredited conventional cigarette smoke analysis methods
to quantitate select analytes in the exhaled aerosols from cigarettes and e-cigarettes.
The vacuum-assisted collection system employed in the present work has been previously
described [23-26] and used to quantify a number of different analytes in the exhaled smoke from
conventional cigarettes. The system utilizes 92 mm glass fiber filter pads that have greater than 99%
efficiency in retaining aerosols in the size range of cigarette smoke, with calibrated vacuum assistance
to permit collection of exhaled samples in a manner that is perceived by subjects as neutral in terms of
the effort required to deliver exhalate into the collection system. A schematic of the collection system is
shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Schematic of the vacuum-assisted collection system for exhaled samples.
The single pad collection was used for analysis of phenolics and major components.
The apparatus used for the collection of carbonyls included a second filter hoider of identical
dimensions in series with the first.

92 mm fiiter pad holder

Replaceahle mouthpiece Tube to
Vent vacuum

pump

i1 1—>
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The system incorporates a replaceable mouthpiece into which subjects exhale aerosol or breaths.
The vacuum pumps were calibrated daily to aspirate 200 mL/min. The tube connecting the pad holder
to the vacuum pump was vented to prevent aspiration through the pads when the subjects were not
exhaling into the collection system. Subjects covered the vent with a finger when exhaling into the
system and then uncovered the vent between exhaled puffs or breaths. A variation of the collection
system in Figure 1 was used in carbonyl sessions. Two filter pads arranged in series and treated with
a 2,4-dinitrophenylhydrazine (DNPH) solution were used for carbonyl collection sessions to increase
sensitivity for these compounds.

2.3.1. Exhaled Breath Blank Collections

Blanks for each participant were collected at the beginning of each session prior to collection of
exhaled aerosol from the products. These blanks were performed to obtain baseline levels of analytes in
their exhaled breath prior to collection of exhalates from the products. Blanks were collected by
instructing the subjects to exhale normal breaths into the vacuum assisted collection system over a
twenty-minute period—a maximum of 30 exhaled breaths for cigarette sessions and a maximum
0f 99 exhaled breaths for e-cigarette sessions.

2.3.2. Carbonyl Room Air Blank Coilections

In addition to exhaled breath blanks, a single replicate of room air was sampled with the collection
system during each carbonyl session. Carbonyls have been observed in indoor air at levels in excess of
100 pg/m? [19~22]. Room air background levels of carbonyls were collected in the occupied conference
room prior to carbony! exhaled cigarette and e-cigarette usage sessions. Room air blanks were generated
by pulling room air through DNPH treated pads with the vacuum-assisted collection system for 30
simulated exhaled puffs during cigarette sessions and 99 simulated exhaled puffs during e-cigarette
sessions. The simulated exhaled puff duration for room air blanks was 23 sec.

After completion of the exhaled breath collections, pad holders with new pads were inserted into the
collection system and the respective products presented to the subjects. Cigarette smokers were
presented with an unopened pack at the beginning of ¢ach session and instructed to light their cigarettes,
puff normally and exhale their smoke into the collection systems. Similarly, after e-cigarette subjects
completing their exhaled breath collections, each subject received a new e-cigarette for the session.
Subjects were instructed to take one test puff to verify nomina! operation of their test products, puff
normally and exhale their aerosol into the collection systems. Pad holders were capped upon completion
of the coliections and subjected to work-up within 40—60 min.

2.3.3. Analytical Method Capabilities Summary

ISO 17025 methods for cigarette mainstream smoke were verified for use with exhaled acrosol
matrices from cigarettes and ¢-cigarettes. Cartridge-based collections were investigated for carbonyls,
but were not suitable for exhaled acrosol collections due to their high resistance to air flow and observed
break though during method development. Exhaled aerosol method verification involved spiking and



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, 11 11183

recovery experiments over the response ranges with an emphasis on accuracy and precision at the method
limits of quantitation.

A summary of capabilities for the exhaled aerosol methods for e-cigarettes is provided in Table 2 as
detection limits, quantitation limits, accuracy and precision. The limit of detection (LOD), is defined as
the lowest quantity of an analyte that can be distinguished from the background matrix. The limit of
quantitation (LOQ), is the level above which quantitative results may be obtained for an analyte
with 99% confidence. Instrument parameters and additional method information for phenolics, carbonyls,
glycerin, nicotine and water analyses are available as supplementary materials (Supplemental Files).

Table 2. Exhaled aerosol analysis capabilities for major components, phenolics and
carbonyls in e-cigarette samples.

Analyte LOD LOQ  Accuracy (%) Precision (%)
Major Nicotine 0.69 4.86 108 2
Components Glycerin 0.0059 1.51 101 2
Water ND 31 99 0
Hydroquinone 0.37 2.00 113 2
Resorcinol 0.06 0.40 109 2
Phenolics Catechol 0.47 2.00 114 2
Phenol 0.09 0.32 108 2
m,p-Cresol 0.60 4.00 110 2
o-Cresol 0.16 1.00 113 1
Formaldehyde 0.10 1245 97 0
Acetaldehyde 0.39 5.20 96 1
Acetone 0.61 13.64 96 3
Carbonyls Acrolein 0.13 12.34 97 0
Propionaldehyde 0.21 1.89 98 2
Crotonaldehyde 0.21 2,17 95 1
Methylethylketone 0.24 2.06 97 2
Butyraldehyde 0.18 5.30 95 1

Notes: All units are pg/session except glycerin and water (mg/session). ND—LOD for water was
not determined.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Exhaled Aerosol Mass Balance Distribution of Water, Glyecerin and Nicotine

The average number of exhaled puffs collected during the water, glycerin and nicotine,
phenolic and carbonyl collection sessions were not significantly different between methods as determined
by an ANOVA analysis. The average number of exhaled puffs was 30 for three cigarettes and 95 for
e-cigarettes during the water, glycerin and nicotine collection sessions.

Nicotine, glycerin and water analysis were used to compare distribution and mass balance of these
analytes in exhaled aerosols. Distribution is determined by measuring the amounts of these compounds
in exhalate collection sessions for the three products and then dividing by the sum total of the three
constituents. The average distributions of exhaled e-cigarette aerosols are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Average distributions and mass balances of water, glycerin and nicotine in
exhaled e-cigarette aerosols for (a) blu Classic Tobacco Disposable (blu CTD) and (b) blu
Magnificent Menthol Disposable (blu MMD),

Glycerin, Nicotine, Glycerin, Nicotine,
26.7% 0.049% 24.2% 0.057%

biu CTD blu MMD
Average: 104 t 18 % mass balance Average: 101 1 7 % mass balance
(a) (b)

The exhaled aerosol mass from the two e-cigarettes is primarily water and glycerin, which together
comprise greater than 99.9% of the collected acrosol distribution. Average mass balances for water,
glycerin and nicotine were fully accounted for in the e-cigarette aerosols at 104% and 101%.
Machine-generated mainstream from e-cigarettes contain approximately 86% glycerin and 8% water [29],
which is similar to the e-liquid composition itself. The high concentration of water in the exhaled
e-cigarette aerosol has been attributed to water accretion from the respiratory tract by the hydrophilic
glycerin aerosol [31].

Average mass balance for nicotine, glycerin and water in exhaled aerosol from the conventional
cigarette was (83% = 21%). The remaining exhaled aerosol mass for cigarettes samples are attributed to
particulates from combustion processes known to comprise more than 70% of mainstream conventional
cigarette smoke [32,33]. The concentration of nicotine observed in exhaled cigarefte smoke was
approximately an order of magnitude higher than in the exhaled e-cigarette acrosols (~0.40% vs, ~0.05%,
respectively). Furthermore, the great majority (~-85%) of real-world bystander exposures to nicotine and
other smoke constituents in smoking environments is derived from the sidestream smoke emitted from the
smoldering cigarette rather than from smokers’ exhaled breaths [14]. Since e-cigarettes do not produce
such sidestream emissions, the reductions in most potential bystander chemical exposures that
accompany indoor e-cigarette usage as opposed to smoking may be anticipated to be even greater than
the differences in exhaled nicotine concentrations of the very different aerosols. The public health impacts
of environmental tobacco smoke have been overwhelmingly attributed to chemical constituents other than
nicotine, so the simple presence of some nicotine in the exhalate of e-cigarette users does not suggest a
basis for concemn about bystander exposures.

3.2. Exhaled Phenolics and Carbonyls

The majority of phenolic and carbonyl measurements in exhaled e-cigarette aerosols were either not
detectable, below the detection limits or below the quantitation limits. However, these analytes were
consistently observed in exhaled cigarette smoke at quantifiable levels. Exampie data are shown in
Table 3 for hydroquinone'and acetaldehyde.
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Table 3. Hydroquinone and acetaldehyde in exhaled acrosol (ug/session) for Marlboro Gold
Box (MGB), blu Classic Tobacco Disposable (blu CTD) and blu Magnificent Menthol
Disposable (blu MMD).

MGB Biu CTD Blu MMD
Subject  Acetaldchyde Hydroquinone  Subject  Acctaldehyde Hydroquinone  Subject  Acetaldehyde  Hydroquinone
227.6 70.6 11 <L.OQ <LOD 21 16.7 <LOD
1 186.0 60.0 <LOQ <LOD 35.3 <LOD
221.0 69.1 <LOQ <LOD 38.9 <LOD
1347 41.3 12 <LOQ <LOD 22 <LOQ <LOD
2 129.8 332 <L.OQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
107.7 319 <L.OQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
131.2 322 13 <L.OQ <LOD 23 <LOQ <LOD
3 169.0 474 86.4 <LOD <L.OQ <LOD
128.1 52.5 44.2 <LOD <LOQ <LOD
115.6 48.5 14 <LOQ <LOD 24 5.4 <LOD
4 119.3 473 <L0OQ <LOD 72 <LOD
124.1 42.5 <L0OQ <LOD 9.9 <LOD
195.4 18.4 15 <L0OQ <LOD 25 <LOQ <LOD
5 122.0 13.3 <L0OQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
196.3 20.0 <L0OQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
208.0 99.5 16 <LOQ <LOD 2% <LOQ <LOD
6 116.9 103.5 <L0OQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
116.0 83.9 <LOQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
<LOQ 22.8 17 <LOQ <LOD 27 <LOQ <LOD
7 83.1 3.79 <LOQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
48.1 25.9 <L0OQ <LOD 6.2 <LOD
380.2 29.1 18 <LOD <LOD 28 <LOQ <LOD
8 193.7 379 24.2 <LOD <LOQ <LOD
189.7 309 <LOQ <LOD 7.1 <LOD
285.2 73.0 19 <LOQ <LOD 29 6.5 <LOD
9 126.6 26.8 <LOQ <LOD 8.9 <LOD
104.6 8l.6 <LOQ <LOD 7.6 <LOD
217.6 43.0 20 6.9 <LOD 30 <LOQ <LOD
10 162.7 46.2 <LOQ <LOD <LOQ <LOD
114.1 64.0 <LOQ <LOQ 54 <LOD
Avg * 156.7 46.8 <973 * <0.421 * <829 * <0.367 *
SD 68.8 24.7 16.5 0.3 8.2 0.0
LOQ 41.6 2.00 5.20 2.00 5.20 200
LOD 0.390 0.367 0.390 0.367 0.390 0.367

Note: * LOD and LOQ values were averaged to provide upper limit estimates in exhalates from the two
e-cigarette samples.

To simplify data reporting, total phenolic compounds and total carbonyl compounds in exhaled
aerosols are presented for each product, along with exhaled breath blanks for comparison.
Upper-limit estimates for exhaled acrosol compositions are accomplished by using the method limits for
observations below the limits of detection and quantitation. In cases where individual measurements
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were less than the limits of quantitation, the limit of quantitation values were used and in cases where the
measurements were non-detects or less than the limits of detection, the limit of detection values were used
to compare analytes in exhaled aerosol between products. ANOVA comparisons were performed to test
for differences between exhaled aerosol samples, breath blanks and room air (o = 0.05).

Total exhaled phenolics are shown in Figure 4 for exhaled aerosol and breaths collected following
use of each product. The average number of exhaled puffs was 29 for three cigarettes and 98 for
e-cigarettes during the phenolics collection sessions. Phenolics in exhaled breath blanks were all below
limits of quantitation or limits of detection for the three products tested. The average total phenolics in
exhaled e-cigarette aerosols were not statistically different than in exhaled breaths. In contrast,
the average total phenolic compounds in exhaled smoke for cigarette subjects averaged 66 pg/session
and ranged from 36 to 117 pg/session, significantly greater than in exhaled e-cigarette aerosol or exhaled
breaths. The total phenolics for the ten MGB subjects is comparable, although higher,
than data reported by Moldoveanu [23] for the phenolic compounds reported here, (12.3 pg/3 cigs, range
625 ng/3 cigs).

Figure 4. Total exhaled phenolics for exhaled aerosol and breaths for Marlboro Gold Box
(MGB), blu Classic Tobacco Disposable (blu CTD) and blu Magnificent Menthol Disposable
(blu MMD).
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Figure 5 summarizes total carbonyl compounds exhaled from each product, exhaled breaths and room
blanks. The average number of exhaled puffs was 27 for three cigarettes and 98 for e-cigarettes during
the carbony! collection sessions. Carbonyis in room air blanks and exhaled breath blanks were observed
at the levels of quantitation due to the pervasive nature of carbonyls in indoor environments [20-23].
Room air blanks, exhaled breath blanks and exhalates from the two e-cigarettes were not statistically
different. And as a result, total carbonyls in exhalates from the two e-cigarettes were not distinguishable
from exhaled breaths or room air blanks. However, total carbonyls in exhaled smoke from cigarettes
were significantly greater than the total carbonyls in exhaled e-cigarette aerosols, exhaled breaths and
room blanks (average 242 pg/session, range 136352 pg/session). The total carbonyls for the ten MGB
subjects is comparable to historical data from Moldoveanu [24], for the carbonyls reported here, (average
183 pg/3 cigs, range 122-309 ug/3 cigs).
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The absence of carbonyls and phenolics at quantifiable levels in exhaled e-cigarette acrosols is also
demonstrated by comparing acetaldehyde and hydroquinone, as examples, for exhaled aerosol from
products, breath blanks and room air as shown in Table 4, The sample aerosol values for the
e-cigarettes are not statistically different than breath blanks, or room blanks.

Figure 5. Total carbonyls in exhaled aerosol, breaths and room blanks for Marlboro Gold
Box (MGB), blu Classic Tobacco Disposable (biu CTD) and blu Magnificent Menthol
Disposable (blu MMD).
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Table 4. Hydroquinone and acetaldehyde in exhaled acrosol, breaths and room air (ng/session)
for blu Classic Tobacco Disposable (blu CTD) and blu Magnificent Menthol Disposabie (blu

MMD).
Blu CTD Blu MMD
Analyte - "
Aerosol Breaths Air Aerosol Breaths Air
Hydroquinone Mean <0421*% <0367* ND <0.367* <0367 * ND
yeroq SD 0.3 0.0 ND 0.0 0.0 ND
Mean <973 * <058 * <3.60* <829%* <520* <520 *
ldeh
Acetaldehyde oy 16.5 16.0 23 8.2 0.0 0.0

Note: * LOD and LOQ values were averaged to provide upper limit estimates in the aerosol, breath and
air samples. ND—Room air blanks were not determined for phenolics.

Recent work by Robinson, ef al. characterized the potential for second-hand e-cigarette exposure in
indoor air from human subjects using validated air sampling methods (ASTM, EPA, NIOSH and OSHA)
for 34 HPHC analytes [34]. Carbonyls and phenolics were no different than background levels in the
room when the study subjects used e-cigarettes. Carbonyls were significantly greater than background
when conventional cigarettes were smoked. Phenolics were no different than back ground for conventional
cigarettes. Combustion byproducts were not observed above background for e-cigarettes but were present
during conventional cigarette use.

The findings of'this study establish the substantial reduction in the complexity and quantities of select
chemical constituents in exhaled aerosols from e-cigarettes relative to exhaled smoke from conventional
cigarettes. These constituents are expected in mainstream and exhaled conventional cigarette smoke as
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demonstrated in this study and in extant literature since their formation is a result of combustion and
pyrolysis processes. However, the thermal vaporization mode of operation common to e-cigarette
designs does not provide a combustion formation pathway for those analytes. Whereas the present work
has focused on the smaller, cigarette-like devices that have historically been market leaders in the U.S.,
the operation of these devices is fundamentally very similar to that of the larger, tank-style products that
are increasingly favored by vapers in the U.S. and elsewhere around the world. The emerging technical
literature in this area is consistent with an expectation that similarities in emitted and exhaled aerosols
across the spectrum of innovative new e-cigarette designs will continue to demonstrate markedly reduced
exposures to both users and bystanders relative to those that occur from conventional cigarette smoking.

4. Conclusions

This study was designed to measure phenolics and carbonyls in exhaled cigarette smoke,
exhaled e-cigarette aerosols and exhaled breaths using a vacuum-assisted, pad collection system.
This collection system was also used to determine a mass balance and distribution for water, glycerin
and nicotine in exhaled e-cigarette aerosol. Distribution of exhaled e-cigarette aerosol showed the
composition was greater than 99.9% water and glycerin, a small amount of nicotine (<0.06%) and gave
a quantitative mass balance for these analytes in the exhaled aecrosol mass, (101%—104%).
Exhaled aerosol collections from e-cigarettes averaged over three times more exhaled puffs than from
the conventional cigarettes. Total phenolics in exhaled e-cigarette aerosol were not significantly different
than the amounts observed in exhaled breaths. Total phenolics in exhaled cigarette smoke were greater
than in exhaled breaths and averaged 66 pg/session for the test subjects. Similar results were observed
for carbonyl compounds in exhaled aerosols. Total carbonyls in exhaled e-cigarette aerosol were not
significantly different than those in exhaled breaths and room air blanks. Carbonyls in exhaled cigarette
smoke were greater than in exhaled breaths, room air blanks and exhaled e-cigarette aerosols, with an
average total carbonyl content of 242 pg/session for the cigarette test subjects. Exhaled phenolics and
carbonyls in cigarette smoke were comparable to historical data, although higher for the phenolics class
in the present study than in prior work. The findings of this work suggest that exhaled e-cigarette aerosol
does not increase bystander exposure for phenolics and carbonyls above the levels observed in exhaled
breaths of air, in contrast to the quantifiable levels of these analytes in exhaled conventional
cigarette smoke.

Acknowledgments

The author would like to thank the analytical testing laboratories at Lorillard Tobacco Company for
methods development and testing, Eastcoast Research for support during the recruiting and data
collection phases of the project and Phil Stern, Carl D’Ruiz; and Steven Brown, Dan Heck,
Edward Robinson, and Robert Stevens for technical discussions.

Conflicts of Interest

The author is employed by Lorillard, a manufacturer of conventional cigarettes and the parent company
of the manufacturer of the e-cigarette products used in this study.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, 1!/ 11189

References

1.

10.

