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Abstract: Health impacts of electronic cigarette (e-cigarette) vaping are associated with the harmful
chemicals emitted from e-cigarettes such as carbonyls. However, the levels of various carbonyl
compounds under real-world vaping conditions have been understudied. This study evaluated
the levels of carbonyl compounds (e.g., formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, glyoxal, and diacetyl, etc.)
under various device settings (i.e., power output), vaping topographies, and e-liquid compositions
(i.e., base liquid, flavor types). The results showed that e-vapor carbonyl levels were the highest under
higher power outputs. The propylene glycol (PG)-based e-liquids generated higher formaldehyde
and acetaldehyde than vegetable glycerin (VG)-based e-liquids. In addition, fruit flavored e-liquids
(i.e., strawberry and dragon fruit) generated higher formaldehyde emissions than mint/menthol and
creamy/sweet flavored e-liquids. While single-top coils formed 3.5-fold more formaldehyde per puff

than conventional cigarette smoking, bottom coils generated 10–10,000 times less formaldehyde per
puff. In general, increases in puff volume and longer puff durations generated significantly higher
amounts of formaldehyde. While e-cigarettes emitted much lower levels of carbonyl compounds
compared to conventional cigarettes, the presence of several toxic carbonyl compounds in e-cigarette
vapor may still pose potential health risks for users without smoking history, including youth.
Therefore, the public health administrations need to consider the vaping conditions which generated
higher carbonyls, such as higher power output with PG e-liquid, when developing e-cigarette
product standards.

Keywords: electronic cigarette; carbonyl; power; vaping topography; e-liquid; flavoring

1. Introduction

Carbonyl compounds are the most abundant toxic chemicals emitted from electronic cigarettes
(e-cigarettes) [1–4]. Among the carbonyls found in e-cigarette emissions (e-vapor), two of the major
carbonyls (i.e., formaldehyde and acetaldehyde) are known human carcinogens [5]. Glyoxal, which
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is known to cause allergic reactions, was also found in e-vapor [6]. Several flavoring carbonyls in
e-liquids (e.g., vanillin, cinnamaldehyde) have shown increased cell toxicity [7,8]. It is also worth
mentioning that 2,3-butanedione (diacetyl) and 2,3-pentanedione (acetylpropionyl) were found in
e-vapors with ‘buttery’ flavored e-liquids [9] which are known to cause bronchiolitis obliterans
(aka ‘popcorn lung’) [10]. However, factors affecting carbonyl emissions from e-cigarettes are still
not fully understood. Most current studies report that higher e-cigarette power outputs significantly
increase formaldehyde and acetaldehyde emissions [11–17]. However, there is a 1000-fold difference
across the literature in formaldehyde emission rate data from e-cigarettes at comparable e-cigarette
device power outputs [12–14], suggesting that carbonyl emissions are not dependent on e-cigarette
power output alone and that other factors should be considered.

Among the potential other factors, flavoring agents used in e-liquids could be sources of potentially
harmful carbonyl emissions. Thermal fragmentation of flavoring chemicals has been shown to form
carbonyls under the burning temperatures of conventional cigarettes [18], but the contribution of
flavoring chemicals to carbonyl emission has not been sufficiently studied for e-cigarettes [19,20].
In addition, some flavored e-liquids and e-vapors contain chemicals [e.g., diacetyl and acetylpropionyl]
that can be toxic at sufficient levels [7–9]. However, levels of the potentially harmful chemicals in e-vapor
resulting from flavoring additives were not fully accessed under e-cigarette vaping topography [9].

The contribution of e-liquid base materials to carbonyl emissions is also largely unknown. It has
been shown that thermal degradation of vegetable glycerin (VG) and propylene glycol (PG), the main
base materials used in e-liquids, generates various carbonyl compounds [15,21]. However, the
thermal degradation of VG and PG has not been studied across a wide range of e-cigarette coil
temperatures [14,16,22] even though coil temperature is an important determinant of e-cigarette
carbonyl emissions [13].

E-cigarette vaping topography (i.e., puff volume and duration) could also potentially affect
carbonyl formation. Vaping topography can affect carbonyl emissions by modifying e-cigarette heating
coil temperatures [23]. However, most of the previous studies examining e-cigarette carbonyl emissions
could not mimic actual e-cigarette user’s behavior [12,13,15,24,25]. Those studies generated e-vapors
similar with the ‘Health Canada Intense (HCI) Regime’ (55 mL puff volume, 2 s puff duration, every 30 s)
which was developed for conventional cigarette smokers and not e-cigarette vapors [26]. Therefore,
real-world vaping topography should be used to study carbonyl emissions. In addition, most of
the preceding studies only focused on formaldehyde and acetaldehyde emissions. However, other
potentially harmful carbonyl compounds, such as acrolein and glyoxal, in e-vapor also need to be
evaluated under real-world vaping conditions.

