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Aims of the Study

Demonstrate the link between smoking
prevalence and chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease (COPD) and asthma hospitalizations

Examine whether local cigarette taxes in VA
cause smoking prevalence to decline




Motivation

Percent of Counties in VA with a Local Median Population in Counties with

. Cigarette Tax (2004-2016) and without Taxes, 2012

160000
0% 140000

120000
40%

100000
30% 80000

60000
20% 40000

20000
10% 0 .

Q Q "] "]
0% ? 0,‘:99\’ ,\/F:Q'@ h@«;&) i 5—5;‘\ S
2 & e V> o> 7

2004 2012 2013 2016 c}g_ r_‘z()' ra()‘ (Q()‘




Debate on Fiscal Public health
county’s impacts of impacts

authority to cigarette
levy cigarette taxes
tax




My Contributions

Pioneer study assessing the efficacy
of local cigarette taxes in VA

Created unique locality-to-county
weighted cigarette tax data set




Total Smoking Prevalence, 2004
Total Smoking Prevalence, 2012
Female Daily Smoking Prevalence, 2004
Female Daily Smoking Prevalence, 2012
Male Daily Smoking Prevalence, 2004
Male Daily Smoking Prevalence, 2012
Nominal Cigarette Tax Rate, 2004
Nominal Cigarette Tax Rate, 2012

COPD Hospitalizations (per 100,000), 2012

Asthma Hospitalizations (per 100,000), 2012
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Cross Sectional Regression

Vi = Po + Bismoke; + B X; + u;
y; are smoking related hospitalizations in
2012 in a county i

smoke; is the smoking prevalence in 2012 in a

county i
X; are varying county traits in 2012 (controls)

u; are unobserved differences between

counties

2012 Smoking
Prevalence 0.0453** 26.90*
(0.0191) (14.13)
Observations 132 132
R-squared 0.79 0.57

Population weighted standard errors displayed under
estimated coefficients

Statistical significance indicated by *p < 0.1 ** p < 0.05,
*** pn < 0.001



Cross Sectional Regression
Vi = Po+ P1TAX; + B2 X +u;
y; is the smoking prevalence in a county i

TAX; is the population-adjusted cigarette tax in

a county i
X; are varying county traits (controls)

u; are unobserved differences between

counties

2004 Cigarette
Tax - Nominal -0.0287
(0.0165)
Observations 133
R-Squared 0.703

-0.0914*

(0.0517)

133

0.728

-0.0301*

(0.0170)

133

0.723

Population weighted standard errors displayed under

estimated coefficients

Statistical significance indicated by *p <0.1 ** p < 0.05,

¥ p <0.001




First Difference Model

Ay;= Lo+ AP TAX; + ABX; + Au;

) ] A Cigarette
yi Is Asmoke between 2004 and 2012 in a Tax - Nominal ~ 0.00163 -0.0230 0.0219
county i
. ) (0.0127) (0.0182) (0.0168)
TAX; is ATAX between 2004 and 2012 in a
county i Observations 133 133 133
X; are AX (controls) between 2004 and 2012 in
R-Squared 0.222 0.158 0.364
a county i
) _ _ Population weighted standard errors displayed under
u; IS the time varying error estimated coefficients
Statistical significance indicated by * p < 0.1 ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.001



Discussion & Conclusion

N N N
Omltted variable bias More study on the Local cigarette taxes
in first difference efficacy of local may not reduce
model cigarette taxes smoking prevalence
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Thank youl!

QUESTIONS?

se@email.wm.edu




« EXcise taxes are inherently regressive

— The tax places an equal burden upon everyone (no matter your
Income)

— EXxcise taxes place the highest financial burden on people of low
Income
« Small businesses (convenience stores)
— Cigarette prices cheaper in nearby towns without tax

— Consumers begin to ditch convenience stores with a tax and
move to those without one

— “Deadweight loss” of excise taxes
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* Projected revenue gains from taxes fall short of actual
revenue gains, on average

« Local economy is disproportionately affected




