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Introduction Results

* Recent evidence indicates that the nicotine delivery of the JL electronic nicotine * Nicotine delivery of the UB cigarette was significantly higher than that of all JL ENDS nicotine rise and AUC;5 than nicotine gum, except C .5 of Creme did nof
delivery system (ENDS; JUUL Labs, Inc), an ENDS that utilizes a nicotine salt oroduct conditions, the comparator ENDS, and nicotine gum as assessed by maximum significantly differ from nicotine gum (Figures 1-3).
formulation, approximates the nicotine delivery of combustible cigore’r’res.]'3 plasma nicotine levels (C, . .), rate of plasma nicotine rise and overall nicotine * Mean time to maximal plasma nicotine concentration (T,.; minutes) was

exposure (AUC, 5,5 (Figures 1-3). significantly shorter in the JL ENDS conditions compared to nicotine gum (p<0.001),
* All of the JL ENDS conditions produced significantly higher C rate of plasma and T__ for JL ENDS did not significantly differ from the UB cigarette or comparator
ENDS (Figure 3).
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* This confinement evaluated the nicotine delivery and subjective effects of JL ENDS
compared to usual brand (UB) combustible
cigarettes, nicotine gum and a comparator ENDS.
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