To address these knowledge gaps, this study evaluated the impacts of real-world vaping conditions
(i.e., real-world e-cigarette heating power, vaping topography, and e-liquid components) on the emission
of six potentially harmful carbonyls (i.e., glyoxal, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, diacetyl,
and acetylpropionyl) and thirteen additional carbonyl species described below.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. E-Vapor Generation Conditions and Materials

E-vapors were generated based on the protocols used in our previous studies [27–29]. In brief,
vaping topographies of 23 current e-cigarette users measured in our lab. Vaping topographies
(i.e., puff volume, duration, and interval) were measured using a CReSS Pocket device (Borgwaldt KC
Incorporated, North Chesterfield, VA, USA) [30] with the Rutgers’ IRB approval (Pro20140000589).
Demographic data of the study participants, observed vaping topographies, device settings, and e-liquid
compositions from the users are summarized in Tables S1 and S2.

The wide ranges of experimental conditions were used reflecting real-world vaping conditions
(Table 1). Throughout the experiments, the median values of the observed power output (6.4-watt),
puff volume (90 mL), and puff duration (3.8 s) were used. The selected vaping topography was
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consistent with the median value of the reported e-cigarette vaping topographies, which was 91 mL
puff volume (ranging from 51 to 133 mL) and 3.8 s puff duration (ranging from 2.65 to 4.3 s) [8,31–37].
Square-shaped vaping pattern was used (Figure S1) instead of bell-shaped topography which is used
for cigarette smoking.

Table 1. E-vapor generation conditions used in this study 1.

Experiments Factors Settings Other Settings

E-liquid flavor Flavor 8 flavors 2 6.4 watt, 90 mL puff volume,
3.8 s puff duration, VGFlavoring level (%) 10% (v/v) 3

E-liquid base Base material VG, PG:VG = 1:1 (v/v),
PG

6.4 watt, 90 mL puff volume,
3.8 s puff duration

Nicotine (mg/mL) 12

Device setting Device power (watt) 6.4, 14.7, 31.3 90 mL puff volume, 3.8 s puff
duration, 12 mg/mL nicotine in VG

Vaping topography Puff volume (mL) 35, 90, 170 6.4 W, 12 mg/mL nicotine in VG
Puff duration (s) 2, 3.8

1 24 s puff intervals were used for all conditions; 2 Strawberry, Dragonfruit, Menthol, Cinnamon, Bubblegum,
Bavarian cream, Sweet cream, and Graham cracker; 3 1% for cinnamon flavor (v/v).

A variety of e-liquids were prepared to assess the impact of e-liquid compositions on carbonyl
formation. Freshly prepared e-liquids in our lab were used in all experiments for quality control
purposes because large variability in commercial products were reported in a previous study [38].
E-liquids used in our study were composed of vegetable glycerin (VG, USP grade, J.T. Baker, Phillipsburg,
NJ, USA), propylene glycol (PG, USP grade, Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA), (-)-nicotine (≥99.0%,
Sigma-Aldrich), and flavoring agents (The Perfumer’s Apprentice, Scotts Valley, CA, USA). Three base
materials, 100% VG, PG:VG mixture (v/v = 1:1), and 100% PG e-liquids, containing 12 mg/mL nicotine
were tested to evaluate the impact of e-liquid base material on carbonyl formation. Then, eight flavored
e-liquids (strawberry, dragon fruit, menthol, sweet cream, Bavarian, cinnamon, bubble gum, and
graham cracker) were used to generate e-vapors to evaluate the impact of flavoring agents on carbonyl
formation. These eight flavoring agents selected are the most frequently used ones in e-liquid recipes
on the market [39]. The flavored e-liquids in the experiments were prepared by adding 10% of flavoring
agents (1% for the cinnamon flavor) in VG by volume ratio. The chemical components of the flavoring
agents were not fully disclosed but all of them were consisted of natural/artificial flavorings in PG as a
main solvent (see more information in Supporting Information). All the e-liquids were prepared freshly
before the day of experiments and sat overnight for stabilization. The e-liquid preparing procedures
were consulted by local vape shop owners.

The device used in this study was a versatile refillable tank type e-cigarette which contained
replaceable Nichrome heating coils (dual-bottom coils with 0.8 Ω resistance) and was obtained from
an e-cigarette retailer (The Council of Vapor, Walnut Creek, CA, USA). Two types of battery boxes,
an Apollo Valiant battery (Apolo E-cigarette, Concord, CA, USA) and a Sigelei-100W battery (Sigelei US,
Pomona, CA, USA), were used to provide a wide range of power outputs from 3 to 80 watts. To test the
impact of device power output settings and vaping topographies on carbonyl emission, the average
and the 95% of the observed device power outputs (14.7 watts and 31.3 watts) and 95% of observed
puff volume (170 mL) from the 23 subjects were used for e-vapor generation. The variable device
power outputs were achieved by changing the battery voltage with fixed coil resistance (0.8 Ω).