.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Regan, A.K.; Promoff, G.; Dube, S.R.; Arrazola, R. Electronic nicotine delivery systems:
Adult use and awareness of the “e-cigarette™ in the USA. Tob, Conirol 2013, 22, 19-23,
Laugesen, M. Safety Report on the Ruyan® E-cigarette Cartridge and Inhaled Aerosol;
Public Health Medicine Registrar, Auckiand District Health Board: Auckland, New Zealand, 2008.
Laugesen, M. Poster 5—11; Society for Research on Nicotine and Tobacco (SRNT): Dublin, Ireland,
2009.

Cahn, Z.; Siegel, M. Electronic cigarettes as a harm reduction strategy for tobacco control:
A step forward or a repeat of past mistakes? .. Public Health Policy 2010, doi:10.1057/jphp.2010.41.
Pellegrino, R.M.; Tinghinec, B.; Mangiaracina, G.; Marani, A.; Vitali, M.; Protano, C.; Osborn, J.F ;
Cattaruzza, M.S. Electronic cigarettes: An evaluation of exposure to chemicals and fine particulate
matter (PM). Ann. fg. 2012; 24, 279-288.

Goniewicz, M.L.; Knysak, J.; Gawron, M.; Kosmider, L.; Sobczak, A.; Kurek, J.; Prokopowicz, A.;
Jablonska-Czapla, M.; Rosik-Dulewska, C.; Havel, C. Levels of selected carcinogens and toxicants in
vapour from electronic cigarettes. Tob. Control 2013, doi:10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2012-050859.
Goniewicz, M.L.; Kuma, T.; Gawron, M.; Knysak, J.; Kosmider, L. Nicotine levels in electronic
cigarettes. Nicotine Tob. Res. 2012, 1, 158-166.

Goniewicz, M.L.; Hajek, P.; McRobbie, H. Nicotine content of electronic cigarettes, its release in
vapour and its consistency across batches: Regulatory implications. Addiction 2014, 109, 341-515.
U.S. Federal Register, No. 64; U.S. Government Federal Register: Washington, D.C., USA, 2012;
Volume 77, pp. 20034-20037.

Lauterbach, J.H.; Laugesen, M. Comparison of Toxicant Levels in Mainstream Aerosols Generated
by Ruyan Electronic Nicotine Delivery Systems (ENDS) and Conventional Cigarette Products;
Society of Toxicology Poster: San Francisco, CA, USA, 2012.

Uchiyama, S.; Inaba, Y.; Kunugita, N. Determination of acrolein and other carbonyls in
cigarette smoke wusing coupled silica cartridges impregnated with hydroquinone and
2,4-dinitrophenylhydrazine. J. Chromatogr. A 2010, 1217, 4383—4388.

McAuley, T.R.; Hopke, P.K.; Zhao, J.; Babaian, S. Comparison of the effects of e-cigarette vapor
and cigarette smoke on indoor air quality. Inkal. Toxicol. 2012, 24, 850-857.

Riker, C.A.; Lee, K.; Darville, A.; Hahn, E. E-cigarettes: Promise or peril? .J. Nurs. Clin. North Am.
2012, 47, 159-171.

Guerin, M.R.; Jenkins, R.A.; Tomkins, B.A. The Chemistry of Environmental Tobacco Smoke:
Composition and Measurement; Lewis: Chelsea, ML, USA, 1992; pp. 41-55.

Czogala, J.; Goniewicz, M.L.; Fidelus, B.; Zielinska-Danch, W.; Sobczak, A. Assessment of Passive
Exposure to Aerosol from Electronic Cigarettes. In Proceedings of the Society for Research on
Nicotine and Tobacco (SRNT) Conference, Boston, MA, USA, 13-16 March 2013.

Romagna, G.; Zabarini, L.; Barbiero, L.; Bocchietto, E.; Todeschi, S.; Caravati, E.; Voster, D.;
Farsalinos, K. Characterization of Chemicals Released to the Environment by Electronic Cigarettes
Use (ClearStream-AlR Project): Is Passive Vaping a Reality? In Proceedings of the XIV Annual
Meeting of the Society for Research on Nicotine and Tobacco, Helsinki, Finland,
30 August 2012,



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, 11 11190

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Schripp, T.; Markewitz, D.; Uhde, E.; Salthammer, T. Does e-cigarette consumption cause
passive vaping? Indoor Air 2013, 23, 25-31.

Schober, W.; Szendrei, K.; Matzen, W.; Osiander-Fuchs, H.; Heitmann, D.; Schettgen, T.;
Jorres, R.A.; Fromme, H. Use of electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes) impairs indoor air quality and
increases FeNO levels of e-cigarette consumers. Int. J. Hyg. Environ. Health 2013, 217, 628—637.
Sarigiannis, D.A.; Karakitsios, S.P.; Gotti, A.; Liakos, L.L.; Katsoyiannis, A. Exposure to major
volatile organic compounds and carbonyls in European indoor environments and associated
health risk. Environ. Int. 2011, 37, 743-765.

Geiss, O.; Giannopoulos, G.; Tirendi, S.; Barrero-Moreno, J.; Larsen, B.R.; Kotzias, D.
The AIRMEX study—VOC measurements in public buildings and schools/kindergartens in eleven
European cities: Statistical analysis of the data. Atmos. Environ. 2011, 45, 3676-3684.

Reiss, R.; Ryan, P.B.; Tibbetts, S.J.; Koutrakis, P. Measurement of organic acids, aldehydes,
and ketones in residential environments and their relation to ozone. J. Air Waste Manage. Assoc.
1995, doi:10.1080/10473289.1995.10467411.

Liu, K.S.; Huang, F.Y.; Hayward, S.B.; Wesolowski, ].; Sextont, K. Irritant effects of formaldehyde
Exposure in mobile homes. Environ. Health Perspect. 1991, 94, 91-94.

Moldoveanu, S.; Coleman, W.; Wilkin, J.; Reynolds, R.J. Determination of hydroxybenzenes in
exhaled cigarette smoke. Beitr. Tabakforschung Int. 2008, 23, 98—106.

Moldoveanu, S.; Coleman, W.; Wilkin, J. Determination of carbonyls in exhaled cigarette smoke.
Beitr. Tabakforschung Int. 2007, 22, 346357,

Moldoveanu, S.; Coleman, W.; Wilkin, J. Determination of benzene and toluene in exhaled cigarette
smoke. Beitr. Tabakforschung Int. 2008, 23, 106—114.

Moldoveanu, S.; Coleman, W.; Wilkin, J. Determination of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in
exhaled cigarette smoke. Beitr. Tabakforschung Int. 2008, 23, 85-97.

Fenk, S.; Plunkett, S.E.; Lam, K.; Kapur, S.; Muhammad, R.; Jin, Y.; Zimmerman, M.; Mendes, P.;
Kinserand, R.; Roethig, H. A new method for estimating the retention of selected smoke
constituents in the respiratory tract of smokers during cigarette smoking, inhalation. Toxicology
2000, 19, 169-179.

Maxwell, J.C. The Maxwell Report: Year End & Fourth Quarter 2011 Sales Estimates for the
Cigarette Industry, Maxwell, J.C., Jr., Ed.; UCSF Library: Richmond, VA, USA, 2012.

Tayyarah, R.; Long, G.A. Comparison of select analytes in aerosol from e-cigarettes with smoke
from a conventienal cigarette and with ambient air. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2014, in press, doi:
10.1016/j.yrtph.2014.10.010.

Cheng, T. Chemical evaluation of electronic cigarettes. Tob. Controf 2014, 23, doi:10.1136/
tobaccocontrol-2013-051482.

Cabot, R.; Koc, A.; Yurteri, C.U.; McAughey, J. Aerosol Characterization of E-Cigarettes.
In Proceedings of the EﬁrOpean Aerosol Conference, Prague, Czech, 1-6 September 2013.
Eclipse—A Cigarette that Primarily Heats, rather than Burns Tobacco, Summary of
Scientific Tests; RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company: Winston-Salem, NC, USA, 2000.

Chemical and Biological Studies on New Cigarette Prototypes that Heat Instead of Burn Tobacco;
RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company: Winston-Salem, NC, USA, 1988; pp. 134-135.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, 11 11191

34. Robinson, E.A.; Brown, S.E.; Leverette, R.D.; Misra, M. Evaluation of the potential for second-hand
exposure 1o e-cigarette aerosol in an office environment: Comparison with tobacco cigarette and
scented candle. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2014, in press.

© 2014 by the author; licensce MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



'-) To Whom it may concern:
|

Enclosed are various testimonials from people about why vaping/e-ciggs
should not be consider as a tobacco product or be in the same category as tobacco
and how vaping has helped them and others change their lives.
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Chuck Kopp

- M——
f’\)om: Robin Forsi
-ént; Wednesday, January 28, 2015 5:40 PM
To: Chuck Kopp
Subject: FW: Smoking ban

From: jeffndol [mailto:jeffndol@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2015 7:21 PM
To: Sen. Peter Micciche

Subject: Smoking ban

Good evening Sir, | hope this find you well.

This is Dollynda Phelps, perhaps you remember speaking with me a few days ago in regards to SB30. Please let me
commend you for standing up for the voters, it was very encouraging to see some common sense in the mix. | am feeling
a little more secure with my state government leaders!

But | am writing to you this evening in regards to another concerning bill that infringes on our rights as citizens and |
believe takes a solid, welt meant idea and pushes it over the line. ! am talking about the proposed smoking ban. I am not
a smoker, but in my mind not even allowing a private, enclosed section at existing establishments is so uncalled for., |

" ye seen these private areas, ventilated to the outside, blocked off from indoor areas, and not accessible from the
‘_-J(SidE‘. I do appreciate the intent to protect everyone from second hand smoke, and | agree. But these smoking areas
are just that-areas for smokers to go where they are NOT infringing on anyone else's breathing rights. What is the goal in
not allowing these areas to exist any longer?? This brings up red flags for me, 1 see more and more rights taken away
from the people and it is not just or fair.

I absolutely hate cigarette smoke. It breaks my heart to see a car full of children driving down the road with the windows
up and the driver is puffing away. Yes, that should not be allowed!1!! There are clear victims in this case. But who is the
victim if there is a designated, separate area, either outdoors or indoors with proper ventilation?? | cannot reasonably
conceive that outdoor cigarette smoke diffused in the air is anywhere near as much of a pollutant as car exhaust.
Therefore, under these grounds, all motor vehicles should be banned as well.

Please consider the obscene overreach this bill proposes. | am deeply hurt by all these new 'rules'.... Rules for this, rules,
for that.... Oh you want to have a smoke? Oh there's a rule for that! Let's see some constructive rule making that is not
50 overbearing that they can be construed as infringement upon our Freedom. Please, | implore you to think about this,
I'm not sure how many other citizens have expressed their concern about this, but they are out there and there are a lot
of us! Perhaps they are too busy worrying about all the other Bills!{1{

l appreciate your time and would be happy to speak with you.
Dollynda Pheips 252-8026

Sent from: Lenovo B80OOO-F

)



Christie Jamieson

L N EE—
oooym: Jimmy <jameslarkinfox@gmail.com>

»ent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 9:26 AM

To: Sen. Bert Stedman

Subject: Senate Bill 1

Dear Senator Stedman,

Senate Bill 1 lays out the scientific facts that exposure of tobacco smoke is harmful and that one person's right
to smoke what he wants ends where his neighbor's nose begins.

I applaud the logic in this bill. And I draw your attention to the fact that numerous scientific studies show that
wood smoke has worse impacts than tobacco smoke. One study found that 10 pounds of wood burned in one
hour emits roughly the same amount of carcinogens as burning 43,000 packs of cigarettes. Put another way, one
hour of wood burning is equivalent to smoking a pack of cigarettes every day for about 6 years.

Students, teachers and residents in Alaska, particularly Fairbanks and North Pole, are subjected to large doses of
coal and wood smoke without their consent. We ask that Senate Bill 1 recognize this fact and expand the
language in the bill to include coal and wood smoke, Otherwise, the bill shows ignorance and at worse
negligence of these facts,

We appreciate your concern for the health impacts of smoke and would also draw your attention to the
""-jnetary needs of the Fairbanks North Star Borough to monitor and mitigate the harmful impacts coal and
_.s0d smoke is having on innocent children. See this recent news article as an example.

Regards,

"When vital issues were treated with depth and insight, people began 'thinking for themselves, and a thinking
people, if honest, will seldom go wrong in the end." Doris Kearns Goodwin in The Bully Pulpit



Christie Jamieson

SR A
:f m: Jeremy Jenkins <JenkinsUeremy8l@hotmail.com>
“went: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 6:16 PM
To: Sen. Kevin Meyer; Sen, Mia Costello; Sen. Gary Stevens; Sen. Click Bishop; Sen. Bert
Stedman; Sen. Cathy Giessel; Sen. Pete Kelly; Sen. Bill Stoltze; Sen. Johnny Ellis
Subject: letter regarding SB-1

To whom it may concern,

My name is Jeremy Jenkins and I’m a reformed smoker who now uses electronic cigarettes and I also own an
electronic cigarette store in Eagle River , AK.

I’'m in opposition to SB-1 for several reasons.

I feel including the use of electronic cigarettes with the use of smoking and banning it as such is a miss
representation. Vaping as it’s often referred to is not smoking and does not produce the same carcinogens that
smoke from a conventional cigarette does. It doesn’t carry the offensive smell and odor and is nearly completely
undetectable by smell and if any is detected it is generally considered rather pleasant.

__,,)mking bans are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but e-cigarettes
have not been found to pose a risk to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products.

The low risks of e-cigarettes is supported by research done by Dr. Siegel of Boston University, Dr. Eissenberg
of Virginia Commonwealth, Dr. Maciei L Goniewicz of the Roswell Park Cancer Institute, Dr. Laugesen of
Health New Zealand, Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University, and by the fact the FDA testing, in spite of its press
statement, failed to find harmful levels of Carcinogens or toxic levels of any chemical in the vapor.

Business owners and managers should have the control if they want to allow use of E-cigarettes in their place of
business. Banning the use of e-cigarettes in all public places similar to smoking will make it hard for the many
small businesses in our state to stay in business. This will have a negative effect on the local communities as
these businesses provide employment to locals that could effectively be out of work and worst case scenario
close businesses that occupy retail locations that would otherwise sit empty.

People who use electronic cigarettes as a whole are generally rather respectful to others despite the low risks
and honor the wishes of people who ask for them not to vape around them.

)



With the myriad of other issues within this state the money spent banning E-cigarettes and including them under
the same rule as smoking is a waste and could be spent better in other places.

Sincerely

Jeremy Jenkins



Christie Jamieson

A
{/ m: Elizabeth Gasses <mommy72011@outlook.com>
oent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 12:32 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Senate Bill 1

Dear Senate,

I am writing you because I oppose Senate Bill 1 because e cigarettes are included in the bans. I
agree that second hand smoke is a problem and that vaping and electronic cigarettes are a
solution. When I was about 14/15 I made the poor choice to smoke cigarettes and had shortness
of breath and was sick often but I was introduced to vaping and it has made my life so much
better. I can breath a lot easier. If you look up the ingredients of what all is in the vapor juices
you will see that there is nothing really harmful in there. If the bill was changed to not include e-
cigarettes and vapors then I would fully support it but until then, T cannot support anything that
will inhibit a product that is affective as the removal of second hand cigarette smoke. Thank you
for your time and I know if you would research or visit a vapor shop you would see the change.

Sincerely,

) ) Elizabeth Gasses
- Fairbanks, AK

Sent from my iPhone



Hello thank you for having me here today,

my name is benjamin nguyen, i am the co owner of cloud 49
located in eagle river alaska

im here to express my concern in éas=regards to the senate bill
1 and its definition.

duwk the author and sponsor of this bill. Senator Peter Micciche has

personal electronic vaporizers also known to the public as electronic
cigarette.

Senator Micciche, in your sponsor statement you stated,and i
quote “ the reason is simply to protect the rights of non-smokers,
save lives and reduce the staggering health cost of second hand
exposure to tobacco4ssi end quote

we

in another article it also has your statement stated “ my father
made his personal choices” said Micciche “but my siblings and i
didn’t. _

Im the lucky of the three. They all had respiratory issues from
from living through second-hand effects” end quote

Cmolce

Senator Micciche, | now FULLY understand how passionate
you and your team are. Placing yourselves as the voice of the weak
and unable, and the young that doesnt know any better. To prevent
the same thing from happening as DID to your sibling.

200% steadfast in this matter.

But Senator because your this personal vendetta, and passion,
it has clouded your judgement.



You see, me and you and fellow shop owners are actually
working together, side by side to reach similar GOALS, and that is a
healthier lifestyle.

You choose to fight the fight of bystanders and innocents.
While we choose to fight the fight at its source. The frontline,
converting tradition smokers everyday to a safer alternative.

With that being said Senator | urge you and your team to
reconsider and rewrite Senate Bill 1. That it would exclude electronic
cigarette and its establishment from the definition.

In closing
| ask you to reach out to us, learn about us as its community

and as its industries.

Thank you for your time



Christie Ja_mieson

=‘/’\m: Cameron Washburn <cwakm8@gmail.com>
T wshts Tuesday, February 10, 2015 12:50 PM

To: Sen. Bert Stedman

Subject: E-cigarette Meeting

Dear Senator,

I am on vacation and just received an email from casaa regarding and upcoming meeting on feb 11 regarding e-
cigs/vaporizers. | will be unable to attend the meeting as I'm not due back until the 17th. | am writing you to ask that you
promote the use of electronic cigarettes, and keeping them at a reasonable price.

| was a smoker for 10+ years, starting around 16. | had to tried to quit a handful of times over the years. Chantix, cold
turkey, reducing the strengthen the cigarettes, and the original e-cigs. Over the years the technology and quality of the
vaporizers has improved drastically. So | gave it another try and was able to succeed in finally kicking the habit. |
appreciate it, my kids appriciate it, my girlfriend appreciates it. | do not believe that | could have done it otherwise. As
much as | hate to admit that kind of weakness. But | am 100% cigarette free now.

It is my hope that others will be able to achieve the goal of not smoking. And anything that we can do to make that
easier for them | believe we need to do. Imposing higher costs on the products trying to discourage their use only
_discourages smokers from trying a potential product that could help them quit. Outlawing their use completely
inates the option for smokers. We should be promoting these products. Not making it the black sheep.

| have researched the the use of e-cigs and formed what is obviously my own personal opinion but | wanted to share.
They are made of compounds that have been used for a long time, and are FDA approved. What is not FDA approved is
what happens when you combine the ingredients. Not because it shouldn't be, because it hasn't been done yet.
Whether or not the big tobacco companies have a hand in the delay of this approval | don't know. But it is my belief that
for every smoker they lose, their profit margins go down. $2,400 a year in my case,

It may be safer to breath air, but from someone who wants to quit smoking cigarettes, | would far prefer using
something made with 4 FDA approved ingredients than something with 4.000 to 7,000 ingredients proven to cause
cancer, iliness and death. It the obvious safer alternative.

Thank you very much for you time. | look forward to hearing the outcome of the meeting tomorrow.

Cameron Washburn



Christie Jall\ieson

; : Cameron Washburn <Cwakm8@gmail.com>
ail? Tuesday, February 10, 2015 1:05 PM

To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Cameron Washburn
118 Glacier Ave
Fairbanks, AK 99701

February 10, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

{ am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products (e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking faw.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Pubilic Health {and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette

Ad and vapor and found "no apparent concern" for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case"
a--amptions about exposure.