2.2. Carbonyl Collection and Analysis

The sampling and analytical protocols for carbonyl measurements were developed based on
the U.S. EPA compendium method OA-11A [40]. In brief, the sampling system was composed of
a LXe1 smoking machine (Borgwaldt KC Incorporated, Hamburg, Germany), a sampling chamber,
a 2,4-dinitrophenylhydrazine (DNPH) cartridge (Waters, Milford, MA, USA), and a vacuum pump
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(Figure S2). E-vapors were generated using the smoking machine under the experimental conditions
described above and specified in Table S3. The generated e-vapors were directly introduced into the 2
L sampling chamber. The inlet of the DNPH cartridge was connected with the sampling chamber, and
30 puffs of e-vapor were collected using the DNPH cartridge with a sampling flow rate of 200 mL/min.
After sampling, both ends of the DNPH cartridge were sealed, and the cartridge was stored in an
aluminum zip lock bag at 4 ◦C until analysis.

The sampled DNPH cartridges were then eluted with 4 mL of high-performance liquid
chromatography (HPLC) grade acetonitrile (ACN, Sigma-Aldrich), and 20 µL of the eluted
DNPH-aldehyde derivatives were injected into the HPLC/UV system (a Perkin Elmer Series 200
HPLC and a Perkin Elmer 785a UV/vis detector, Perkin Elmer, MA, USA) which was equipped with a
Waters Nova-Pak C18 column. The mobile phase was programmed as follows: after holding 100% of
solvent A (H2O, HPLC grade, Sigma-Aldrich,/ACN/THF [tetrahydrofuran, Fisher Scientific, Hampton,
NH, USA] = 6/3/1) for 4 min, the mobile phase was changed to 100% solvent B (ACN/H2O = 6:4) over
20 min, then 100% solvent B was held for 10 min. The mobile phase was set to a constant flow rate of
1 mL/min and the UV detector was set at an absorbance wavelength of 365 nm.

Calibration curves for the nineteen carbonyls were prepared using purchased DNPH-aldehyde
analytical standards (ResTek, Bellefonte, PA, USA) and five carbonyl standards prepared in our lab
(Table S3). For the preparation of these five carbonyl standards, glyoxal (40%) and vanillin (99%) were
obtained from Sigma-Aldrich. Cinnamaldehyde (≥98), diacetyl (99%), and acetylpropionyl (97%) were
purchased from Alfa Aesar (Haverhill, MA, USA). To prepare the standards, known amount of the five
carbonyls were spiked into the DNPH cartridge and eluted with ACN. Limits of detection (LOD) and
limits of quantification (LOQ) were three and ten times the standard deviations of the standard with
the lowest concentration (n = 7).

2.3. Statistical Analysis

For all the experimental conditions, mean and standard deviations were estimated and presented.
Two-tailed Student’s t-tests were conducted using R 3.4.3 (R Foundation, Vienna, Austria) to compare
the mean values across different e-cigarette vaping conditions.

3. Results

3.1. The Impact of E-Liquid Base Materials and Power Outputs

Figure 1 shows the impact of e-cigarette power output settings and variations in base material
on the emission of formaldehyde and acetaldehyde, which are carcinogenic carbonyls found in
e-vapor. Higher device power outputs increased formaldehyde emissions from all three base materials
(Figure 1a). The amounts of formaldehyde generated at 31.3 watts were 39.3%, 111.0%, and 142.0%
higher than the amounts of formaldehyde generated at 6.4 watts for VG, PG:VG, and PG based e-liquids,
respectively. At 31.3 watts e-cigarette power output, PG:VG and PG based e-liquids generated 57.8%
and 86.9% more formaldehyde than VG based e-liquids (p < 0.003).

PG-based e-liquids generated significantly higher amounts of acetaldehyde than VG-based
e-liquids (Figure 1b). PG:VG mixture (v:v = 1:1) and PG based e-liquids generated 2.7 and 8.5
times more acetaldehyde than VG-based e-liquids at 6.4 watts power output condition (p < 0.001).
The increase in e-cigarette power output from 6.4 watts to 31.1 watts did not increase acetaldehyde
formation for VG e-liquid, but significantly increased for PG:VG and PG based e-liquids by a factor
of 2.8–4.7 (p < 0.001). In addition to formaldehyde and acetaldehyde, higher power output also
generated other harmful carbonyls (Table S4). We observed 240 ± 13.7 ng/puff of glyoxal generated
from VG-based e-liquids at 31.3 watts. Compared with 6.4 watts conditions, 31.3 watts generated
twice the amount of acrolein, n-butylaldehyde and isovaleraldehyde (p < 0.001). Interestingly, PG and
PG:VG based e-liquids under higher power outputs emitted higher amount of o-tolualdehyde, while
highest n-hexaldehyde were observed under medium power output (14.7 watt) for the all e-liquids.
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Figure 1. (a) Formaldehyde and (b) acetaldehyde levels (µg/puff) generated by combinations of base
materials (100% VG, PG:VG 1:1 (v/v), and 100% PG) and device power outputs (6.4, 14.7, and 31.3 watt
for low, medium, and high power, respectively). 90 mL puff volume, 3.8 s puff duration, and 24 s
intervals was used as vaping topography, and 12 mg/mL nicotine was added into all e-liquids.

3.2. The Impact of E-Liquid Base Materials and Power Outputs

Carbonyl compounds generated from flavored e-liquids are shown in Figure 2 and Table S5.
The fruit-flavored e-liquids (i.e., strawberry and dragon fruit) generated 1.7–2.6 times higher amounts
of formaldehyde than spicy (cinnamon), and creamy/sweet (Bavarian cream, sweet cream, bubble gum,
and graham cracker) flavored e-liquids.
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Figure 2. Carbonyl levels (ng/puff) generated by different flavored e-liquids (ST: strawberry, DF: dragon
fruit, MT: menthol, CM: cinnamon, BC: Bavarian cream, SC: sweet cream, BG: bubble gum, and GC:
graham cracker, 10% by volume, 1% for cinnamon flavor in VG-base) and non-flavored VG e-liquid
(VG). Other vaping parameters are 6.4 watts power output, 90 mL puff volume, 3.8 s puff duration, and
24 s puff interval.

The fruit and menthol flavored e-liquids generated 5–40% more formaldehyde than non-flavored
VG e-liquid, while other flavored e-liquids generated less formaldehyde. In addition, acetaldehyde
levels generated from the flavored e-liquids were below or similar to the quantification limit. Acrolein
was generated at levels of approximately 20–30 ng/puff for 5 of the flavored e-liquids and more than 4
times of that level for Graham cracker flavor.

Diacetyl and acetylpropionyl are the ‘butter’ flavoring chemicals and are known to increase
lung airway injury (aka ‘popcorn lung’) [41]. Three flavored e-liquid samples (i.e., Bavarian cream,
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sweet cream and graham cracker flavors) emitted 21.1–86.4 ng/puff of diacetyl, but acetylpropionyl
was not detected in any sample. Four flavored e-liquids (i.e., Bavarian cream, sweet cream, bubble
gum, and graham cracker flavors) emitted 45.2–184.4 ng/puff of vanillin, and cinnamaldehyde
(473.1 ± 234.9 ng/puff) was detected only from the cinnamon flavored e-liquid.

3.3. The Impact of Vaping Topography

Variations in puff volumes and puff durations significantly changed carbonyl levels in e-vapors
(Table 2). An increase in a puff volume from 35 mL to 90 mL led to 15.6% and 23.8% higher amounts of
formaldehyde formation for 2 s and 3.8 s puffs, respectively (p < 0.016), while the mean formaldehyde
emissions at 90mL and 170 mL puff volumes with same puff durations were not significantly different.
Longer puff durations generated significantly higher amounts of formaldehyde. Acetaldehyde levels
under the flow rates faster than 45 mL/s (i.e., 90 mL, 2 s puff and 170 mL, 2 s puff) were below limit of
quantification. o-Tolualdehyde levels were higher at 2 s puff durations than 3.8 s puff durations at each
puff volume, while higher n-hexaldehyde emissions were observed at 3.8 s than 2 s puff durations.
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Table 2. Impact of vaping topography on carbonyl levels in e-vapor (mean ± standard deviation, ng/puff).

Carbonyl

Puff Volume and Duration †

35 mL 90 mL 170 mL

2 s 3.8 s 2 s 3.8 s 2 s 3.8 s

n = 3 n = 3 n = 3 n = 5 n = 3 n = 3

Glyoxal ND †† ND †† ND †† ND †† ND †† ND ††

Formaldehyde 683.0 ± 32.3 730.0 ± 53.8 790.0 ± 32.3 903.0 ± 56.2 747.0 ± 47.2 867.0 ± 32.7
Acetaldehyde 41.0 ± 9.35 39.9 ± 4.35 <LOQ †††† 91.7 ± 18.1 <LOQ †††† 47.1 ± 1.14

Acetone <LOQ †††† <LOD ††† <LOQ †††† <LOD ††† <LOQ †††† <LOD †††

Acrolein 17.6 ± 1.32 32.0 ± 1.81 32.7 ± 1.27 <LOQ 28.9 ± 0.52 38.1 ± 1.52
Propionaldehyde ND †† ND †† ND †† ND †† ND †† ND ††

Crotonaldehyde 56.4 ± 3.82 34.9 ± 28.9 40.8 ± 0.56 29.8 ± 6.02 42.4 ± 0.67 ND ††

n-Butylaldehyde ND †† ND †† ND †† ND †† ND †† 37.9 ± 1.80
Benzaldehyde 45.8 ± 1.41 31.4 ± 4.14 32.5 ± 0.46 23.1 ± 12.4 30.3 ± 2.45 29.5 ± 2.47