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited {and the risks to the children and others
who live with them)} cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high heaith risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disallow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became popular and continue to drop,
bu\t there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives,

»,



in regards to Senate Bill 1: 1 am Danny Ruerup and | am opposed to SB 1. This Bill is phrased as a direct
attack to local small business. There needs to be some rewording to this bill to stand up for community
members that run small business that this will in effect shutdown their livelihood. There is no one that
will argue that smoking and tobacco products are not healthy and kill millions a year. There is no proof
the e-juice and vaping products do any such thing. There is a great deal of research that needs to be
done yet that will provide any type of conclusion to this question, Please do not include e cigarettes in
this bill. The state obviousty does nat have the funding to police this situation anyways. | appreciate your
time to allow me to voice my opinion.

Danny Ruerup




Thank you for taking time to hear my concerns with Senate bill 1 (SB1).

My name is Eric Vargason from North Pole, AK. 1am no longer a smoker. 1 have
tried numerous attempts to quit tobacco including gum, patches, therapy,
counseling, thumb stones, assorted medication, including Chantix; many were
recommended by the Alaska Quitline, none have worked for me and not for lack of
trying. If you are questioning my motivation to quit, [ was told if I didn't quit
smoking [ would die, that is plenty of motivation. Some of the recommendations
even made my health conditions worse, After many failed attempts of using more
mainstream ways of quitting tobacco, [ found vaping. | haven't smoked since, and
that was seven months ago. The last two years of using tobacco were my worst. |
had diminished quality of life, loss of hope, and I would hang my head in shame
while buying a pack of cigarettes. The past seven months ['ve noticed positive
changes in my health and life. Now my breathing isn't labored, I feel energized, and
I'm losing weight because I'm more active, 1 also have a great support network in
the Alaskan vaping community. They help me stay tobacco free, for the first time in
23 years. That is over two decades that I have been dependent on tobacco products.

I have been six months without a lung infection, which were normal occurrences. |
was often sick at work, due to my tobacco use, Since I have quite tobacco, I have
been in good health and my productivity has gone up dramatically.

My family’s health has improved as well, even though I never smoked inside, or
around my daughter, this is the first winter that she has not required her inhaler.
We had thought that it might be allergies, pollen, or other factors, but after a week of
quitting tobacco she has been fine. My kids are proud to see that I have quit using
tobacco products, my health has improved, as have theirs. | don't have any more
regular check ups scheduled, and 1 will be around to enjoy more of their lives.
Restricting alternatives to tobacco diminishes people’s chances of quitting tobacco
through alternative means. A medical research team from the University of London
published in the British Journal of General Practice states "Given that smokers
smoke for the nicotine but die primarily from the tar, one might imagine that e-
cigarettes would be welcomed as a means to prevent much death and suffering
caused by cigarettes. " in conclusion I am proof that this works.



I would like to thank you for allowing me to share my concerns
with Senate Bill 1 (SB1).

My name is Jennifer Vargason of North Pole, Alaska.

Vaping has saved my family from the ball and chain of tobacco use
And | am thankful for that! | am healthier, my husband is
healthier, and my family is healthier. Why this bill would consider
vaping the same thing as smoking or a tobacco product is beyond
me. Vapor products do not contain tobacco and there is no
combustion! Current research has shown that vaping does not
have the harmful effect of smoking and there are no concerns for
bystanders. The ingredients in the liquid are in every day foods
that we consume. Yes, there can be nicotine in the liquid but
there have been studies that show that nicotine is not harmful.
The article “Is everything we know about nicotine wrong?” Dr.
Neff even states instances where nicotine has been know to help
certain conditions such as Alzheimer’s disease, depression,
Parkinsons disease, and more. It has been found that in those
demographics tobacco use is higher. Alternatives to tobacco
could help these demographics.

| have been a tobacco user since | was 9 years old. Since then |
have gone from Iqmik (natural tobacco mixed with punk ash),
Copenhagen, to cigarettes and have never been able to quit. | wil!
be honest and tell you that when ! first came upon vaping, | rolled
my eyes and thought that it was just another fad that does not
work. | was disgusted that my husband would vape, | was
hesitant-to-even-try-it-until-l-had-witnessed-my-husband-go

without a cigarette for over a month. | was amazed, as | had seen
him try several different methods of quitting, none of which were
successful. | did a little research, after seeing the results in
person, and | decided to give it a try. When | started vaping, |
vaped while | was off work, but | still used Igmik during normal
work hours. Since December of 2014, | have been without



. _,/"

tobacco completely. Nearly 28 years of tobacco use and | haven’t
yet picked up a cigarette or any form other of tobacco since!
Please reconsider Senate Bill 1. Thank you again for taking your
time to read my testimony.




Christie Jamieson

S )
Soyme will Manuel <wmmanuel@hotmail.com>
sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 8:12 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: SB1
Fallow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Senator Stedman,
I hope this day finds you and your family well.
I am writing you this evening in regards to SB 1. My words will be few, and not as refined as I usually try to be.

Although I prefer to walk into a business that has chosen to be smoke free, and I think even many smokers
enjoy to spend time in smoke free environments, [ am against a State Law dictating that a private business not
allow smoking. Most business are already smoke free, especially the ones that children are brought into. Yes, I
do believe people have the right to breathe clean air, but they also have the right to make a choice and they have
to accept the personal responsibility to not subject themselves or possibly their children to an environment that
caters to smokers. This is true just as the owners of private businesses have the right to decide whether or not
they allow smoking within their facilities,

_)180 understand that current and prospective employees have the right to breathe clean air, but they also have
the choice and personal responsibility to not work in an establishment that allows smoking. What's more, in
today's society most business owners have come to realize that they are severely limiting themselves of
potential employees and patrons if they allow smoking within the confines of their establishment, this without
written law.

I applaud and commend businesses who go smoke free on their own accord, but I can never support any
Governmental Entity who uses force via legislation and consequence.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
God bless,
William M. Manuel, MICP, NR-P

1513 Pine Ave
Kenai, AK 99611



Christie Jamieson

Pl

\ m: David Paulsen <dpaulsen@gci.net>
“aent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 12:48 AM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

David Paulsen
4501 Reka #1
Anchorage, AK 99508

February 12, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

| am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products (e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smaoke, but smoke-free e-

cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks

associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted

by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health {(and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this

year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette

~“yid and vapor and found "no apparent concern" for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case"
“aSsumptions about exposure,

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited {(and the risks to the children and others
who live with them} cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disallow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became popular and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives.



lurge you to oppose these bills and any legislation that would limit where smoke-free products like e-cigarettes can be
used. It is imperative that existing adult smokers become aware of all the alternatives currently available and that
access to these products remains unimpeded.

.00k forward to your response on this issue. |, along with my fellow members of CASAA (Consumer Advocates for
Smoke-free Alternatives Association), thank you for considering my comments and hope you will oppose misguided
attempts to limit adult use of smoke-free e-cigarettes.

Sincerely,
David Paulsen



Christie Jamieson

o T ]
;’» m: Cameron Washburn <cwakm8@gmail.com>

“sdnt: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 12:50 PM

To: Sen. Bert Stedman

Subject: E-cigarette Meeting

Dear Senator,

| am on vacation and just received an email from casaa regarding and upcoming meeting on feb 11 regarding e-
cigs/vaporizers. | will be unable to attend the meeting as I'm not due back until the 17th. | am writing you to ask that you
promote the use of electronic cigarettes, and keeping them at a reasonable price.

| was a smoker for 10+ years, starting around 16. | had to tried to quit a handful of times over the years. Chantix, cold
turkey, reducing the strengthen the cigarettes, and the original e-cigs. Over the years the technology and quality of the
vaporizers has improved drastically. So | gave it another try and was able to succeed in finally kicking the habit. |
appreciate it, my kids appriciate it, my girlfriend appreciates it. | do not believe that | could have done it otherwise, As
much as | hate to admit that kind of weakness. But | am 100% cigarette free now.

It is my hope that others will be able to achieve the goal of not smoking. And anything that we can do to make that
easier for them | believe we need to do. Imposing higher costs on the products trying to discourage their use only
discourages smokers from trying a potential product that could help them quit. Outlawing their use completely

' )’ninates the option for smokers. We should be promoting these products. Not making it the black sheep.

| have researched the the use of e-cigs and formed what is obviously my own personal opinion but | wanted to share.
They are made of compounds that have been used for a long time, and are FDA approved. What is not FDA approved is
what happens when you combine the ingredients. Not hecause it shouldn't be, because it hasn't been done yet.
Whether or not the big tobacco companies have a hand in the delay of this approval | don't know. But it is my belief that
for every smoker they lose, their profit margins go down. $2,400 a year in my case.

It may be safer to breath air, but from someone who wants to quit smoking cigarettes, | would far prefer using
something made with 4 FDA approved ingredients than something with 4.000 to 7,000 ingredients proven to cause
cancer, illness and death. It the obvious safer alternative.

Thank you very much for you time. | look forward to hearing the outcome of the meeting tomorrow.

Cameron Washburn



Christie Jamieson
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7 om: Alex McDonald <alex@icefogvapor.com>
wént: Monday, February 09, 2015 9:37 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: SB1
Attachments: CSA_HaEng.pdf; ATTO0001.htm

Senator Stedman,

My name is Alex McDonald, owner of Ice Fog Vapor, Inc. Fairbanks, AK. I wanted to contact you regarding
my concerns with proposed Senate Bill 1 (SB1).

First, I am concerned that SB1 would take away local option for communities throughout the state to deal with
issues that may or may not affect their individual community. Many other substances such as alcohol and
marijuana are or will be local option for places to set up their own regulations regarding their use. This is
currently the case with tobacco and several cities have already chosen to set their own rules regarding tobacco
use. Juneau is smoke free, it is also not -30 in Juneau today either making it easier to step out side to an area
designated for tobacco use. In Fairbanks it is currently up to local businesses to set their own policies if they
would like to be smoke free. This gives both consumers and employees the choice to work at or patronize
places of their choo sing. Iknow several places that have gone smoke free, yet built heated smoking rooms for
people that wish to use tobacco. Many of these smoking rooms are closer to the entrance of the establishment
than is required by SB1, and there is not a grandfather clause that would leave smoking rooms as a viable
-Solution. This would punish places that have spent money trying to be proactive in implementing policies
__Jgarding tobacco use.

Another concern I have with SB1 is enforcement. Iknow the budget is tight and I have been reading about cuts
across the board. It does not appear feasible to create more laws that would require enforcement and more
people working for the state when the state is trying to save money. The bill states an employee designated by
the commissioner may enforce the provisions; and also states that the citation may be issued regardless of
whether the violation was committed in the designated employees presence. This sounds like it would open the
door for people being issued citations for non compliance without anyone actually seeing any violation.

My final and major concern with SB1 is that it is detrimental in helping people get off tobacco products. I am
all for getting people off of tobacco products. I used a variety of tobacco products for 19 years and tried
everything from traditional nicotine replacement therapies to prescription pharmaceuticals to quit using tobacco,
none worked. I found an alternative to tobacco that has worked for me to quit all tobacco products; and if vapor
products are included in this bill it would greatly inhibit that option for people trying to quite tobacco
products. I have switched to using a vaporizer and have been tobacco free for well over a year now. Vaporizers
do not contain any tobacco, or combustion by products. In the study “Characterization of chemicals released by
electronic cigarette use: Is passive vaping a reality?” , attached, it was concluded "by saying that could be more
unhealthy to breath air in big cities compared to staying in a room with someone who is vaping." The Drexel
University study, link attached, found “no apparent concern” for bystanders of people using electronic cigarettes
even under “worse case” assumptions about exposure. A study of tobacco use among adults in Minnesota
found a 10% decrease in use among adults from 2010-2014. Of those that attempted to quit in the last 12
months over 40% tried vaporizers in their attempt to quit tobacco use. This is double the rates for traditional
‘jcotine Replacement Therapies, such as the patch or gum, and quadruple the rates of use of pharmaceutical
“products, such as Chantix. Vaporizers were the number one choice people in Minnesota turned to in their
attempt to quit tobacco use, which is now at an all-time low among adults. SB1 would unfairly treat this

1



tobacco alternative as tobacco, while not including less popular choices like the patch or gum. If this is a bill
against tobacco use and discouraging people from using tobacco, leave it at tobacco, If this bill is to help
improve public health, vaporizers should not be included in a smoking ban, especially when there are numerous
" “ndies stating there is no concern of harm from second hand vapor exposure. If you would like further studies
- ufid research articles, please feel free to contact me either by email, or by phone, work (907) 328-1077, or cell
(907) 978-8098. Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
Alex McDonald

Owner, Ice Fog Vapor, Inc
Fairbanks, AK

http://clearstream.flavourart.it/site/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/CSA_TtaEng.pdf

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18




Christie Jamieson
.
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7 ym: Sandra Cornelius <oscfbks@yahoo.com>
‘sént: Monday, February 09, 2015 2:29 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Sandra Cornelius
1347 Spring Glade Rd
Fairbanks, AK 99709

February 9, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

I am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products (e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health {(and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette
id and vapor and found "no apparent concern" for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case”
“@§sumptions about exposure.

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited {and the risks to the children and others
who live with them)} cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their heaith risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disallow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became popular and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives.



Christie Jamieson
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,;"_ m: Ryan McKeown <irreverend23@gmail.com>
“aent: Monday, February 09, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Ryan McKeown
240 E Susitna Ave
Wasilla, AK 99654

February 9, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

I am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products (e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health {and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette
" \uid and vapor and found "no apparent concern" for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case”
-assumptions about exposure.

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initiaily choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited (and the risks to the children and others
who live with them} cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public-and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disallow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became popular and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives.
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To: Sen, Bert Stedman; Sen. Cathy Giessel; Sen. Pete Kelly; Sen. Bill Stoltze; Sen. Johnny Ellis
Subject: SBL

Hello,

I am sending you this email to express my concerns about this senate bill, SBI..

I was able to get off tobacco after 40 years of being a daily smoker using personal vaporizers and e-liquids that
contained nicotine. I did a lot of research into the products being offered and I believe that I made the correct
choices

If the option to vape an extremely less harmful product than tobacco is made more difficult than it already is
people might not get the chance to get off tobacco.

This product has been studied quite a bit and very little harmful or dangerous traces have been found in it..
Certainly it is much much better then smoking..

My breathing and stamina has improved dramatically..

This nicotine delivery method saves me money..

Please give others the choice, and the chance to make their own decisions about their health..

The vape shops I buy from do not sell to youngsters and I see them carding young adults to make sure that they
are of legal age to purchase nicotine products..

Please do the research yourself.. Do not listen to the propaganda that seems to be getting more newspaper
headlines than the research by qualified, third party researchers and scientists., Alaskans heath is nothing to
-make uninformed decisions about..

\_,Jan_k you for taking the time to consider a voters opinion.

Steven Mapes

47870 Interlake drive

Kenai Alaska 99611
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“aent: Sunday, February 08, 2015 6:47 PM

To: Sen. Bert Stedman

Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Steven Mapes
47870 Interlake Drive
Kenai, AK 99611

February 8, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

} am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products {e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University Schoo! of Public Health {and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
_year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette
id and vapor and found "no apparent concern" for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case"
“assumptions about exposure.

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited {and the risks to the children and others
who live with them) cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disallow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became popular and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives.
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| urge you to oppose these bills and any legislation that would limit where smoke-free products like e-cigarettes can be
used. It is imperative that existing adult smokers become aware of all the alternatives currently available and that
access to these products remains unimpeded.

f—’_‘

" ..dok forward to your response on this issue. I, along with my fellow members of CASAA (Consumer Advocates for
Smoke-free Alternatives Association), thank you for considering my comments and hope you will oppose misguided
attempts to limit adult use of smoke-free e-cigarettes.

Sincerely,
Steven Mapes
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“a€nt: Friday, February 06, 2015 12:20 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman

Subject; Regarding SB1

Senator Stedman,

I am writing you to voice my concerns with SB1, REGULATION OF SMOKING. There are several items
in this bill that I find concerning, and would like your thoughts regarding them. Thank you in advance
for your attention to this matter.

In Sec 18.35.301.f.1, smoking the bill states that nothing in the section would prohibit smoking in a
private club, but then prohibits smoking in private clubs that serve alcohol or have employees. This section
would in fact prohibit smoking in 99% of the private clubs that would have smokers in it. The big questions
about this section, what does the consumption of alcohol make an establishment required being smoke-free, and
what private club does not have a single employee?

)

Under Section 18.35.346.b, an employee of the department designated by the commissioner to
enforce the provisions of AS 18.35.301, 18.35.306, 18.35.311, or 18.35.326 may issue a citation for a violation
of AS 18.35.301, 18.35.306, 18.35.311, or 18.35.326 regardless of whether the violation was committed in
the employee's presence. This section is one of the most concerning of the entire bill. This section alone gives
an employee with no policing authority, more power than an actual law enforcement officer. In the section
above, Section 18.35.346.a, a peace officer may only issue a citation if they witness the act. This opens the
door to false claims, whereas I could call in an anonymous report of someone violating this bill, regardless of
whether it was true or not. Not to mention, with the budgetary issues that are occurring in the state currently,
with a large state employee layoff to occur, can we afford new employees for this monitoring?

Along with the “prohibition” of smoking, the author has placed electronic cigarettes in the same
category as smoking. Electronic cigarette just by name alone have been treated improperly solely because they
look like cigarettes. People whom actually use them refer to them as personal vaporizers, because the term
ecigs assists in a bad reputation. Aside from containing nicotine, but not always, there is absolutely nothing
similar between the two items. Vaporizers do not emit smoke, they emit a vapor for inhalation. The second
hand vapor in these devices has been tested, and it has been found to be below toxic level for workplace
safety. This study was done by Drexel University titled “Peering Through the Mist”. Nearly every single study
that has painted a negative picture on personal vaporizers has been deemed invalid because of improper
testing. 'With the potential benefits personal vaporizers have on the American public, it would be negligent to
__bw them to be included in this bill.



In closing, I would implore you to stop this bill from progressing through the committees, and not allow
it to even be given a vote. The poorly written text along with the lack of evidence to include certain items
makes this one of the largest violations of personal rights we will see this session.

)

Thank you,

Jason Finney
North Pole, AK

907-322-1301
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;hlm: Alex McDonald <alex@icefogvapor.com>

.t Monday, February 09, 2015 9:37 PM

To: Sen. Bert Stedman

Subject: SB1

‘Attachments: CSA_lItaEng.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Senator Stedman,

My name is Alex McDonald, owner of Ice Fog Vapor, Inc, Fairbanks, AK. I wanted to contact you regarding
my concerns with proposed Senate Bill 1 (SB1).