Isovaleraldehyde ND †† 23.3 ± 5.56 33.4 ± 0.57 ND †† ND †† 34.0 ± 1.55
n-Valeraldehyde 32.9 ± 12.8 ND †† 30.7 ± 2.18 81.1 ± 19.4 29.4 ± 0.92 ND ††

o-Tolualdehyde 134.1 ± 4.2 95.3 ± 17.9 196.0 ± 4.38 ND †† 186.0 ± 1.11 114. ± 4.19
p-Tolualdehyde 17.1 ± 0.26 21.6 ± 3.22 17.1 ± 0.18 18.1 ± 1.63 17.8 ± 0.15 20.4 ± 1.89
n-Hexaldehyde ND †† 128.0 ± 8.06 ND †† 248.0 ± 65.1 ND †† 413.0 ± 4.65

Dimethylbenzaldehyde 33.1 ± 4.33 ND †† 28.4 ± 1.02 ND †† ND †† ND ††

† 6.4 W power output, 1.5 mm air hole, VG based e-liquid containing 12 mg/mL nicotine, and 24 s puff interval were used; †† ND indicates non-detected; ††† <LOD indicates the
measurement which is below the detection limit; †††† <LOQ indicates the measurement which is below the quantification limit.
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4. Discussion

This study adds new evidence on the levels of carbonyls emitted from e-cigarette. In this
study, a variety of carbonyls were measured under wide ranges of e-cigarette use patterns: e-liquid
compositions, power outputs, and vaping topography. The formation of carbonyls using various
combinations of base materials and device power outputs were explored. Thermal decomposition of VG
and PG forms carbonyls during e-cigarette vaping [21], and increased coil temperatures accelerate the
decomposition rates of e-liquid base materials [42]. PG formed higher levels of carbonyl compounds
(e.g., formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, butylaldehyde, tolualdehyde) during e-cigarette vaping than
VG, probably because PG has a lower thermal decomposition temperature than VG. The thermal
decomposition of PG starts as low as 127 ◦C [43], while VG requires at least 200 ◦C for its thermal
decomposition reaction to begin [44]. Kosmider et al. [14] also reported that PG-containing e-liquids
generated significantly higher amounts of formaldehyde and acetaldehyde than VG based e-liquids.
Glyoxal, which was shown to cause allergic reaction [6], was observed only with VG-based e-liquid
under high power output setting. It has been reported that thermal oxidation of VG leads to the
formation of glyoxal [15].

Higher e-cigarette power outputs increased formaldehyde emissions for both top and bottom coils
(Figure 3). The formaldehyde levels observed in this study were within interquartile ranges of literature
values [4,13,15,45–47], but we observed wide varieties in reported formaldehyde levels. The reported
e-vapor formaldehyde levels have been shown to range from 0.01 µg/puff to 342.2 µg/puff for top coil
device and range from 0.02 µg/puff to 220.0 µg/puff for bottom coil e-cigarettes [4,13–15,19,22,45–49].
The wide range of e-cigarette carbonyl emission levels reported literatures might be a factor of the coil
settings [13]. The top coils formed higher amounts of formaldehyde per puff (23.35 ± 59.68 µg/puff)
with conventional cigarette smoking (12.32 ± 9.65 µg/puff) due to the limited e-liquid supply to the
heating coil. A top coil is located on the top of the atomizer with long wicks dropping down into the
e-liquid tank (Figure S3).Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, x 0 of 15 
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Figure 3. Formaldehyde levels (log-scale) from e-cigarettes with different coil structure (top- and
bottom coil) and power outputs (low and high levels determined by lower and higher power outputs
[5 watts for top coil and 18 watts for bottom coil] used in the literatures). Red dots indicate our results,
and black dots are the results obtained from literatures [4,13–15,19,22,45–49]. Formaldehyde levels in
cigarette smoke from literatures [50–52] are shown for comparison purpose.

A long wick cannot supply enough e-liquid to the coil, and the limited e-liquid supply can easily
dry up the heating coil, leading to a rapid coil temperature increase. The dramatic increase of coil
temperature is known as ‘dry puff’ or ‘dry hit’, which results in significantly increased amounts of
carbonyl formation [48]. In contrast, a bottom coil is located at the bottom of the atomizer, with a
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short wick contacting the e-liquid (Figure S3). Bottom-coils, commonly used in the current generations
of e-cigarettes, generally provide consistent hits without ‘dry puffs’. Consequently, a bottom coil
generated 10–10,000 times less formaldehyde per puff than conventional cigarettes due to stable
e-liquid supply rates and coil temperatures. Gillman et al. [13] stated that e-cigarette devices with
steady e-liquid supplies to the coil generated the lowest amounts of formaldehyde.

In addition to the device construction, variations in aldehyde emissions from flavored e-liquids
might be affected by the differences in boil points, evaporation rates, and thermal decomposition
rates [13]. But, the reasons for the differential carbonyl formation patterns across different
flavoring agents are cannot be explored completely because flavor manufacturers usually do not
disclose the ingredients in their products [53]. Based on partially revealed information from one
vendor (The Perfumer’s Apprentice), the flavoring agents consist of PG, water, ethyl alcohol, and
natural/artificial flavoring chemicals. Pyrolysis of flavoring chemicals was known to be the major
source of carbonyls in e-vapor [19,20]. In addition, PG in flavoring agents might also contribute to
aldehyde formation. However, current knowledges on carbonyl formation from flavored e-liquids are
not fully understood. Further studies of thermal degradation of flavoring chemicals are warranted to
better understand the contribution of flavoring agents to carbonyl formation.

Diacetyl concentrations observed in our samples are comparable to those reported in previous
studies [9,37]. Even though many e-liquid manufacturers use acetoin as a safe alternative of diacetyl
and acetylpropionyl, diacetyl could be found in e-vapor due to the use of natural flavors containing
diacetyl and acetoin-to-diacetyl conversion during storage [10,54]. Based on the diacetyl concentrations
we measured, assuming 200 puffs/day of e-cigarette vaping on average, daily diacetyl exposure levels
of butter-like flavored e-cigarette users (4.22–17.28 g/day) were much lower than the reported threshold
level. In a rodent in vivo study, diacetyl exposures (100 ppm) to 6 h per day for 12 weeks (equivalent
to 6.82 mg/day for 12 weeks assuming 0.2 mL mean tidal volume and 250 breaths/minute) caused
nasal injury and peribronchial lymphocytic inflammation [55]. However, considering uncertainties
in animal-to-human extrapolation and extreme e-cigarette users (e.g., cloud chasers using sub-ohm
e-cigarettes with intensive use, >1000 puffs/day), potential health impact of chronic low-level diacetyl
exposures should be further accessed by the regulatory authorities.

In addition to the diacetyl, other flavoring chemicals (e.g., vanillin and cinnamaldehyde, etc.)
could promote adverse health outcomes. An in vitro study demonstrated that vanilla and cinnamon
flavored e-liquids had three and ten-fold lower no-observable-adverse-effect-level (NOAEL) doses
(0.1–0.01% dose) than VG only e-liquid (0.3% in culture media), respectively [7]. The cytotoxicity of
cinnamaldehyde (IC50 = 0.037–0.04 mM) was approximately 100 times higher than that of vanillin
(IC50 = 2.5–4 mM) [8]. The impact of flavoring chemicals on human health need to be further studied
using real-world relevant doses, such as presented in this study, because the flavoring chemicals have
been identified as one of the most concerning chemicals found in e-cigarette emissions [56,57].

Increased puff volumes with a fixed puff durations were shown not only to increase the amounts
of e-vapor passing through the heating coil but also to decrease its temperature due to increased flow
rates [23]. Puff volumes and puff durations determine the volume of air and its flow rate passing
through the e-cigarette heating coils. The significant differences in carbonyl emissions measured
between 35 mL and 90 mL puff volumes observed in our study might be due to the increased e-vapor
masses. However, the carbonyl composition might also be affected by coil temperature changes.
The formation of diverse carbonyl species under different air flow regimes might indicate that the
changes in coil temperature could affect the thermal degradations of the e-liquid components.

Our study makes an important contribution to the literature by using vaping topographies based
on real-world user vaping patterns. As noted earlier, the puff volumes used in most previous e-cigarette
vapor emissions studies were based on regular cigarette smoking topographies and were usually much
lower than that of e-cigarette users. The short puff durations used in previous studies (≤2 s) might be
insufficient to heat up the heating coil to evaporate e-liquid [23] and thus may have underestimated
potential exposures to toxic carbonyl emissions from e-cigarette vapor during real-world usage.
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Carbonyl exposure distributions for e-cigarette and conventional cigarette were estimated using
the Monte Carlo method (Figure 4). Input parameters were the observed e-cigarette emission data
in this study (Table 2 and Tables S4 and S5), reported cigarette smoke carbonyl levels (Table S6) [50],
and daily e-cigarette and cigarette use patterns [31,58]. The distribution of carbonyl exposures
associated with recent generation e-cigarettes with bottom coil setting were compared to the exposures
from conventional cigarette smoking (Figure 4 and Table S7). Daily average acetaldehyde, diacetyl, and
acrolein exposures from e-cigarette were approximately 100, 125 and 21 times lower than conventional
cigarette, respectively, with little to no overlap of the exposure populations. However, e-cigarette users
could be exposed to 2- and 4-fold higher formaldehyde and glyoxal in a day than cigarette smokers,
respectively, and near complete overlap of the distributions. Given the daily exposure estimates,
e-cigarette users should aware that e-cigarette might be less effective harm reduction product when
they employ vaping conditions that resulted in high carbonyl formation (e.g., top-coil device, high
power output, PG e-liquid, and large flavoring additives, etc.). In addition, e-cigarette vaping is
still expected to pose potential health risks due to the non-threshold characteristics of carcinogenic
carbonyls (i.e., formaldehyde and acetaldehyde) and should not be considered harmless.Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, x 2 of 15 
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It is also worth mentioning that, as noticed above, e-cigarette users are prone to be exposed to
more glyoxal than cigarette users. Glyoxal has been identified as an occupational allergen among
health care workers who use glyoxal containing disinfectants [6]. An in vitro study showed that
glyoxal was shown to deplete glutathione, increase the production of reactive oxygen species (ROS),
and induced cell damage to isolated rat hepatocytes [59]. Higher device power outputs could increase
glyoxal exposures and via the mechanisms listed above induce airway oxidative stress. Since there is
no such study of health impacts of e-cigarette glyoxal exposure, it needs to be further evaluated for
better harm reduction.