First, I am concerned that SB1 would take away local option for communities throughout the state to deal with
issues that may or may not affect their individual community. Many other substances such as alcohol and
marijuana are or will be local option for places to set up their own regulations regarding their use. This is
currently the case with tobacco and several cities have already chosen to set their own rules regarding tobacco
use. Juneau is smoke free, it is also not -30 in Juneau today either making it easier to step out side to an area
designated for tobacco use. In Fairbanks it is currently up to local businesses to set their own policies if they
would like to be smoke free. This gives both consumers and employees the choice to work at or patronize
places of their choo sing. Iknow several places that have gone smoke free, yet built heated smoking rooms for
people that wish to use tobacco. Many of these smoking rooms are closer to the entrance of the establishment
than is required by SB1, and there is not a grandfather clause that would leave smoking rooms as a viable

.solution. This would punish places that have spent money trying to be proactive in implementing policies

ding tobacco use.
Another concern I have with SB1 is enforcement. I know the budget is tight and I have been reading about cuts
across the board. It does not appear feasible to create more laws that would require enforcement and more
people working for the state when the state is trying to save money. The bill states an employee designated by
the commissioner may enforce the provisions; and also states that the citation may be issued regardless of
whether the violation was committed in the designated employees presence. This sounds like it would open the
door for people being issued citations for non compliance without anyone actually seeing any violation.

My final and major concern with SB1 is that it is detrimental in helping people get off tobacco products. I am
all for getting people off of tobacco products. I used a variety of tobacco products for 19 years and tried
everything from traditional nicotine replacement therapies to prescription pharmaceuticals to quit using tobacco,
none worked. I found an alternative to tobacco that has worked for me to quit all tobacco products; and if vapor
products are included in this bill it would greatly inhibit that option for people trying to quite tobacco
products. Ihave switched to using a vaporizer and have been tobacco.free for well over a year now. Vaporizers
do not contain any tobacco, or combustion by products. In the study “Characterization of chemicals released by
electronic cigarette use: Is passive vaping a reality?” , attached, it was concluded "by saying that could be more
unhealthy to breath air in big cities compared to staying in a room with someone who is vaping." The Drexel
University study, link attached, found “no apparent concern™ for bystanders of people using electronic cigarettes
even under “worse case™ assumptions about exposure. A study of tobacco use among adults in Minnesota
found a 10% decrease in use among adults from 2010-2014. Of those that attempted to quit in the last 12
months over 40% tried vaporizers in their attempt to quit tobacco use. This is double the rates for traditional
\jotine Replacement Therapies, such as the patch or gum, and quadruple the rates of use of pharmaceutical
y~dducts, such as Chantix. Vaporizers were the number one choice people in Minnesota turned to in their
attempt to quit tobacco use, which is now at an all-time low among adults, SB1 would unfairly treat this

1



tobacco alternative as tobacco, while not including less popular choices like the patch or gum. If this is a bill

against tobacco use and discouraging people from using tobacco, leave it at tobacco. If this bill is to help

improve public health, vaporizers should not be included in a smoking ban, especially when there are numerous
studies stating there is no concern of harm from second hand vapor exposure. If you would like further studies -
and research articles, please feel free to contact me either by email, or by phone, work (907) 328-1077, or cell ( )
(907) 978-8098. Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. "

Sincerely,
Alex McDonald

Owner, Ice Fog Vapor, Inc
Fairbanks, AK

hitp://clearstream.flavourart.it/site/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/CSA ItaEng.pdf

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18
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To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Sandra Cornelius
1347 Spring Glade Rd
Fairbanks, AK 99709

February 9, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

I am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products (e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. lgor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health (and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette

id and vapor and found "no apparent concern" for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case”
n—as}umptions about exposure.

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited (and the risks to the children and others
who live with them) cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disaliow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is untikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became poputar and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives,
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1 Monday, February 09, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Ryan McKeown
240 E Susitna Ave
Wasilla, AK 99654

February 9, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

| am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products {e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health {and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract } examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette
7\)1id and vapor and found "no apparent concern” for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case"
-...aumptions about exposure.

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited go on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the health risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited (and the risks to the children and others
who live with them) cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actuatly improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to allow or disallow usage since there is no
proven health threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became poputar and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive alternatives.
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To: Sen, Bert Stedman; Sen. Cathy Giessel; Sen. Pete Kelly; Sen. Bill Stoitze; Sen. Johnny Ellis
Subject: SBl
Hello,

I am sending you this email to express my concerns about this senate bill, SBI..

I was able to get off tobacco after 40 years of being a daily smoker using personal vaporizers and e-liquids that
contained nicotine. I did a lot of research into the products being offered and I believe that I made the correct
choices

If the option to vape an extremely less harmful product than tobacco is made more difficult than it already is
people might not get the chance to get off tobacco.

This product has been studied quite a bit and very little harmful or dangerous traces have been found in it..
Certainly it is much much better then smoking..

My breathing and stamina has improved dramatically..

This nicotine delivery method saves me money..

Please give others the choice, and the chance to make their own decisions about their health..

The vape shops I buy from do not sell to youngsters and I see them carding young adults to make sure that they
are of legal age to purchase nicotine products..

Please do the research yourself.. Do not listen to the propaganda that seems to be getting more newspaper
headlines than the research by qualified, third party researchers and scientists.. Alaskans heath is nothing to
-~ake uninformed decisions about..

) you for taking the time to consider a voters opinion.

Steven Mapes

47870 Interlake drive

Kenai Alaska 99611
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; : Steven Mapes <akgofast@gmail.com>
R Sunday, February 08, 2015 6:47 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: Please Oppose SB 1 and HB 40 and any other effort to treat e-cigarettes like smoking.

Steven Mapes
47870 Interlake Drive
Kenai, AK 99611

February 8, 2015

Dear Bert Stedman,

| am writing to express my deep concern and opposition regarding HB 40 and SB 1 which would include the use of
smoke-free vapor products (e-cigarettes) in Alaska’s smoking law.

Smoking laws are ostensibly enacted to protect the public from the harm of secondhand smoke, but smoke-free e-
cigarettes have not been shown to cause harm to bystanders. In fact, all evidence to date shows that the low health risks
associated with e-cigarettes are comparable to other smokeless nicotine products. A comprehensive review conducted
by Dr. Igor Burstyn of Drexel University School of Public Health (and published in a peer-reviewed journal earlier this
year - http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/14/18/abstract ) examined over 9,000 observations of e-cigarette
Wd and vapor and found "no apparent concern” for bystanders exposed to e-cigarette vapor, even under "worst case"
wwsimptions about exposure,

Lawmakers must beware of unintended consequences from well-intentioned laws. There is clear evidence of a
phenomenon called “accidental quitting,” wherein many of the smokers who initially choose e-cigarettes to use just
where smoking is prohibited g0 on to quit smoking conventional cigarettes completely. Prohibiting the use of e-
cigarettes in public spaces completely eliminates that incentive to even try e-cigarettes. Unfortunately, the heaith risks
of every one smoker who doesn’t quit because e-cigarette use is prohibited {and the risks to the children and others
who live with them) cummulatively outweigh any good done by eliminating the miniscule exposures to even hundreds of
bystanders in public spaces.

Clearly, the benefits of allowing smokers to use e-cigarettes in public--and thereby increasing the likelihood of
“accidental quitting” and reducing the known, extremely high health risks of smoking--outweigh the very low risks of
insignificant exposures to bystanders. So, not only is there no genuine public health reason to prohibit e-cigarette use in
public spaces, but, in fact, allowing e-cigarettes to be used in public spaces will actually improve public health by
inspiring other smokers to switch and reduce their health risks by an estimated 99%. Moreover, private businesses in
Alaska are already setting their own policies, and they should retain the right to aliow or disallow usage since there is no
proven heaith threat to bystanders.

While | understand some have expressed a fear about these products acting as a “gateway” to traditional cigarettes for
youth, there is no evidence to suggest this is really happening, and research actually shows it is unlikely to happen to any
substantial extent. Teen smoking rates are at their lowest point since smoking became popular and continue to drop,
but there are adults who will continue to smoke until they die unless we provide attractive aiternatives.



| urge you to oppose these bills and any legislation that would limit where smoke-free products like e-cigarettes can be
used. It is imperative that existing adult smokers become aware of all the alternatives currently available and that
access to these products remains unimpeded.

I look forward to your response on this issue. 1, along with my fellow members of CASAA (Consumer Advocates for ( )
Smoke-free Alternatives Association), thank you for considering my comments and hope you will oppose misguided -
attempts to limit adult use of smoke-free e-cigarettes.

Sincerely,
Steven Mapes



Christie Jamieson
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K - Friday, February 06, 2015 12:20 PM
To: Sen. Bert Stedman
Subject: . Regarding SB1

Senator Stedman,

I am writing you to voice my concerns with SB1, REGULATION OF SMOKING. There are several items
in this bill that I find concerning, and would like your thoughts regarding them. Thank you in advance
for your attention to this matter.

In Sec 18.35.301.1.1, smoking the bill states that nothing in the section would prohibit smoking in a
private club, but then prohibits smoking in private clubs that serve alcohol or have employees. This section
would in fact prohibit smoking in 99% of the private clubs that would have smokers in it. The big questions
about this section, what does the consumption of alcohol make an establishment required being smoke-free, and
what private club does not have a single employee?

- Under Section 18.35.346.b, an employee of the department designated by the commissioner to
enforce the provisions of AS 18.35.301, 18.35.306, 18.35.311, or 18.35.326 may issue a citation for a violation
of AS 18.35.301, 18.35.306, 18.35.311, or 18.35.326 regardless of whether the violation was committed in
the employee's presence. This section is one of the most concerning of the entire bill. This section alone gives
an employee with no policing authority, more power than an actual law enforcement officer. In the section
above, Section 18.35.346.a, a peace officer may only issue a citation if they witness the act. This opens the
door to false claims, whereas I could call in an anonymous report of someone violating this bill, regardless of
whether it was true or not. Not to mention, with the budgetary issues that are occurring in the state currently,

with a large state employee layoff to occur, can we afford new employees for this monitoring?

Along with the “prohibition” of smoking, the author has placed electronic cigarettes in the same
category as smoking. Electronic cigarette just by name alone have been treated improperly solely because they
look like cigarettes. People whom actually use them refer to them as personal vaporizers, because the term
ecigs assists in a bad reputation. Aside from containing nicotine, but not always, there is absolutely nothing
similar between the two items. Vaporizers do not emit smoke, they emit a vapor for inhalation. The second
hand vapor in these devices has been tested, and it has been found to be below toxic level for workplace
safety. This study was done by Drexel University titled “Peering Through the Mist”, Nearly every single study
that has painted a negative picture on personal vaporizers has been deemed invalid because of improper
testing. With the potential benefits personal vaporizers have on the American public, it would be negligent to

them to be included in this bill.



In closing, I would implore you to stop this bill from progressing through the committees, and not allow
it to even be given a vote. The poorly written text along with the lack of evidence to include certain items
makes this one of the largest violations of personal rights we will see this session.

@
Thank you,
Jason Finney
North Pole, AK
907-322-1301
-
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To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Oamerss  Fk

Name

F';Jrf)aa /M:, Al
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. '

Thank you,
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To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name \/
D %’ Gl homte /s b7~

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bilt 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

Sodeha, KK
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Thompson, [abric K

Name

g\l V\LQG\I/\KS/ xﬁt!/(

City, State




TN

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The incluston of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

A#Q D,//A)-/:

Name

F‘f"/ét\nés— y A[Qfé‘(

City, State



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
%Q&lu,} J£6 S an%/
Name ~ /

Crir b s, AU
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
VRIS (2T I
) ﬁ‘@fﬁ fay K



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

i do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Throggh
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

D \(\o (S \Q/\L

C;ty State




»

To Whom it May Concern,

} do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect frorn vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

W haed 14//”%0%“

Name

ey K

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

Forlbs s ia wr‘:/&,é-ﬁ, A&
City, State




N

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

S tfY——
A octin Q&Q A«K_,

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigaretftes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Zadnorv gﬂmlézf

Name

@«‘mﬂks, Al

City, State




To Whom it May Goncern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negiigible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lovne Shadlir

Name

Tarbyunts , Y-

City, State



R,

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

\ . L
i
Name

)

City, State



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
-4/**)( —9/“/ b for—

Name

Farvbeyts . A Jus by
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

,/44’\04‘“4/ }OM/‘LLL w

Name

/ch/“)ll\ /Oc/[€ , ﬁ‘ /<
City, State



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Candice KudC

Name

NorHa Pf)[%’) AK

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

(\\L\Q_,\SKB D\J Y\O\‘\f\

Name

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, e '

Do, %////

Name

Lo anlfi  plaske
City, State




;'\_/}

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Il 'S
-

City, State




.

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

' tlje Mist”, Drexel University.

Name

N s ?o\rz‘. A((C,

City, State



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriaie. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Coreudoe 4/4///

Name

Fol v b [;ﬁ' ’4‘/‘6(5(

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name

Fairbanla . A
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

TKAVIS W I STEAD
Name

Notu_ Powe , AL
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

D) W NSTRAD
Name

NOCT4 POLE | Ade

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

,/)745/“6\ /_g@ﬁr\

Name

Paf(‘banki/ A’K

City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you, |
W
/ | —_—

Name

?:;.:- ban L.s A ln)l«-é
City, State




P VN LIILEEE IL l\rluy NS ST} By

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

. - r
(‘i A S e (€ L2 & \,H_(:.
Na%ze

Wag Ml s DY A0S
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“elecironic cigarettes™ is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secaondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

uonae Do pyodel
Name

Evekonn AFR. Qi
City, State




k 7
[

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inciusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name
Lielon AR AL
City, State




.“{
St

To Whom it May Concern,

! do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Na[’ne

;%(/ba,l»_r _Masle

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

} do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Borbarn N\E(,L\MJ

Name

-F&W\oc\ev\tx AT

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The incluston of
“alectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaparizers is negligibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Y _@H—’/

Name

Nosgdh vfa I3 At’\
City, Staie




LW VW HIVEEE BL EVICLY SV wein i,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

W ,M/‘MD r?ﬁmuﬁl%%&_

Name

City, State ‘




o VELIVJEL L IVIQY WA WS,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

kgleory

Name

Ma r%ﬁ%(eﬁ%@@/

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“glectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

North o, AK

City, State




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

) “slectronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

a-mrfad' L METALFTE
Name

l[rw""B-\n%s A K
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you, ]
M\zgwwy C /\QQL(_,
Neme (U

\opnb \O@\ﬂk N

City, State




‘To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, .
M O@D e hEna B e
Nalne

Toolanis P
City, State




“To Whom it May Concern,

e | do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

) “slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

L

Ko 7S

FoLs
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

o | do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

) “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, _{ /7/
/ Ao /;
Nane &/

?n‘.ré)wn\'(‘?(, %K

City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“glectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

Foriitoontes , GA”
City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of
“slectronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
A\{Dﬂ Afﬂf’jgﬂ
Name '

Fﬁ;r(%nl/g/M

City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist’, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

@/)\ v\\c*& C%OU X

Name

{‘:C—«?‘I’V ILDC:V‘kS’ , AK
City, State




To Whom it May Coneern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slactronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. [

5{% ; 44{{0(:’2, éOC‘) il

=

Chks Ak

City, Staté




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bilt 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Kerkth O %ﬁgéﬁ

Name

%rv’bam ‘:,3 » I'QK

City, State




PoS TR EINENIL L nnuy T W b BT D Ay

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

?Zgufngoqje b7
Jeodn Yolofle

City, State




%W FULINLIL BE lviuj T RFL ENSAWSE S By

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

Toor tants S\ G700
City, State




P VELINSEEE 1L 1'“-4) AAVSINAVIVIE

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes™ is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
SQV\(\'\- er . UKDC ‘\ be\j_

Name

Eatcoanles AK
City, State




Lls ¥ B4 insiEE I LEERA Y e hsl bwrwsiaoag

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

) secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
i j the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

bt s

Name

s enkss Ve

City, State




FWS W T LENAENE G FTELLY e Wl By

| do not support Senaie Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

W
.

e

Thank you,
Lonte] O e

Name

Wocth Pole_Ale 99705
City, State




PWS FEAINSINT ST DERRL Y W W] ERSUSE T gy

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaparizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Amanda Saubage

Name

fochania AL

City, State




1% ¥ UEINSINE FL l'l‘ul." T WS E BRSNS S Ay

{ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaparizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel Universi
Thank yOM ]

SV IWLEC FR/E
Name /
Fampnls , AK
City, State ’




FW WEINIRL IL IWRCAY WU IWER S by

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“siectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

O fae , AK

City, State




o muEsarrre sw o sEvuAp e e

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“stectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

>

4
Name

Nov+h ‘-Pe\«‘!', Blaske
City, State




- - = i mmra- Sy e s— —

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist”, Drexel University.




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareites” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
g\a Vel poreison

Name

atns ., beslee,
City, State




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Hichull! I p o
Name

Fu.rbum S /4(%
City, State




" To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vapotrizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, .
N%)WMM( J Mmﬁm

:\0\\ (baﬂ k& ZZ} 4

City, State




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

J[,g, §#rw gz«f//"'/’l ons
Name

Nort Pote A K
City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

L)hﬁ() w L mj_l-é’ 1
Name

fU:;-.f i PD‘ ¢ ':_,[-1) lf«i AN
City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. ‘

Thank you,
r{’\ \Of o=t L-D\‘_h C\\AG("’%\.\B\
Name D —

Noc o Oo\e Declbon
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
&- Ltk ﬁﬂéﬁé//ﬁ/
Nam%u ]U

‘@«-&am. = UK

City, State ‘




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not suppoit Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

/? §laeui Z P 2—/"4426?/(

Name

T bmnfos, AR
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaparizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name T~

WA P
City, State




' To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

“Brive ?\T\/\Dr q

Name

ol Rl Al

City, State




‘To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is neghgfble per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

Custrtloc S] Batlogtoor

Name

ge/({an AF&/ IJKMKS/ M(

City, State




" To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

Dﬁv?n S}MHO(\

Name

Founband , Al
City, State




‘To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,
> ‘]" Ly Y
Name

Fc,r vbe M)@/ AK
City, State




' To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Teru, OJ
Moo . e

Name

Frzt‘f-[dm(fS ; ﬂl (Q

City, State




' To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“alectronic cigarettes™ is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

P Av
City, State




' To Whom it May Congcern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

KWSM Newwon
Name

Nortn Pate AK
City, State



"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist®, Drexel University. |

Thank you,
Wendi Foarey
Name

Nock~ Osle | AMaskq
City, State




'To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

C Jﬁr:\% Z—acm(ac

Name

G clan s AKX

City, State

er aewr




'To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

Name /

E/EZS‘OO AFE Ak
City, State




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

@e)\m ovicl 607@

Name

XC«QF\BCU\ ((‘S I;-MC

Cifif, State




To Whom it May Concern,
j { do not support Senate Bilt 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
‘the Mist", Drexel University.