Moreover, carbonyl compounds in e-vapor were shown to form secondary harmful chemicals.
Autoxidation of acetoin, which is a safer alternative of ‘butter’ flavoring chemicals (i.e., diacetyl and
acetylpropionyl) could form diacetyl during e-liquid storage [54]. Further, acrylamide is neurotoxic
and has potency to cause cancers in the reproductive and endocrine systems [60]. The reaction between
acrolein, which is known to present in e-cigarette vapor, and amino acid or ammonia could form
acrylamide [61], but the formation of acrylamide has not been studied in e-vapor. In addition to acetoin
and acrolein, other precursor chemicals may present in e-vapors. Future research needs to access the
formation of secondary air toxics induced by e-vapor.

Even though we thoughtfully identified large numbers of carbonyl compounds induced by various
e-cigarette vaping conditions, this study still has several limitations. First, the DNPH cartridges were
designed for the gas phase carbonyl sampling rather than particle phase carbonyls [40]. Carbonyl
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collection efficiencies for the e-vapors using the DNPH cartridges might be lower than the labeled
efficiencies for the gas phase carbonyls because carbonyls in e-vapors are reported to be present
in both gas and particle phases [15]. Second, our analytical method might have underestimated
unsaturated aldehydes and ketones. Unsaturated carbonyls, such as acrolein, crotonaldehyde,
and cinnamaldehyde, and DNPH adducts could further react with additional DNPH to form
side products [62]. Further studies also need to test additional carbonyl sampling methods such
as N-methyl-4-hydrazino-7-nitrobenzofurazan, 4-(2-aminooxyethyl)-morpholin-4-ium chloride or
DNPH-hydroquinone methods.

5. Conclusions

E-vapor carbonyl levels vary under different vaping conditions and product materials. Higher
carbonyl levels were found for PG e-liquids, higher power outputs, and top coil settings. PG-based
e-liquids under 31.3-watt generated approximately 2.6, 11.2, and 200-fold higher formaldehyde,
acetaldehyde, and acrolein than VG e-liquid under 6.4-watt. Despite the fact the FDA has announced a
guideline that regulates e-cigarette flavorings for e-cigarette devices targeted to minors or marketed
to target minors [63], our results are still useful because there is still huge flavored e-liquid market
deemed to not target youth. It is worth mentioning that the flavored e-liquids that are not being sold
after the guideline implementation (e.g., JUUL pods except for tobacco and menthol flavor) could
always come back onto the market when the vendor meets the standards set out in the premarket
authorization [63]. Our findings suggest that upper limits of e-cigarette power output need to be
provided for different e-liquid compositions and coil types to minimize carbonyl emission. In addition,
other potentially harmful carbonyls, diacetyl, vanillin, and cinnamaldehyde, were identified from
the flavored e-liquids. Furthermore, flavored e-liquids changed the profile of carbonyl formation.
However, the impact of flavoring chemicals could not be satisfactorily explored due to the limited
availability of product content information. Future studies, therefore, will need to evaluate the impact
of flavoring chemicals on the formation of carbonyls formation and the inhalation toxicity of flavoring
chemicals by themselves.
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e-cigarette and cigarette users.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.S., Q.M., C.D.; methodology, Y.S., Q.M., C.W.; resources, Q.M. and
C.D.; formal analysis, Y.S., Q.M.; investigation, Y.S., Q.M., C.W.; visualization, Y.S.; writing—original draft
preparation, Y.S.; writing—review and editing, Y.S., Q.M., C.W., C.D., O.W., S.S.; supervision, Q.M.; project
administration, Q.M.; funding acquisition, Q.M. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: The authors wish to thank Cancer Institute of New Jersey, New Jersey Health Foundation, and National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (P30 ES005022) for funding this study, and all study participants for
their support of the study. Contributions by OW were supported in part by K01 CA189301 from the National
Cancer Institute and the FDA Center for Tobacco products. The content is solely the responsibility of the authors
and does not necessarily represent the official views of the funding organizations.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Flora, J.W.; Meruva, N.; Huang, C.B.; Wilkinson, C.T.; Ballentine, R.; Smith, D.C.; Werley, M.S.; McKinney, W.J.
Characterization of potential impurities and degradation products in electronic cigarette formulations and
aerosols. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2016, 74, 1–11. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/17/16/5650/s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2015.11.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26617410