EXOVL\&\B e
R

Gity, State )




To Whom it May Concern,
| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, ‘ .
e
4 hm%‘m

City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

P@me
A_éma/méc AL

City, Staté




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

)

City, State



"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Qﬁ:—f)
T ——— e ———
Name

Envbanles  ArgbA
City, State




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexetl University. |

Thank you,

N 30,56@‘(\ Mo\ﬁm
Name

éalck&{ /ACK

City,-State




' To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Steen /. Aery 2.
Name / g

Face /aamk_s‘/, Alaska
City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. |

Thank you,

gﬁr Q\ hacD>OA

Name

Falc]xz(\\(s ) A\&s\_-{,o\

City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Namyf . :
Freaalls Ak 99909

City, State




"“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigaretites” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ay S
/Name /

/"{yt L/‘bmkj A/(\
City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

@Zm /MM
4[ uldiimo. S

City, State




" To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Phip Low, ¢

Name

Eoaf brmts, AL

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,
| do not support House Bill 40. The use of electronic cigarettes is not
smoking, and should never be classified as such. By definition alone,
smoke is created during combustion, and there is no combustion in
said devices. A definition change as such has a detrimental effect on
technology that has the potential to save millions of lives. New
research is daily released stating that electronic cigarettes are safer
than traditignal cigarettes, including the effects on bystanders.

NS B n_ DeArs

Fair[owqﬂ 5, 14(

City, State

Name




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“alectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank

7o fillyee boer o=
)G/ame < !

Wl pate Hie
City, State




‘To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Qﬁw\a@_qr T waskbwm

Name

Yoirbanks , Ak
City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through

the Mist’, Drexel piniversity. |
Th%’

A

m v |

Neme

/’Z"rgaﬂk)‘ . /4745’ fé\

City, State




"To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name%ﬁﬁ'

City, State  xpoMTle. Ak




“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slactronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist’, Drexel University. |

Thank you,
ﬁ[‘f@:- ,/ﬂ//{f\

Name

Lt rdn Bs Ak
City, State




‘“To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negtigent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

AAcoB Figks
Name

Fo banks A
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Evic Gliims TT

Name

Ketchi Ko, AR
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

3 j “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negiigible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

L(JAZ gc wmall

Name

F‘*\‘\ \/"}_’/"(IV'\ {<S,J 7¢I K

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“alectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Foolson AFB, AL
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

/"'"
C....,C;f‘r"l(" GPGL\C«J’\./\I

Name

FeichemKs .SA«K\

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

//M /M(

Name

Nol.2

City, State

G0 Kivy S \/“] K




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
\K._\l‘\\\ Q\‘QX'CQ\/
Name
tﬁ\\rlJC\lA\QS O{\AS\LC\
City, State

>/ Y OV - NS

o




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Q&m j\k@% )M\Q/ O v

Name

Pt AL/

City, State

N




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

I WA —
Name _

F@VL&\AL? /ZU&
City, State  /




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Y}ﬁf\\\m\gm(\m

Nsmma e

Cit§1, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Hetuil Dinlef?
Name

AR,

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

E{Ui\ﬂ Wl‘lsg/]' MOL/ (Ot«/
Name

FairbenKs ) Alesta
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

A/ 6 ey
Name

Am@m%, Ak

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

\ . —
anes  Mecden T

Name

Cicloales Ak

[

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

L ehet S Y

Name

,7£ffm"£~:/néf, //C

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Biil 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
SQ‘S!F‘. g, ( :‘Mgg S ol G
Name

Eirehaks, AK

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

odan Chu n(M@/

Name

pu\fl‘)cmjlg) AK

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist®, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Loy Rperon
Name

AoETY PoL e b
City, State




N

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

o ssicone (s
am

e

FAZPAuks A=A
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

-_Z;er ?parc K

Name

Farbados  AX_
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,
| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

o A
—Name

7 b A

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

! do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Name l\r‘awrs U/Lt[’u\e‘i’-h'

MO(“{’L! Pbié 5[<'q_

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

| P @

i Gu v S } Wevw \p — ’
Name / ! "

Fﬁ/!gamlfsl ﬁ/‘*ﬁ’( a_

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

/) “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Mff\vc( Berrios
Name

WerTh Pde MK
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negtigibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Than
) y%/ C U

Fl WMWM

Cfty, State




To Whom it May Concern,

) | do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

| j “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

AT Lsnawod ﬂ\ﬂ/

Name

W oenies, M
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
/epc,r‘m»? /200/@ ers

/
Name

Faichank s MK
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

ilyuacs /\"60{4} er2
Name (

/g('r La 4 ["’7 Ak
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexet University.

Thank you,

Dy/q,, Clat
Name

Far ban 25, K

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negtigible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, m/

Name

ot boan XS 7A’ lag /ﬁ!
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

S Stheck DL DA
Name <

f:;rr-’:mks; A2

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Tuler woodd

me

Novth Fole, Afas Ea
City, State /




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name /

Eaihash, AK

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

(arolun Lang
Name o

Farbanks | AK
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University. '

Thank you,

CGN'V\‘B Allm‘l L\"b LD'/LQ.

Name

Ancromgre AL
City, State g




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

et (oaltoa '/%»‘ﬁaﬁbﬂ

Name

faichnakbs , Alnsko

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

1 do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
*electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

oty fofa.

Name

oA, Afeh

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

A 'VL . ’ '.de
Name

oot )ﬂ[meﬂ i AK 14703
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you, :
7

y

Name

FAsgganes Ak
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

G J”’M/V/ Evic Vargason

Name

North fole  AK  Gazos
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Nm@f\rﬁ%\e Aaeka
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

'-——-_-.mn—'_'.'—"‘b—-.
Bcumab Sors &% /ﬂéf-%\ T

Name

AoRit Poce, A
City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

L 7 %}’” -

Name 4

Hllans <

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through
the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

v //// < ..Z>9-"’”’ @j

Name

g(,fé?%/l I 71/(4
City, State ‘




To Whom it May Concern,

- I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

- Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

F\) Al ﬂC\L_l) ‘ (_\‘oucl UAS

Name

Vosilh, D, Eagle Puer k.

Address




- ToWhom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Iﬁuké:f rz i
Name

13621 Pemer YA, EAG e Hauen £ 41—
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Koc[r;ﬁ? Geass?

Name

'z
6739 _shekson Hele ot Erle Rives -

Address 94577




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name C

WolM2 Uomps DEHS
Address  Za\ls Mf{ﬁ%@?




W

To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Kom\? Paceis

Name

18415 Eleopgrm st Eagh Rve Rie 9877

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

2317 Shadowy Spruce Lk
Address |



To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

U/W’\l (‘/’WK— J&QM@W

Name

loodd Hanaah Joss
Address er 3,77




-

\

To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

/\/O\}% _ Q—,\vfg
Name

1200 0 Towghamt )‘DE}Z]'{ qu 502
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%:c_"fz Loy’

ﬂame

197/ ERZY Y Lo
Address

K A
“ 6’< 7§¢7



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name C

) VEOAD Tervac L0
Address —~ ,
FoolL Rauee
£ QA




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
W

Sevn Warqye

Name

Biver /‘\/lc“
evhitlt g9s77 €e9c

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Tricmia_Glilmnd

Name

WL O Enitd b O
Address
Cnu Wer ke




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Vwtin Ballandt %
77 |

Name

13960 old 9lem Uy A, 77577
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

A’i ko -Pu 2 {ade
; : {
Name
22080 Sampsen Dr
Clnrl/uﬁ“ fa;‘*l %((07
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

\/\ovmu‘@ © BOJ@(“ ﬂ

Name

-"jﬁé@fs thys <b coole Quer AK14S7Z
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

T caul %/\)aw(f/'

Name

D LTI Lae sp #T gagde cvver A 99777
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

BM/& %‘—M\J

Name

/0002 LRafcee, It 5/2/ prre 7 759
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Colt Lline

Name

470/ ZD,J 14 Cotart

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

—SW Y b‘c’awi
Name

CH2E Hode avay Rrslpe X

Address




To Whom | May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

5"“&0 hrere
Name

(oo Wcloawaggxb*‘
Address




D

To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
(%&’wd-ﬂ.mft\"'\ Y\)afwj&f\

Name

122 oukndoo & crela
dod c Lhotansarlc ‘Mg—@y

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

él"?fy ﬂ_@efs‘ﬂ\{%—'

Name

20567 fark DI Chogink Ak 9755 >
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
>

Q21 (W0 Qe D, WV B AYeUS™
Address




»

To Whom K May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

W
(4L BetasaaST nhng o S K

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

o

Name

gus Novnnend frk. Ciy. Q96717
Address




To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

deceimy Lvwelove
Name "

Address




To Whom 1t May Concern, .
| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Na‘r:%'

U329t Son 5 5 agfe 1over L 71577

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
/;éﬁz)’!/% . [)‘VJ"P(
Name

U5HE Peadage (FH 2

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ll mi

Name

SH O Weribagy oF. unw 2
Address




-To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

4&6’2/ y/{r’(ca.!{a.SE-

Name

$5 2% Noetif Srm. ST

Prerornma &, 1K
F IS EF

Address N




To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

- Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

P

Name

F00S Chanranlt Ave bk (79 , U bar AK 72500
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

@C/\I‘Qn : @wn—}c gcncpb’s

Name

7005 Cupld funss e nt Co Anchomse Ahy 8450
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

M/ll_um Hﬁaz_

Name

(057 DsniAs TER 0&, Az wotners 77SE4
Address ’



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

,4qu CG’ wae H

Name

Zgoi (avlI€ pe Aifdlpmgf e ga50¢
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peermg
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

/b/afla[qs Lﬂ( g

Name

ff‘///gfena Al stz
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering -
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

me

%‘/’4’5 D-,
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Tve= @ '\\O e

Name

13T Me_égrq, SH.
Afxc,\f\orqgﬁ,’ A, l<
9520

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and tactually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”", Drexel University.

Thank you,
—5 -
1 cttdar SOAUZ

Name

%MU_@_\%@\_M | M Jsods
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

o O DS

Name

L Soest e\ >
Zd_;lz:,s QL‘;M/OLQST(Z




To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Q)O(‘C)W\’l g Conlo\

Name

/730 S feitrar Moadows (ooo anche LA 995077
Address oﬁ) m@é



To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

w.’/ﬁ#'f\

Name

(SOHY pld 2eward Hery
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

‘Name "’

TI50 Lo fspu, ST
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you, |
Nugerw 2z Okt ]
Name A /\
| _TD |
2397 oA DR DA |1 F1 /M4 2%

Aeactd Sl Nl 7
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

?L{/ﬂ? Forepoe Cf W Vad ‘i‘[‘&@?
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

K@d /,7 //M ¢ M/C‘

Name

24 _TIuled Vlzec

Address M ‘ {{%( |
1450 |




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

\ o Rov=oi
TR

5 COEGE 2 Apa
Address WW QQ D5




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of -
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Aue&f n_[Berr S
Name

0% 26™ Ave
Address /%cﬁomﬁc A

77€03




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
WA et
Nafne |

9 Lox S3F Nubkpek.

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

" | do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lonis _Thsassh!
Nafne

X0 vy potter fr Aretussoe.
Address
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D,

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%@;@,M N
me \

jal Sé
Address{ﬂ,g‘vu W/HK




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

S@QV\ \! {.

Name

5352 Morgan keop.

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

W

Name -

4! ﬁi'cﬁafcfe{%P/ /ﬁ’/{/;mzrfﬁ /k 7 45/‘5
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

K W/LN_ 0 KMWW
Nafhe 4

QU7 Sand; Ac

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

m\d/\_r.\ 2 | "(eu\?lé‘%
Name

(o zsl Acborutes O~
beacdn Alg o9gs]

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Cussell B ey

Name

(oGl el pve 468 ANCHIBAE Al %750y

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
- secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

. e A2
Name

1510 W Y7 Bve Unit B
il 99543

Address
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To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

;EBMC/M ) Lo

Name

4020 divt &6 Ardeoige Al 1507

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

B can Cat‘ng
: 4

Name

1S 35 Ha(ﬁd’ Court

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

NP@(\M\H\{ %&e& \

Name

A M\/\:‘ww\o\ Civ hgh &

Add ress

g AN OP\ e
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To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per. "Peermg
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

A\\&e«\ \r\@:lo T

Name

22947 Weldcon e

Anc Lagggggﬁ A GasOT
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

M ld»r»_m\ A M fawdr
Name

|oouz  EXelorr Gk
A\V‘L¢Vl—ol‘o\%,ﬁ , Alagren 29515
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you, -
Toslon () /

0. Rov g3, Yhstle, A 19687

Address




- To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

¢

'L [ A
ame Jack /. ﬁw,ﬂm»xf”

[hol A. Exst upsF o7
Address /4/& L“"‘z”if/:f /}(
Y9507



To Whom 1t May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

a"*” G Pﬁ/ArUS@V\

Name

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

)&W%— St

Name

24 7 Mé@//ﬁ— Gz
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Z/m‘m‘b N Rea

Name

[© 2] CidneiBon TF
Address cwge. Brasiz | Al




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Johnn] WARREN

Name |
02

3ol WIS

Address




To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

&%ﬁw&é ol

QA w 33" Ave KPLBY
Address




To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ao St
Name %ﬁm%

20 W32 Lhe APEBY
Address




To Whom |t May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Aland  Staples

\J N
Name

0136 Lowis Tl 99877
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

JHMES BRI3GS

Name

DS~ FICHAPISON \JTSTR: Ko, (T 246
Address N\ yoenals, AB QAo




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peermg
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Q&Wm Q“[’O [/V\

Name

Y We L el dz

Address M




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

\% 2% T wneon Drﬁ_i
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe] University.

Thank you,

[omas _Fadye 10

Name

F 45 A Ao #3
Address Frik AL TE5e3




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Elen Weups

Name

7700 NILAA A {éxndm%“?v A Aa5(7
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

gjrar c/j [uﬂa/(/f

Name

94199 gmaf’mprjﬁe AES

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Db & =TT

Name

) Z}Q / Dvuﬁeﬂ O{AC,T\('

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Brodle

Y
Name \)

\\Or\S’\V\gef

230 £ q/hz{lhcﬂtomye, AR 7750]

Address



Dear sirs,

‘We would like these letters entered as a document of opposition to SB1.

Thank you for your time and service.



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
velectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

| Thank you,

o sl P

Name

1) fogrtrsnl ST A7 717
Address Jy ppace AL 9965/




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lb\\fl/\ S(M/, VORI

Name

G0 conion %
Address B BE Q502



To Whom it May Concern,

| do-not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

(hen SMN

Name

capl Cast b

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

JJS % : lmﬂ.qL)qw( JL

Name

Address



To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

qlkﬂl_&\_f RenaauSi o @

Name

19%  Cude 2l 4wt~—/ﬁk 79508
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
/\)\Mu\l»\ﬁ Movegn
Name 0
\4e
) Qﬁf«\’uﬂd\,& Cov. *’g}\/kl/\&\/"fé"}; L(ﬂc\(\. 1SS~
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
(Dt \eads
Name

2IR AN e
Address DrdnOToaR | (SN
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To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

S"m\m .‘\ ouldbotn

Name

%mmmwﬁw

Address
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To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

ool e
Address |




To Whom } May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

W

"

Name

\2co .c/u dimod Blud

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of -
Melectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peerlng
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Musteel bzd; (Lo

Name

TS gy = N S{\D\’\
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

e A

Name

Address



- ToWhom it May Concern,
- ldo not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Danid < \Wacd

Name

O ONA Muccel gae

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

//Ij/ / (A Jﬂl{i /

Name

20 Chclmnte O
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"eiectronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Tharnk you,

:\_eFF y‘:"-— W} i

Name

|[23 W 2ol H P

Address /A reh AR




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Em 77N SF@@LS_

Name

/e ] oke obs #20

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

1 do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

G/’ms YGa &5C
: J
Name

pit Z G—.—‘.e‘, J-(L/,
Address




To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

EC \ (#Y
Name

309 y Pace st
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

NMMNM Neru

Name

Y Corletin A
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

-Sw:,;,’ 2 D'oos
Name

25490 _Vgopes  cifchg
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,
Shanelle Jimene2

Name

340 £. 45 P 41
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Kimberly Ganancial

Name

340 £ HS™ pve w9
Address




To Whom | May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

e W\?h%' Srwly

Name

D ewuawv SEEA
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Kimberl Dejosieyes

Name

240 East H5™ Ave AptH?
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
( !6&_ S Vi lalenor—
Name

290 Easy N5 Ave At 2
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

E_Dm% \An oterag fadumn

Name

%oq NP S
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

0 A Ml ?l

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
J&/‘,‘m,_ﬁtz 2;»40 r

Name

v

Addregs )




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

CinolSem  NUeNU

- Name

7\

-&_/d&ess




To Whom it May Concemn,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Adéresg



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Chyiséina Bylunc!

Name

D) 5k s. AehiG lap Ac
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name

@l A - Tl
Address 2 (o e A
A9503

—



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Crag Le suddto

Name S

i 1069 cuctler cir 19519

ddréss




To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

(Aol Trerrt
Namé”

#p Q20 Tegalak Do
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

ssen o (s

Name

538G W.F T A,
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| de not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Eno b jue
Name

O P Anel gk Moghage AL 43518
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

\ellerson Stephenson

‘Name

[Ol 2 72(\?’\6,17@/‘2//7 < 40@7,9

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
S et Do tlhin T

Name

VWK Zeon @CN@
Address




‘\_) _

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Brudon Aokl

Name

20 NoMdte Lave

Address




To Whom t May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University. ' |

Thank you,

M&WO@J Hq S

Name

3805 W Tattpye. wiit?s
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Biil 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Z/@’i%él - TM/L LPn

Name

43—@7 éfﬁﬁih/ﬁhﬁfp" #:-'l -'4"1—6/(""41.7‘:/ ’42 ??5—/ 7
Address




To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

MadHppls o Buvke —\Jiliard

Name

HZ07 Greepland D ¥
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

\\)\w \e. MM@WUA

Name

2035 Wkelmon Read

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Clpt Chngprz—

Name

1622 7 dumelony Dy 8¢ Y

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peéring
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

U9y OV Sasord LLL.;Z, Uni4 }‘1 A\r\c_\nor'a%e_ Al 99515
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
i @ "o sV

~ Name

1 B0 1 8me il LE, AN HPAGE A 77 ¢

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

A@(\}O_\l rpl(ﬁ/%

Name

73l ddeusS 10 Cade Rhss

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Y 7&7)( BWW@ v
= b qrs




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Noglh Hrofmeyen
N J d
Name

1220 | Hevifone Eof Anchovage AL 9956
Address 4



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe! University. |

Thank you,

6’-\&50 n 'Ue e--[-«‘vr\‘.vxl

Name

%501 Cﬁlrﬁl-b-\ wr Aﬂc\u:rﬁ-cge/ A—K QQSUL
Address




To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and faciually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

~—Trth - Vi

Name

D 1ooud Explecer Curely

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
S TEv ) %UK-%V\_)

Name

Ty 207 M Kleypn) T #CB
Address chyv(ma['/ A K 295 0%




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Vdbeces Geppos

Name

) sl t@aguar Cirrle $reh. Be 49502
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

29/ ODOQZ@ JQ\CQ seling N

Name

1335 bocn st Lonchorage L AATS)
Address




In the Alaska House, Representative Bob Herron (D-Bethel) has introduced a bill (HB
40) to add “using an e-cigarette” to Alaska’s definition of “smoking.” In contrast to SB 1, HB 40 would
not expand Alaska’s existing smoking ban. It is not only wrong to define the use of a smoke-free product
as “smoking,” but any future changes to Alaska’s smoking ban would automatically also include vaping

Please Take action to oppose this bill, fill out the info below and this form will
be sent as testimony to your opposition of this bill.

Prenda. Putzner

*Please prlntflr nd last name
bI50 Wil af’mounﬂ’am Drive

Address (optlonal)

an\a River AlasKa | Q9511

tate *Zip Code
WU&@%%OO com

Emall address (o ((jtlonal)

07-854-0355

Phone No. (optional)

Mﬁm

*Signature



'\._)

In the Alaska House, Representative Bob Herron (D-Bethel) has introduced a bill (HB
40) to add “using an e-cigarette” to Alaska’s definition of “smoking.” In contrast to SB 1, HB 40 would
not expand Alaska’s existing smoking ban. It is not only wrong to define the use of a smoke-free product
as “smoking,” but any future changes to Alaska’s smoking ban would automatically also include vaping

Please Take action to oppose this bill, fill out the info below and this form will
be sent as testimony to your opposition of this bill.

ey L

*Please print first and lastwahe
0b  Cesrview N

Address (optional)

Coae.  Rver  An

* ate *Zip Code

Email address {(option

d
L aoney o @Di@"' ) Yohoo . Camn

Phone No. (optignal)

*Signature U 4



In the Alaska House, Representative Bob Herron (D-Bethel) has introduced a bill (HB
40} to add “using an e-cigarette” to Alaska’s definition of “smoking.” In contrast to SB 1, HB 40 would
not expand Alaska’s existing smoking ban. It is not only wrong to define the use of a smoke-free product
as “smoking,” but any future changes to Alaska’s smoking ban would automatically also include vaping

Please Take action to oppose this bill, fill out the info below and this form will
be sent as testimony to your opposition of this bill.

THALEAMNT =t KuoS

*Please print first and last name
(8107 B¢ 14880 5T g 7 8

Address (optional)
6L ; LA | 99522

* City and State *Zip Code
TR0 T OAB G 4L, oM

Email address (optional)

(q03) 538-3)dS

Phone No. (optional)

*Slignatg ;



Alaska Call to Action: A bill has been introduced that threatens to ban vaping
wherever smoking is banned!

Alaska Senator Peter Micciche (R-Soldotna) has again introduced a bill (SB 1) that
would ban vaping by inciuding it within Alaska’s definition of “smoking.” This
provision is tucked inside a larger bill that would significantly expand Alaska’s existing
statewide smoking restrictions. if this bill passes, bars, restaurants and workplaces
throughout Alaska will no longer be able to decide for themselves whether to allow or
disallow vaping.

Last year, a bill nearly identical to SB 1 was introduced and made its way through two
Senate committees before stalling in the Senate Finance Committee. Unlike last year's bill,
SB 1 includes an exemption for vape shops. However, SB 1 still deceitfully redefines
“smoking” to include the use of a smoke-free product and needlessiy makes vaping in
indoor and outdoor environments a fineabie offense.

** 3B 1 has been assigned to the Senate Health and Social Services Committee. At this
time, no hearing has been scheduled. We will update this Call to Action as we learn more..

Please take action now to oppose this bill, fill out the info below and this form will be
sent as testimony to your opposition of this bill.

Prenda Bedzner

*Please pnnt first last name
O i Meuntan Drwve

Address (opt nal}

ver  Plaska. | Q95711

* Cit

vrfath{JrznefaS@ yahoo-Com oot

Emaoll_7add§ss g:lptlonaé-5

Phone No. (optional)

Mﬁm

*Signature



Alaska Call to Action: A bill has been introduced that threatens to ban vaping
wherever smoking is banned!

Alaska Senator Peter Micciche (R-Soldotna) has again introduced a bill (SB 1) that
would ban vaping by including it within Alaska’s definition of “smoking.” This
provision is tucked inside a larger bill that would significantly expand Alaska’s existing
statewide smoking restrictions. If this bill passes, bars, restaurants and workplaces
throughout Alaska will no longer be able to decide for themselves whether to allow or
disallow vaping.

Last year, a bill nearly identical to SB 1 was introduced and made its way through two
Senate committees before stalling in the Senate Finance Committee. Unlike last year’s bill,
SB 1 includes an exemption for vape shops. However, SB 1 still deceitfully redefines
“smoking” to include the use of a smoke-free product and needlessly makes vaping in
indoor and outdoor environments a fineable offense.

" 8B 1 has been assigned to the Senate Health and Social Services Committee. At this
time, no hearing has been scheduled. We will update this Call to Action as we learn more..

Please take action now to oppose this bill, fill out the info below and this form will be
sent as testimony to your opposition of this bill.

p\f&% L ennen

*Please print first and Ia‘stJhame
IOVh  Ciesd  view N

Address (optional) .
Coale Paer ok

* City'add State *Zip Code
Loy thexr & yoneo  Cotn

Email add’t:eﬁs (optional)

Phone No. {optional)

Pyozagy

*Sigriafure{_// i



Alaska Call to Action: A bill has been infroduced that threatens fo ban vaping
wherever smoking is banned!

Alaska Senator Peter Micciche (R-Soldotna) has again introduced a bill (SB 1) that
would ban vaping by including it within Alaska’s definition of “smoking.” This
provision is tucked inside a larger bill that would significantly expand Alaska’s existing
statewide smoking restrictions. If this bill passes, bars, restaurants and workplaces
throughout Alaska will no longer be able to decide for themselves whether to allow or
disallow vaping.

Last year, a bill nearly identical to SB 1 was introduced and made its way through two
Senate committees before stalling in the Senate Finance Committee. Unlike last year’s bill,
SB 1 includes an exemption for vape shops. However, SB 1 still deceitfuilly redefines
“smoking” to include the use of a smoke-free product and needlessly makes vaping in
indoor and outdoor environments a fineable offense.

** SB 1 has been assigned to the Senate Heaith and Social Services Committee. At this
time, no hearing has been scheduled. We will update this Cali to Action as we learn more..

Please take action now to oppose this bill, fill out the info below and this form will be
sent as testimony to your opposition of this bill.

o lel  TEvsikinIS

*Please print first and last name
18107 Midc LARBv T ctrniT B

Address {(optional)
_ERar el AL AS KA | F9L 22
* City and State *Zip Code

TROT ee P 201008 EMAIL . £ 0.
Email address {optional)

(g032) S38-L12.9

Phone No. (optional)

P P




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
;%Uﬂﬂﬂv?ﬂ/wff//
Name

D 1 (b Dllerigte fids
Address




Roundcube Webmail :; Fwd: Form Letter ' 1728715, 11:00 AM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

; a4
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> FOUN JdQUQ&
"—Ti aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you, TO(}‘(}\ Woonl'thT‘v

“Toro

Name

Aty gz VA

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936290961/3rdparty/ roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
—~1g aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
" j)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

: Thank you,
T Dearian Lrhite

B

Name

N’

Yoy lomay AK
d

City, State

)

https:/ IgatorB080.hostgator.com:2096/cpse531936290961!3rdparty,!roundcube/?_task=mail&_actlon:print&_uid;GZO&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmalil :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Ao aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
ﬁte 2015-01-26 18:40

roundetive

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Name

Pracllortid IS,

City, State

)

https:/ fgator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess 193629096 1/3rdparty /roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=6208&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
-~ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>

Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

roundeuoz

1/28/15, 11:00 AM

| do not support Senate Rill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

j Thank you,
(‘@vuﬁ\ CDvdo P

)
City, State 6

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096 /cpsess 19362909613 rdpanyfroundcubel?_task=mail&_acti0n=print&_uid=620&_mbox=iNBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter . |
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J’@Uﬁ]dﬁ@@&
= aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

/—jte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guinessé4 " <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. ‘

' ) Thank you,

-/ —
/cn’\y fCOUCH'

Name

Bocnocage 4K

City, State

)

https:j/gator3080.hostgator.com:2096[cpses_51936290961/3rdpany]roundcubel?_task=maiI&_action=print&_uId=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

ot o, J .
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f @UTJ@Q’U@Q
,ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secandhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

Thank you,

AR

Name

‘\_/)'

City, State

)

https:f,fgator3080.hostgator.com:2096]cpsess1936290961/3rdpartylroundcubel?_ta5k=mai!&_actlon=prlnt&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
fﬁ‘ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

_ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of *electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) Thank you,

Evivim Ovuns

Name

ve fHY

City, State

)

_https:,flgator3080.hostgator.com:2096]cpsessl936290961[3rdpartylroundcube[?_task=mai[&_action=prlnt&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes™ is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
& Sl
Name

4&(@@? /¢K
City, State



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes™ is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,
QQ,LW/ W
Name

nt’ %M«.ﬁ/
City, State



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes™ is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Farcsh Cunpht?

Name

W.%K 41521

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill | in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes™ is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

4 _hrwial

ﬂl b A @0l

City, Stafe




\_/

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes™ is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Loria M(}S’
/ﬂm(ﬁ (ke

City, State qoff Ié) }




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigareties” is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

/ iz-’ d@"é’ﬁ/ WWT-F/(‘

Ndame

Tber, AK

City, State




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigareftes” is
negligent and factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per
“Peering Through the Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Huyhey Do Dcev?)

Name

SRER AL

City, State




Roundcube Webmalil :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

3. iJ . _-::I o
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@UdeGU@@
,»—S aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
| Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: january 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. )

: ) Thank you,

fibhony Fiells

Name

éh&iﬂ:ﬂ% j ff}s

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com; 2096/ cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube /?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :; Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
-9 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@agmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. ‘

: ) Thank you,
Name
City, State

D

https://gator3080.hostgator.com:2096 /cpsess1936290961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=6208&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmﬁnney64@gmai|.com>
_— aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumaovapor.com>

ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

feundeu

I
e

2 |

S

1/28/15, 11:00 AM

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

/.

Name

Lihanse

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096 /cpsess1936290961/3rdparty/roundcu be/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

subject Fwd: Form Letter o
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f UUJ‘]dGU@g :
,-—Ti aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
. Lhte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.corm>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmaii.com>
Subject; Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

i do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

Thank you,

)

ﬁhcﬂo(agﬁj IAW( ‘ O 15

City, State

D

hrtps:llgator3080.hostgator.com:ZDBG]cpsess1936290961/3rdpam/[roundcubef?_task:mail&,,actlon=print&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
rTjo aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: fanuary 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. ’

: ) Thank you,
AR AR Lhm | LTON

Name

Al AK

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080. hostgator.corm; 2096/ cpsess 1936290961/ 3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uld=620& mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> I@UPJdSM@@
—g aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
}te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

Thank you,

)

ALBEQRTO DlLon T

Name

ANCHOCLALE A

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3 080.hostgator.com: 2096 /cpsess1936290961/3rdparty/ roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uld=6208&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

(-2

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. d . et
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> !@UIJGJGU@@
,.]'jj ai@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

N\

jr\l\“fﬁ 5‘”’6\7@(‘

Name

Inchawg Alisk

City, State

A

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096 /cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1728715, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

oy g . E
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> !OU!‘JCJGUU@
0 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
')te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexe! University.

: ) Thank you,

Roy Somdhssh

Name

Padnswar e\

City, St

)

https:{ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube /?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=6208&_ mbox=INBOX ~ Pagelofl



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
To aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>

e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhane

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessb4 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

t do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) ) Thank you,

g!{&,& AUDREWS

Name

_ﬁﬂﬂp"“-ﬁ(- ) &_K

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess 1936290961 /3rd party/ roundcube/?_task=mall&_action=print&_uld=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

N i} ... l . N
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@Uf JUGU@:‘.‘?
,.-Ti dj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peermg Through the
Mist™, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

J 0 M/’[\ﬂ*\ JaMJ

Name

va\r,lmrm,a A/L

City, State

)

heps:/ lgatorB080.hostgator.com:2096!cp5e551936290961/3rdparcy,froundcu_be[?_task=mall&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=lN80x Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter , |
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> ’f @UdefU@g
1o aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
' T)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factuaily inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

Avd»orage/ ', Aloska

City, State

)

htips:/ lgator3OBO.hostgator.com:ZOQSlépse551936290961l3rdpartylroundcubel?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :; Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
~To aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
’ite 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@amail.com>
Date; January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

' ) Thank you,

A’&vlbi' A ul«:*l 8

Name

AV\(J’\D 9ty A K

City, State

D

https://gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936290961/ 3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620& mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :; Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. . ‘_=_1 .
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> : f OUTJ@)GU@Q
—Tp aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_l)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: january 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinesst4 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject; Form Letter

To Whom it May Cancern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) : Thgnk you,

Sownamﬂr\m ez

Name

S roge, Al

City, State

2=

https:l!gator3080.hostgator.comzzogﬁlcpsessls36290961/3rdparty/roundcube!?_task:mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBox Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject Fwd: Form Letter

-_— B ) gk
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> ! @UdeGU@@
,ﬁ . aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness&4 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

- ) Thank you,

FAAITZA M. 2ALMACEDA

Name

ANHORAGE, ALASER

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3 080.hostgator.com:2096 /cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mall&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=IN80X Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. A oo [
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@UPJdQUQ?
10 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
)ﬁte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

' ) Thank you,

Wﬂf—

Name

Augiorese AIC

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936 290961 /3rdparty/ roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. I
From Jason Finney <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com> f {‘)UﬁJdSUO&“
,/ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

‘ ) Thank you,

Crovopnt Sendez

Name

Q\\letBQO s AK

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3 080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess1936250961 /3rd party/roundcube /?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_ mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
,,—'Etj aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>

Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST
To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

roundeuoz

1/28/15, 11:00 AM

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

: ) Thank you,

Lass Lrinkarngs®

Name

b drorm 50, P

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess 1936290961/3 rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uvid=620& mbox=INBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/2B/15, 11:00 AM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

o 0 L
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@Uf JdﬁUQ\g
ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
_dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmait.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

' '_> Thank you,

Q\L% Miodﬂ

Name

AnCnovoge, b

City, State

,

hrtps:[]gatanOBO.hnstgator.com:2096!cpsess1936290961]3rdparty[roundcube]?_task:malI&_action:prlnt&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

o i 1. | § .
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J’@UJ‘JC‘JGU@&
ﬂ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumavapor.com:>
e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 .” <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

: ) Thank you,

Thomes ~Fecte

Name

Ah oéoﬁ?-e. , AR

City, State

https://gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess1936290961 /3rdparty/ roundcube]?_task=ma|]&_action=prlnt&_uidﬁﬁzo_&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Rotndcube Webmall :;: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
o aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

[;(r 7[rS %}4

Name

\\/J‘

/4@54‘&"‘4 Jc;e ‘ /l( /(

City, State

)

htips://gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess1936290961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mall&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter _ . )
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@UdeSU@&

—1o aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
N ,)ite 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

QE AN AQW

Namg
fel R e
" City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096 /cpsess 193629096 1/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter L
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J‘@UJ‘JdGU@Q
—Jo aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumaovapor.com:>
' ’>te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guinessb4 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. -

N Thank you,
p,

WX

Name

Qedipept

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_ mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter 4
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@&JJ‘JCJ@U"E
Jo aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
6te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@amail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexe] University. .

' ) Thank you,

Tam a4 DIZon

Name

Anrhovm%g Al

City, State

)

https:lIgatora080.hostgator.corn:2096/cpse551936290961[3rdf)arty,froundcubel?_task:rnail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page Lof 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter 4

From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@UﬂdﬁU@a
~To aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>

Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) Thank you,
Dognua Lrerontrt

s

Name

Airchovmoct , M5
City, State

)

https:.f[gator:-}080.hostgator.com:2096/cpse551936290961I3rdpartylroundcube[?__task=mail&_act[onwprint&_uid:620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. o _<| '
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f @U.PJCJGU@@
,_'ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
o dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guinessb4 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessb4 <jmfinney64@agmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. )

') Thank you,
DQ ¢ [ [ojaf'f)(
Name
AV\CJ‘\DF@C 7ark
City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/¢cpsess 1936290961/ 3rdparty/roundcu be/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=6208_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. VP
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> fUUf JG’CU@\E
,—‘3 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
‘ te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) Thank you,
Bt"\\;\dﬂ}m 6,‘5}’1‘} ( Mﬁ/

Name

C Zlﬂ?-'mf’f/ ﬁ—/(V

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
—13 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

i do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

étroj Saludareg

Name

o Ak

City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess 1936290961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mhox=INBOX - Page 1of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter P
From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@UﬁdGUQQ
e aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
‘T)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

! do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Moot g /LZSY;

Ezole. e Q, -

City, State

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess 1936290961/ 3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mall&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

; 4 ;(l
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@Uﬁd@'U@@
./—‘ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_-ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmait.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

! do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

‘ ) Thank you,

pradles ()odlejor

Name

Anchorage KIS

City, State

J

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936290961/3 rdpartylroundcube/?_ta5k=mail&_actlon=pri.nt&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/28/15, 11:00 AM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
~xQ aji@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

.ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness&4 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

ame
e # %g
City, State /

)

https:llgat0r3080.hostgator.com:2096[cpse551936290961!3rdpartwroundcubel?__task=mail&_action=print&,_uid=620&_mb0x=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

' B i :l ..
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> d‘ UUFJ@JGU@@
‘,ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessb4 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

_' ' ) Thank you,

\/UlUw~ }(1&007

Narme

M AGE 4

City, State

)

https://gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess19362 80961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=5208&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J‘@UWJQGU@@
—1p aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>

Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. ’

—

) Thank you,

WaeQerer

Name

NG A=

City, State

https:llgator3080.hostgator.com:ZOQS!cpsess1936290961/3rdparty[roundcubel?_task:maiI&_action:print&_uid=62D&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. i ! ’;-I .
From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> it QUJ-’.]@]QU@@
,_ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
- ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. |

) Thank you,

L

)

Name (

rﬁft‘t%tgf—, A

City, State

)

https:l/gatorBO50.hostgator.com:ZOQElcpsess193629096113rdpartylroundcubel?_task=mail&_actlon:print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter ,
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f udﬂdc@@
'/Ji aj@sumovapar.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

' ) Thank you,

Name

AWW WZ/JL

City, State

)

https:HgatorBDEO.hostgator.com:2096/cpse551936290961I3rdpartyjroundcubel?_task=mail&_action=prlnt&_uld=620&_mbox=iNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

T e it e o
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> »f @UNC‘CU@@
.—Ti aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
. Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 201S at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) Thank you,

Shpma— evie )

Name

A, NWC(g/P// LK
City, State

)

https:/ /gator3080.hostgator.com:2 096/ cpsess1936290961/3 rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mhbox=INBOX Page 1of 1



Roundcube Webmaii :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter o g
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@UNd@UO&

To aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumaovapor.com>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

) " Thank you,

ﬁmdftw) F"K

Name

Anepo rage  KE

City, State

)

https://gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpse351936290961[3rdpartylroundcubel?_task:maiI&_action:print&_uid~—-620&_mbox=|NBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

, A it i1
From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> JOU JC)GUE‘)E
,—ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>

Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Biil 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Steve Vud

Name

e , M

City, State

)

httDS:IIgator3080.hostgator.com:2096Icpsess1936290961f3rdparty/roundcube,f?_task=mail&_action=print&_uld=620&_mbox=lNBOX . Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter .

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J UUPJ@JGU
/J\c; aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

ate 2015-01-26 18:40

~

O
&

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessb4 <imfinney64@gmaijl.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

« ) Thank you,

/a.ﬂf\r\nm;{, ﬂk

City, State

)

https:/ /9ator3080. hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess193629096 1/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mall&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject Fwd: Form Letter

) f i:!
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> § @UPJdGU@)a
~—10 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@amail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,
Lt O, W —
Andigage. //}\R
City, State

)

https:,flgator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsessl936290961/3rdparty!roundcube[?_task:mail&_;ctlon=print&_uld=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter P
From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> { OUPJE‘JGUC)
4] aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

’Bte 2015-01-26 18:40

&

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

q":ﬂ/
[
Name Moo (ol chew

Ape. Al

City, State

)

https:ffgatorsoBo.hostgator.comzzog6/cpsesle36290961!3rdparty,frour_ldcube/?_task:mail&_action:prinr&_uid=620&_mbox=iNBox Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter 4
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> , f@UFJdCU“ 5

19 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
’,)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

bk Cud]

Name

oo

City, State

-/

)

https:lIgator3080.hostgator.cornzz096{cpse551936290961!3rdparty!roundcubel?_task=mall&_action=prlnt&_uld:ﬁZO&_mbox=!NBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
X9 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
. dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

: ) Thank you,

A’l'b( G’“MU"{/

Name

wuﬁf“‘?’\ A’ l/\

City, State

)

https://gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096 /cpsess1936290961/3rd party/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall ;; Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

. o . ; . :fl
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> { UUTJdGU@?J
,-ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

‘ ) Thank you,

Mift— N

Name

City, State

)

https:/ fgator3080. hostgator.com:2096/cpsess 1936290961/ 3rdparty/ roundeube ?_task=mail&_action=print&_uld=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
—~18 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
‘Bte 2015-01-~26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessb4 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. ’

: ) Thank you,

7

Ancherage, A
=

City, State

)

https:llgator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpse551936290961/3rdparty,froundcubel?_task=mail&_action=print&_uld=620&_mbox=lNBox Page 1 of 1



" Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter 41
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> IQUI‘J@JGUO@
g aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:
__/)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

L/

Name

—Aortcltomage AR

City, State

J

https:llgatorBOSO.hostgator.com:2096lcp5e551936290961f3rdpartylroundcube/?_task:malI&_action:print&_uid=620&_mbox=|NBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>

0 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
/_Bte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From; "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <mfinney64@gmail.com>

Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

\- @%V/ﬁ LQ{/%Z/’)

Name

/Aﬂ/t ch Ay

City, State

https:!/gatorBOBo.hostgator.com:z096/cp5e551936290961/3rdpartyl roundcube/?_task=mail&_action==print&_uid=6208&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 P

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter . ,

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> I OUPJC‘J by
Lo dj@surnovapor.com <aj@sumaovapor.com:

T)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Q
o

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
" Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

EQM Lumen

Name

Hhcﬁ\omﬁc AK

City, State

)

hitps:/ Igator3080.hostgator.com:2096lcpse55193629096113rdpartyfroundcubel?_task:mail&_action=prlnt&_uid=620&_mbox=1N$OX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guinessb4 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bilt 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

[ e \Wonds,

Name

\Jaldes, AL e

City, State

https:,fIgator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cp5e551936290961I3rdparty]roundcube[?_task:mall&_actionﬂprint&_uld=520&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmatl :: Fwd: Form Letter

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
,ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

B

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@qmail.com>
Date: lanuary 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

roundeu

D&

)

(\

1/26/15, 6:28 PM

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and

factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

' ) Thank you,

[\,\A{S%\ Wen( ke r

Name

Dok, P&

City, State

https://gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936290961/3 rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mal&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
1D aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
‘ T)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

: ) Thank you,

Name

/QM,#

City, State

)

https:!/gator3080.hostgator.com:2096[cpse551936290961!3rdparty/roundcubel?__task=maiI&_action:print&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

g ] 5. ‘:l .
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J‘@UN@GU@&
,ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessb4 <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) Thank you,

Z" B Cttetn,

Name

Anchrcase. , AR

City, State

https:lIgator3080.hostgator.com:2096/_cpse551936290961!3rdparty/roundcubel?_task=mair&_actlon=prInt&_uid=620&_mbox=INI30x Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webimall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter P
From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> { OUJ’JGQUOQ
18 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
' _Bte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinneyvb4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Cancern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. :

) Thank you,
e
Name
é"b\/.j’\o\ra%)b ﬂ/k—/
City, State

https:llgator3080.hostgator.com:Z096/cpse55193629096113rdpartylroundcubel?_task:mail&_actim:print&_uId=620&_mbox=|NBox Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter P

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J’@UJ’J@)@U@&'
9 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

,)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com:>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. )

‘ ) Thank you,

Povs o Loconic i

Narne

sBert AK

City, State

hrtDS:Hgator30BO.hostgator.com:ZOQGlcpsess1936290961/3rdpartylroundcubel?_task=mall&_action=print&_uid=520&_mbox=lNBOX 'Page lofl



Roundcube Webmaii :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
L0 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
‘jte 2015-01-26 18:40

roundeuoe

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <]mfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessé4 <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Name

Anthiozag,, AX

City, State

)

hrtps:fIgatorB080.hostgator.com:2095!cp52551936290961/3rdpartylroundcubej?_task:mail&_actlon=print&__uiszZO&_mbox:lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Wehmailr::' Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:2B PM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter _

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
~X aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

jte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <]mfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Prawsalipe By Oplits

Name
[gmfolwmgcz , {Aﬂﬁ
City, State

)

httpS:/fgator3080.hostgator.com:ZOQchpse551936290961f3rdparty,!roundcube/?_task:maif&_actlon=print&_uid=620&_mhox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Jo aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
,I)te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

L/J

Jé’r’ﬂ )

Name

Zmbe— ch«, \4[@

City, State

)

https:HgatorBOBD.hostgator.com:2096[cpse55193629096lf3rdpartwroundcube,f?_task=rnaiI&__actionaprint&_uid=62D&_mbox=lNBO)( ) Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
—Lg aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com:>

Jte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@amail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

1/26/15, 6:28 PM

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and

factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Kriss E Wrights Poiried™

Name

dnchorase Al

City, State

https://gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess1936290961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid =620&_mbox=INBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> ICJUJ‘JdﬁﬂJ@&
,—Tj aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_Adte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmaijl.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinneyvé4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist?, Drexel University.

) Thank you,
% \ <Q | &’L
Name
City, State

D

https:."lgator3080.hostgator.com:2096lcpsess1936290961l3rdpartylroundcubel?_task=mat|&_act[on=print&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of L



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>

10 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_,Jte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmait.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

§ Lol D™

Name

LagleRovr AK97525-

)

https:l/gator3080.hostgator.com:2096jcpse551936290951[3rdpartwmur)dcubel?_task=mail&_actlonnprint&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter 4
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> *f @UFJdGUU&‘
~Ip aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
'_jte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

N ) Thank you,

Mkl . u/twj"‘\

Name

B b of&éﬁ) AL,

City, State

https:/ /9ator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
/-‘“‘i aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>>

_.ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmait.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

| ?Amam/a @/l(ej

Name

%ncLomyuﬂQr\&/

City, State

https:Hgator3080.hostgator_.com:2096/cpse551936290961!3rdparty!roundcubel?_task:mail&_actton=print&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter N
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> SoUn JdGU@@

~Zp aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
_Jate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

: ) Thank you,

Bix bessi,

Name

Mf[}’)or‘ag4 A~

City, State

)

https:HgatorB080.hostgator,com:2096/cpse551936290961;'3rdparty,froundcubel?_task:mail&_actlon:print&__uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

3. H .. ‘ . .
From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> ' :f @UTJdQDf)@
,;I(j aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
- dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinnevb4@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guinessed <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Mewcin Uﬂeo(ers oV

Name

hach LAK

City, State

https:llgatorS080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsessl936290961/3rdpartwroundcube/?__task=mali&_actlon=print&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :; Fwd: Form Letter

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
-~ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <imfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject; Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

roundeuoe

1/26/15, 6:28 PM

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

' ) Thank you,

Lo Pisease_

Name

Rrpaong | Blscdin

City, State

D

https://gator3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcu be/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX

Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
,ﬂﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
e 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmait.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist", Drexel University.

: ) Thank you,

WM (Ma'_Sff;v

Name

Apvf—)f\ A /<

City, State

\

https:Ilgator3080.hosl:gator.com:Z096Icpses51936290961I3rdpartvlroundcubel?_task=mall&_actlon=print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX . Pagelofl



Roundcube Webmail :; Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

q | o), |
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> J‘OUJ‘J@GUO&
.ﬁ aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
te 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhane

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
" Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

Maer CecmoniseB ,

Name 74%/ ﬂ«_-—x___
4/1/&#/0&46-5 4 Z

City, State

https:flgator3080.hostgator.com:z096[cp5e551936290961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action:print&_uid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

subject  Fwd: Form Letter

From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f @UI‘JQGU@&
~10 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com> '
. ___/Jte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinneyb4@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

ﬁ@%@fm
oy

City, State

)

https:lIgator30Bo.hostgator.corn:ZO96/cpse551936290961/3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=maif&_actlon=print_&_uid=620&_mbox=lNB0X Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmall :: Fwd: Form Lerter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter P

From  Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> i1 @Uﬁ]dﬁ!)@a
~Jo aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>

Bte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the

Mist”, Drexel University.

' )\ Thank you,

JG&,L Melov

Name

Andior sg, A K

City, State

)

hItDS:lIgator3030.hOstgator.com:ZO96/cpsess1936290961I3rdparty[roundcube[?_ta_sk:ma[l&_action=prlnt&_uid=620&_mbox=lNBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webmail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

- 41 ot [P R
From Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> f@Uﬂd@Up 3
f—-"i aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
.dte 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University.

) Thank you,

KEeTH HEr/

Name

fNCHORMGE A

City, State

)

https:/f gator3080.hostgator.com: 2096/ cpsess 1936290961 /3rdparty/roundcube/?_task=mail&_action=print&_uvid=620&_mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



Roundcube Webrnail :: Fwd: Form Letter 1/26/15, 6:28 PM

Subject  Fwd: Form Letter

: ]
Fram Jason Finney <jmfinney64@gmail.com> § @Ud‘]@}GUQQ
",,:3 aj@sumovapor.com <aj@sumovapor.com>
. Ate 2015-01-26 18:40

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Guiness64 ." <jmfinney64@gmail.com>
Date: January 22, 2015 at 11:46:46 AKST

To: Guiness64 <jmfinney64@amail.com>
Subject: Form Letter

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and
factually inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peering Through the
Mist”, Drexel University. '

) Thank you,

s et~

Name

M\omq&’, MC

City, State

)

https:/ /garor3080.hostgator.com:2096/cpsess 1936290961/ 3rdparty/roundcube/7_task=mail&_action=print&_uid=6208& mbox=INBOX Page 1 of 1



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

' Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

ik, LAMA

Name \\

S M L fiek Y
Address m&w N QQSD‘@ |




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

A\NSe e S

Nane

T2 Nt Lt hror U

Address \ﬁ)\{\ Q}\(OM @'@ ‘ﬁ'( |



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lﬁwic _Cromde T

Name

53 Lo CL)’('L ok&, M

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you, |

ool
Name

Address




| Address

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

\)qn'?@,\, }'\’\1“6!/4?14?\

Name

w6 | <teul i oquﬁo CJe
A SOL



“To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Raiglp By
Na

Ry £ 260" Ape Pachorade, Ak 09604

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. '

Thank you,

P ~Toette 4 Tikelon

Name

(995 B Lorori 0 el
Address W/ﬁ://{? AK 9705%



o

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Tanga bavdaee

Name |

2l § ppwnalo Ov pnthe g L6

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

Matthews w\ma

AUE Coponmnan arcl
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ve, L izan o

Name

WO Gty Wy Qe
Address &



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

5 RiP By

Name

WS B vidsrer RA

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe! University.

Thank you,

) EZ@?U(&/ J/W Lene A
Name

?06 Quetermeas Fer Zf /pﬂ P
' - (2o %
Address

# 30 27



D

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe_l University.

Thank you,

tee SogfAno
Name

o129 £ SATH AVE  Ad et AiC ac GFE07
Address




)

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

\@Q@DQ@&Q@

Name

zfﬁf@iﬁ @_c»_\_ﬁ@g?uggf_ Citde
~ AOCWQ{ ANC REB




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Cm_e,l A/ g(——\\)&ﬂv WFE

Name

Isip L\LV po"\)p CitLL‘E
Address |




D,

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of |
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

@%wd

Narde

(200 . Dinord) ghvo] 2
Address )




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name '

4550 Bute Ciccle
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

gCCfH" GO;}TCAQ,\

Name

1538 B Tuder
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 inits current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

O P UL

Name

Address

Ao



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ve roecne Cam?k//

Name

9013 E T,
Address




J

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
| om Si AW
Name 7/

Address

Saol W 42 A@&



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

) /EDVV\ 'S;DQLQ»@
ame ) a g—
~ife/ ﬁé(@ & /

Avrhovang A 96D |

Address ¢ '




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Eflw 1) EQC_QJQV] L
Name

T3 7 Rex ol Moviuntgin D Amd,, ree "
Address <9, e 44504




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
‘Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

J (\2 oL L’It ‘%;7_’\_,* N

Name

Aj;/rﬁézls I?)mv:tlron Dr, <22YY An&\/ Ak 945059



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
uelectronic cigareftes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

209 Doroly SHWA M{At’\w@l?
Address -




To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Name

22/ /,Umf,g,z); ‘ gé,cg
Addrtfss M ) AK %)‘fd/




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%@6@@\

Nam

LI Teary <4k
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe! University.

Thank you,

B M |

Name

sz 3/{93[ G

Addreds’ 4




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Loy rao ,jaf?\@QJ‘ C
Name

$220 Tavwoe Gecke gt L
Address '




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name )




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Aidchard Mounilasy

Name

MO0 Leke Ors Phuy HIT
Address ‘




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Jowme ¢ Ner le ™
Name

248 Gomloell
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

‘Thank you,

Name

73/2 _Fengenn JF 998503
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“alectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

WM\M] L aben

Name

LD Qonpin ekttt | 2502
Address Y )



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 inits current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

(o SALEE

Name

Yo ABox '?/7*%
e ttoncsee A 77507
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

) \ngm Oea Wl/fﬁ

Name

q780 &

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

PN WIS

Name

Lo e \by Limie
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

L Sl rmin

Name

Address

M’%h\_ C')\QP\‘F% \C



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"glectronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist",-Drexel University.

Thank you,

D Q\fu\(,

Name

Lumd £ ™

Address




»

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1inits current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

A R ZAVALIE|

Name

(5l B domAVE
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 inits current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Cleo ReudeS
Name

55 Sede S+ Al AASOL-
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

)

Name ‘

—=16 Weuin Sr
Address |



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“slectronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

g
5

i
Name

SH4Y Gonduin Bos
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

_'h(‘ng(ﬂon ’E\'r\ng)'\ o
Name

MK Coelor~ D
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

/M fhééd,éé} #qm el

[
Name

Y 642 W.SH AVE

Address

An CLW‘& j@, /( k ??53_3‘




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

-QMMS*F\H/\ Ul
| Name

S0l Tt hve, Space 3
Address

Anchorase A A1SU



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareltes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. .

Thank you,

Christa Almat(o
Name

L) 490 camppell Park Loop

Address Ancioroae, AL9TDF



O

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe! University.

Thank you,

Yo Feashs

Name

(64de 323 AV 995n3

Address



‘.\\-‘ /j

To Whom | May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Bofi lt,v_ Rc?easl\/\/

Namé

1To40 v 27™ Ave 19502

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

ftber  Eadle

Name

L7490 Fau, AV
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
- Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

c;\—on,cﬁrk_,a A5, {é’% Son

Name

1204 Notpron ’5[‘AP¢ 17

Address Anchora M\é 14 5‘%(




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Heatne—~ AlondGe
Name '

[[821 Pordage Circle finchorage At G915
Address



o

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of

velectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

\bm/fﬁe. | H jgau.(ﬁ

Name

2509 Dc;ré_mnﬂﬁ =4 A;ﬁ’ﬂ: %

/?\d:\ris\(){f\j €, /\ )<
19507




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"slectronic cigareftes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

KM T FRAVNE

Name

D168 DowSoN  Anan AK
Address ‘—?Qfﬁ}




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

-~

Claude (e

Name

000 Tino s+
Address J | q 71 5 5



o

To Whom 1t May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

T2 Bex AYeTs Ancd, A 995 2%

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peermg
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

At ;‘\\Sl ?-QA‘U('SDY\

Name

o BoV b, BepE AL AALoST
Addreg€




To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is-negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

}//H%@ {rﬁviﬁ Petecson

Name

Doboy 166 Hepe Ak 97405
Address /



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Addifes{j \_J

- ; SIS
24650 KO(ouul\%&J prhe— 7



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriaie. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Luk(_' [{)GIIJ’J’;%\

Name

13 [ttersn St 4 s0b  Anechorige #9504
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“etectronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering |
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%’)Wl.cla \J\Wu%z\ghw

Name

131 Patprg sk AgtS of e, Al 45570
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and faciually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Feliciodohnzon

Name

QN Demtry O~ Apt 10D AT AL
Address )



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

A DQU@I aS  Nallovgh

Name

2500 Setry v Aet-{073
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

/l//'m& Blondeas

Name

M@@Q&M@A r. AP /09
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Than :
e wrom /é{-— d
"Name .
' 57 _
) ,3?0/ %y(f %@4&/9 /%-,(q 9 & 503
Address 7



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Koo Itaoy

Name

CM,G € "’t’bu& {T\J{ Jnite WLng{uk ﬁ"RQqGB"f
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Avé IR ISV

Name

L&10 VAR A Sue Loy
ANCHoRARE AL 4944

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

Prctotnee, Bk G9S0y
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The .
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Macl Zo@eap
Name

) BB s YT CTHTA AnedoribE Hle F150)
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you

@zra CU@VOS

Name

670/ sproce st (]

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering

- Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ugcﬂ'mi( . mjmw{}

Name

T2 6abr Dodiesy 3B, L F0F
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

5

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lvwenns M. (0AGUER T
Name

Yy ek Cames ve Sk MC 7750z
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
OAN KHoADS

Name

257/ HANVNEGHA KD.
Address VeV A




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Biil 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

ﬂ{\ﬁuu\: .\‘EQA&
Name

\Sad Vie, Ba\ Yoz,
Address Aq\c,'rwm_y' VIV AYA




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

L/Q!-fi ﬂae/ 1, Qad L\er—Ly
' J/

Name

- ' O
GY57 0\]51‘.5‘195(3@ (’7_(_,@;9 /J}Qc(x\ara’-ﬂ@ : /( k. qa5 4
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peenng
Through The Mist", Drexe! University.

Thank you,

Sean Smkuﬂ

Name

7641 Becaais O, qus\e Rivec Ak 94577
Address



To Whom |t May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate: The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peerlng
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Mile Ka/ston

Name

[-0-Bog D93 Anc k. 7759

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Andsesy Otk

Name

) B0 QnoleeWay G460
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%\(&WY\D\%\M

5 LA Chavie Wiy, Anatuva g, Rl 0{%%

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%47/&/ ﬁ/‘%n

Name

7Y &t Street, TEEL A4 77505
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

6*):1\ .TD:)}{/Q

Name

7202 l‘:wwnﬁu@flﬂ@\ﬂ }\J\ Gas\7

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

hank you

! b

Name

2 gose  pMe Ciele
Address Fhgle. o AK
99577




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

(D&u‘;s Ardeson

Name

bl2A L (2% Ar DR Audeeg, AKX 91504
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank.you,

/ \

‘Name




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Tf;br A @V(a’mn 5

Name

/éﬁ/ﬂ%ﬁéﬁ cree K Al
Address Ane Ak



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

L\)E ”Eo_\m gz ?(o H’

Name

24¢d Lurar Dr

Aﬂcl’\afa%c,' AK qf’l%b/
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

14/'@« /4 sselin

i T
Name

LA00  [Busines s R[u@’(
Address @9 le R:VCY\, /%K G352/




To Whom i May Concern, |

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

O e WS

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

e L\

Name

) 0D WL LA e

-\ﬁ \cfi‘r&sfs oVl sl 44503




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Name

O caglern N@rﬂun ‘ij’l

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
-secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
=
Al
Name

[lO0T  Feslen  Nect),, K"tj LTS
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The |
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

&’U(‘/\(\“ ﬁd/\,\/\\r\ff"\/\

Name

\SH | ]lk \ovesy R A{MJNWVQ 4—%%?%03

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Louen, S7ephen

Namé

L5 DS{reef j/?££ K 99505

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

/€ano]\!/ owe [/ /Q,zjw&\

Name

3/ Plub e Auchogage A, 77507

Address




To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Oeecer, LOGAL
: )

Name

- \36Ho Ce. 2 Yo O« /}y\{),-u( a(&( M, ZE2Yra
Address




\\/"

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

1A oot e

Name

652 Peacl rhe
Address




ToWhom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarelies” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Logan Guin/
Name

3“0 Ul)eﬁ?L 9\0(%
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,
Name

oY T Resebd creele 94507
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

__—z_zmc,_f'\oxfjf 44"(:‘“";/

Name

W }@-H\ Ave
P2 pwcverog Al Gaspss

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Victoia Setchell

Name

Wu Skelln PLE2 49907

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

St Toybr

Name |
D 3705 /émv(we(qgﬂ
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering -
Through The Mist", Drexel University. -

Thank yo@
/; c Mo

ame

o YEeS R &
) Ae Ae
Address




L;»

To Whom it May Concern,
| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

ﬁa H @ﬂ?“’

Name

(205 Y5t aur _ Snusiaghs 99615

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

) %7\7@0{ 4’&("0\01?(5

Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per “Peenng
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,
/tthens G ross

Name

23, S Srver ’]‘-p Dr
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

§800 Loke Obis Pl Aph. 1366
Address /\%LOFOQC Ay, 995e7




To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

QJ&,/ Oibie

Name

) ﬁ@@ LAyS s PEWY :ﬁLk_-ﬁfp(p ’4/\)0-1064@74}4:_ I
Fress



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“etectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Cpshor. (Bl

Name

2608 |G A

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering |
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

«

Name

L3N/ Loeeren ok

Address




) : To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
fesfios
ame

3197 Yondosay Lo

Address

kj



To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
J DN, Ty CE7

Na% 7/

5900 T AN AVE—
Address

ACHERAGE | A1 9907




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes"” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
MCW(MG \gh‘ c/um
Name

“ﬂ/!) Lust (o Lack Dy
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is neghglble per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

%ﬂma"mf\ﬂk Wi lgns

Name

“Slyd W ggtome W<

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

®0 VVU_\ Lan \
Name

0249 FO\LW&KQF\? Ave
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“eiectronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lot A/\WR
Name

{00 Lilsen &
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is-negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

“Thank you,

My G By
Narg

Ancnniat A

Address J




To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexel University.

Thank you,

Mwlf NO//"“""

Name

Hos1 Teloe Dr
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
Bty € Smiby

Name ‘
ool Scalice Crn

Arebe (Ae A< 99567

Address
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To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

BF avc&un Bo\, I

Name — (T=——=

22022 Uincoln Ave_
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

(Chps Thomas

Name

00, Lok %,'W/J%GQW/%K 77;/7

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

iy Ji N
Name \

) 7I00 iy A W i
D By AL SSOC
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Tz, Nordsra

Name

D, ' 134 leawsod DeN<

Address

Ancliraqe M AT



v

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

SR peryvele Ane b AL
7 / Fi /
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

I\lame |

31 sl 9o 2, 447/ 2
Address




o To Whom It May Concern,

) | do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

g’-‘f;n («MM)EQ\

Name :

Ty 402 el Aue unide Yooy M 99506
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Sackie Seakhern

Name

D Yo TePee peeh BiC
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Biil 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Q\ob et Octolano

Name

USYS Peko cb BBES | Andnorage « A5 G950
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

cﬁjﬂ %/M /@,77@? l/

Name

5 11304 VIR BOLa) HNCH, Gk 575
' Address



To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Ruosty ﬁ/rwbwj/

Name

A Bechupl

Address




ToWhom it Ma_y Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

43562 Skl hoey G éhWJfah,AK 1956,

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

KA
Nangei_)

/AR NV LA
Address

>
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To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

Name

ERNGle @R iHod e

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

1 do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion. of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. ‘

Thank you,
&/Yﬂ ¢ j ﬁ?r‘ IIZLL(_{‘[L'

Name

/220 1/ 6/d Tgwri D),
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Lﬂmmm SWGMK{D

Name

W20 Hopae Bay |
Address 6 %Q.L wﬁ M QO\S/W




W,

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,

Loy 2 e

Name (7

V0. Boxtk @201
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

B‘Qﬂ; Lang
J

Name

10108 Ot \eww June
Address




To Whom it May Concern,
I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The

secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

M////

Name (/"

) iy D Pedd 4 gﬂqs(g"‘(
Address %
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To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

mi (new G now

Name

77 36 Anne +he Citle
Address




) |

»

Te Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexe! University.

Thank you, B R
N&/f WaiS - -
Name - ¥ .

22722 Qo \w Chregial B 99567

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

rﬁb'\/ Cprgpe VET

Name

Ty

) LGS Hosmpoa > EocrE Rivess %G 5757
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

mwmw



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

mal hﬂu} (_) u\,lmk,

Name

55 \J Bl e AFB b e 450

Address




‘\_/’

To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

/ B(ﬁﬂ{? ][ 6 /ﬂﬂ[éﬂfﬁif
Name

5] [ Jest Gl Tr (Saslin , KK

Address




o

To Whom It May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist”, Drexe! University.

Thank you,

Obin Nraki-Uivecsl

Name

19320 Cienne_ S+
Address




To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

M7 e

Name

Y. 28693 It lf e ETR. y AL
- Address




—

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
=L L SHese. (GRELAE

4@8“’16

) 3634 Gpepcotfpe. casnlA AL 289654
Address |




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

L ([5G
[

Eddre'ss



To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Watnat, 11/ Be

Name

6439 Lecey Df Eaglef{;w rAK
Address




To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factuaily inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

6}&:00\0\ Linvk

Name

) 20614 Teefall D Fqgle River
Address



To Whom i May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Than U

St et Mo PMELN

Name

22U Tleveceen S /%w(rwaﬁoi&’k(/ qq@\f
Address



To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

(280 _Contren] (ot bnchover e, A FTSTS
Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,
GO\W\ oo e 1@"" ir/

Name

Eab\@ y R\\ \le_,{’ A\G&SK&
Address



To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

TS roped)

Name

$992 et piver wy, 995 73
Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

(110 Cucfy Br 0 Lare—dtl
Address ’



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peenng
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

K,//%_ /L/uu ¢ W

Name

70 13 ,%mu /[Z\/f uniy B
Address 5]3{:& AK CMSOG




To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thang iou, :

ﬂt‘f‘%g&f{ /@é’(ﬁ D,-

Name

!"—63{"3_ E[gomc'mﬂn 5~ Eﬁ(z‘)/f g('\f*(r’:, 4[6 7?{- 77

Address




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Mlex Lo lppio

Name

7SS Enllowdy Lovp
Address E3qte Bive Al 99577




To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

ally Jackeson
Nan'@

7ss (]ﬁ“g)udﬁdj !m(e
Address TAQUKvel A

49¢717




To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
- secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Aw ¢ SenMlwtes

Y Euale Bover AL
* Address




To Whom i May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
“electronic cigareties" is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

T(?Tfitiglﬁumma& %ﬂ ' W

Name

70577, @m@ ~

Address




To Whom it May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

Wﬁ& ManAaA7R

Name

Zeojad) Tt Drive E Roser AN 2751
Address




- To Whom K May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibie per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University. |

Thank you,
Q/Wfﬁ%é/m%
Name u

B B SHES LT Al e 927 2y

Address



To Whom 1t May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

“Tamp \Nyner

Name

ZIHE Tine St G\/Lug(alc ki 4457

Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

DN £ ey

Name

9~O§_ W. SVendeneir
Address



To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of
"electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually inappropriate. The
- secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering
Through The Mist", Drexel University.

Thank you,

% CR:J‘NCE %Jeyj

Name

Y 5500 My @aces b bhenit Ak “gsq
Address

o



1ail - Correct version https://maik.google.cor/mail/w/0/Mmi=2&ik=7934536d07 & view=ptds...

. Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

beoenagle

" Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electrdnic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peering Through The Mist®, Drexel
University. ‘

Thank you,

\Je,mrc. li L: ecHCP

Name

Jlo2\ bou &g .
Address '

s

12572015 1-81 PM



ail - Correct version https:/maik.google.com/mail/u/0/?2ui=2&ik=7934536d07 &view=pt&s...

Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

BpAarrighe

‘)Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom it May Concem,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

. Thank you,

Q rife\r‘.& WAl

Voo e2r0HS7

Address

1/25/2015 1:51 PM



1ail - Correct version https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/2ni=2&ik=7934536d07 & view=pid:s...

—-" & B - "
B ..;) . -
(_jéﬁ I i Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

braaoyle

jCorrect version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,

I do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is-negligiblé per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
- University.

Thank you,

Micheel mcllain

Name

71 g™ st TRER AK 11505 a

Address

1/25/2015 1:51 PM .
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“ Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <{accdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeriig Through The Mist”, Drexel
University. :

Thank you,

A (e bie, SBRAKNLG :

Address

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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j Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per “Peerinig Through The Mist", Drexel

University. '

Thank you,

Aps . THmacevic

Name

G590 Dneake .
Address ) -

l 1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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' Correct version
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Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> : Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bili 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeritig Through The Mist", Drexel

University.

Thank you,

larescy Shepher: erd

20 BROY 7Y SBER, P 440 (e ‘
Address

1/25/2015 1-51 PM
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P> Correct version
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Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you, 4 i .
e e Colvtrieouse
Name

B3 E. ST A

Address

L . 1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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' Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect frorn vaponzers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

//(f%_é/\ a/%fl

Name

9750 U Dr 453 IS )

Address

t 1/25/201% 1-51 PM
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Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> ) Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factualiy
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peerinig Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

A K T arles
Name

LD\ Esvuar By .
..  Address : '

t TMEMATE 1.1 DRA
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Gv <gIaC|ervapors@gmat! com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM

To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,

I do not support Senate Bilf 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

7«% ZvZ IZMHMZ

Name

DU Pt e -

Address

.\h’/’

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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F-)Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42'PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whorn It May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist, Drexel

240 Qenlond Py |

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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" Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.coms
To Whom It May Concemn,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist®, Drexel
University. .

Th you,
@ﬁf G;L/[E’/\
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Gy <gtac:|ervapors@gmall com> ' Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom i May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factuatly
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negiigiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel

University.
Thank you, o
EMUI '}o?a‘JouGgL

-103) Wumer Qo #| . o
T Aneh, A qacon.

1/25/2015 1:51 PM



a1k - Lorrect version . https://mait.google.com/mail/u/0/?2ui=28ik=79345360d07& view=pt&s...

i . L i :
Cgﬁ i i Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

b—;(?ﬂusk.‘"

- Correct version
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Gv <giaclervapors@gmall com> ‘ Sun Jan 25 2015 at 12 42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmall com, glac:ervapors@gmall com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
lnappropnate The secondhand effect from vaporizers is. negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexe]

D Dless;
Thank you, (\ 6(‘%3 ‘ | / 5
) “307 /L/ﬁf.—qu( CT#}O

) Z’;:ﬁ/c Zvr/ 4/k ?%f??

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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~ Correct version
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' Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com. Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist”, Drexel
University.

Thank you,

Cogn oileins

Narre)

20359 A\iffside  deto M/wqgjé Al 990 |

Address

:\J

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> ‘ ‘ Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Roliand <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

f do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inciusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factuatly

inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexe1
University.

| ' .(’on;v@"‘
Q%u\v_.cb %\/ Dangeuatst =
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. Address
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.
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" Correct version
1 message
Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM

To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmait.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually

inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is.negligiblé per "Peerifig Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

BqlE Cast AT au

Address

1/25/2015 1-51 PM
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- Correct version
1 message

‘Gv <glagiervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmait.com>

To Wham It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bilt 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually

inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vapotrizers is negligible per “Peenng Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

W /Opé/c«,b "‘%\MD’W

Name

TR LG e, éﬂ} % | )
Address

D,

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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’ Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom [t May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigareties” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peerifig Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

Tonatan D MClelly

Name

7121 Spar. Ave., %n&wm.ﬂx,/tt el | | .

Address

5

1/25/7015 1-51 PM
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J Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel

University.
Thank you,
KF LS g@\
Name .
218\ Spaf A ‘
Address \ i :

) —‘ﬂ- g A
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1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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Gv <glac1ervapors@gmau com> Sun Jan 25 2015 at 12: 42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmall com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Roliand <tacedna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factua[ly
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Name .
g?d/ ;//0 W[;dléﬁéff DK ,

1/25/2015 1-51 PM
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'F>Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmatl com> . - Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

" | do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is. negl:glble per "Peering Through The Mist”, Drexel
University.

Thank you,

JO( t}m \/)alLEF

Name

W3 Keee Couet | ,

Address

™

25/2015 1-S1 PM
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3 Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> : Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom [t May Concern,

[ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel

University.

Thank you,

Nﬁwx Heerer”
4322 6 gt Ave Anchovargn Al 7755

Address

' 1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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‘ Correct version
1 message

Gv <glac:ervapors@gma|| com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

f do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peenng Through The Mist", Drexel
Unwersrty

Thank you,

Address . .

—

l 125/9015 1-51 DM
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' Correct versmn
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM '
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom it May Concemn,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic c:garettes“ is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

fon VonaRott L=

Name

TIC W LY o g)ca, A | | .

Address

17252015 1-51 PM



\ail - Correct version https://mait.google.com/mail/w/0/?ui=2 &ik=7934536d07 & view=pt&s...

G - ér:g ' Subzere Vapor <s_ubzero§raporak@gmail.com> ‘

bt Ju"h.

)
- Correct versmn
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> 'Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel

University.
Thank you,
ZgUr,nJ MM/AW
Name
é‘]Z{WIWDW,mC fi‘igb’Z/ )
Address

t ' 1/25/2015 1-51 PM
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) Correct versnon
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> : Sun “Jan 25 2015 at 12:42 PM "
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glac:ervapors@gmail comn, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

Sohw ,47,,/,@

Name

i Love m/" 79507 ,

Address

)M“’”‘f

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom: It May Concem,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "etectronic cigareftes” is negligent and factually-
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel
" University. :

Thank you,

E;.\l\\ \ RCW\/\‘S

Name

A\ N Lm0\ )
) Address Jl\“l@\&m‘e l A 508

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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" Correct version
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

t do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigaretteé“ is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peeririg Through The Mist?, Drexel
University.

.. Address

1/25/2015 1-51 PM.
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’ Correct version
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Gv <glactervapors@gmail com: Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factualfly
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel
University. :

Thank you,

| /%M Lebovelo

ame
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Address
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’ Correct version
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Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmaif.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factualiy
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeririg Through The Mist”, Drexel

University.
Thank you,
-~ i -~
Name
2 M pa _
- Address

»
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Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Conicern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of “electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factuatly
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University. .

Thank you,

A%(mi DQ@@(\QQ H Gas N | :
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Gv <glaciervapors@gma|l com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.qo‘m>‘

"To Whom It May Concem,
| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current fomn. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually

inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peermg Through The Mist®, Drexel
University. '

Thank you,

MWM

Name

QY7 wesk Tt~ Aue

Address
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Correct version
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Gv <glac|ervapors@gmall com> Sun Jan 25 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmall com>

To Whom It May Concern,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic c@arette is negligent and factually
inapproptiate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligibleé per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexsl
University.

Thank you,

~

A
il B2
A%I?;rezis /}W@’#’F” ?7W ‘

.‘k—/ i

1/25/2015 1:51 PM
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G ﬁ %’g i . - Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

bl oqu[c_

" Correct version
1 message

Gv <glacnervapors@gma:l com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom [t May Concem,

| do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexe!

University.

Thank you,

Name  ~ _
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ail - Correct version https://mait.google com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=7934536d07 &view=pt&s...

Gi i s : Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>
syt
'( Correct version

1 message

Gv <glac|ervapors@gmatl com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmatil.com, glaciervapors@gmaif.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel

University.

Thank you,

Name

1002 S50 o | )

'") Address
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Correct versmn
1 message

Gv <glaciervapors@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Roliand <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concem,

{ do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes" is negligent and factually
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligiblé per "Peering Through The Mist”, Drexel
University.

Thank you,

h. L
Name

017 Kved ciccle ' )
—~, Address '

)
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G- i Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

welatle

Correct version
1 message

Gv rglaciervapors@gmail.com> ' Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM -
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom it May Concern,

I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factualiy
inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporlzers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

CW&DW@/ (
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G . ' Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>
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~ Correct version
1 message

Gv <glac1ervapors@gma|| com: Sun Jan 25 2015 at 12 42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmait.com>

To Whom It May Concemn,
I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually

inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is.negligible per "Peeririg Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

2y207m¢ﬂ7 é/,xaz P Mg 4 C:Z P k %(/

Address
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imail - Correct version https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2&ik=7934536d07 &view=pt&s...

G-a I ' Subzero Vapor <subzerovaporak@gmail.com>

byCGoogle

Correct version
1 message

Gv <giat:|ervapors@gmall corm> Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: subzerovaporak@gmail.com, glaciervapors@gmail.com, Ang Rolland <taccdna@gmail.com>

To Whom It May Concern,
I do not support Senate Bill 1 in its current form. The inclusion of "electronic cigarettes” is negligent and factually

inappropriate. The secondhand effect from vaporizers is negligible per "Peering Through The Mist", Drexel
University.

Thank you,

Chacles 417

Name
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