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 5650 12 of 14

2. 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. 2014, 23, 133–139. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

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

4. Uchiyama, S.; Ohta, K.; Inaba, Y.; Kunugita, N. Determination of carbonyl compounds generated from the
E-cigarette using coupled silica cartridges impregnated with hydroquinone and 2, 4-dinitrophenylhydrazine,
followed by high-performance liquid chromatography. Anal. Sci. 2013, 29, 1219–1222. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. US EPA. Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS). Available online: https://www.epa.gov/iris (accessed on
20 June 2020).

6. Uter, W.; Schwanitz, H.; Lessmann, H.; Schnuch, A. Glyoxal is an important allergen for (medical care)
cleaning staff. Int. J. Hyg. Environ. Health 2001, 204, 251–253. [CrossRef]

7. Bahl, V.; Lin, S.; Xu, N.; Davis, B.; Wang, Y.-H.; Talbot, P. Comparison of electronic cigarette refill fluid
cytotoxicity using embryonic and adult models. Reprod. Toxicol. 2012, 34, 529–537. [CrossRef]

8. Behar, R.; Davis, B.; Wang, Y.; Bahl, V.; Lin, S.; Talbot, P. Identification of toxicants in cinnamon-flavored
electronic cigarette refill fluids. Toxicol. Vitr. 2014, 28, 198–208. [CrossRef]

9. Allen, J.G.; Flanigan, S.S.; LeBlanc, M.; Vallarino, J.; MacNaughton, P.; Stewart, J.H.; Christiani, D.C. Flavoring
Chemicals in E-Cigarettes: Diacetyl, 2, 3-Pentanedione, and Acetoin in a Sample of 51 Products, Including
Fruit-, Candy-, and Cocktail-Flavored E-Cigarettes. Environ. Health Perspect. 2016, 124, 733–739. [CrossRef]

10. Rigler, M.W.; Longo, W.E. Emission of diacetyl (2, 3 butanedione) from natural butter, microwave popcorn
butter flavor powder, paste, and liquid products. Int. J. Occup. Environ. Health 2010, 16, 291–302. [CrossRef]

11. Geiss, O.; Bianchi, I.; Barahona, F.; Barrero-Moreno, J. Characterisation of mainstream and passive vapours
emitted by selected electronic cigarettes. Int. J. Hyg. Environ. Health 2015, 218, 169–180. [CrossRef]

12. Geiss, O.; Bianchi, I.; Barrero-Moreno, J. Correlation of volatile carbonyl yields emitted by e-cigarettes with
the temperature of the heating coil and the perceived sensorial quality of the generated vapours. Int. J. Hyg.
Environ. Health 2016, 219, 268–277. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Gillman, I.; Kistler, K.; Stewart, E.; Paolantonio, A. Effect of variable power levels on the yield of total aerosol
mass and formation of aldehydes in e-cigarette aerosols. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2016, 75, 58–65. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

14. Kosmider, L.; Sobczak, A.; Fik, M.; Knysak, J.; Zaciera, M.; Kurek, J.; Goniewicz, M.L. Carbonyl compounds
in electronic cigarette vapors—Effects of nicotine solvent and battery output voltage. Nicotine Tob. Res. 2014,
16, 1319–1326. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Uchiyama, S.; Senoo, Y.; Hayashida, H.; Inaba, Y.; Nakagome, H.; Kunugita, N. Determination of Chemical
compounds generated from Second-generation E-cigarettes using a Sorbent Cartridge followed by a Two-step
Elution Method. Anal. Sci. 2016, 32, 549–555. [CrossRef]

16. Wang, P.; Chen, W.; Liao, J.; Matsuo, T.; Ito, K.; Fowles, J.; Shusterman, D.; Mendell, M.; Kumagai, K.
A Device-Independent Evaluation of Carbonyl Emissions from Heated Electronic Cigarette Solvents.
PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0169811. [CrossRef]

17. Ogunwale, M.A.; Li, M.; Ramakrishnam Raju, M.V.; Chen, Y.; Nantz, M.H.; Conklin, D.J.; Fu, X.-A. Aldehyde
Detection in Electronic Cigarette Aerosols. ACS Omega 2017, 2, 1207–1214. [CrossRef]

18. Baker, R.R.; Massey, E.D.; Smith, G. An overview of the effects of tobacco ingredients on smoke chemistry
and toxicity. Food Chem. Toxicol. 2004, 42, 53–83. [CrossRef]

19. Khlystov, A.; Samburova, V. Flavoring compounds dominate toxic aldehyde production during e-cigarette
vaping. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2016, 50, 13080–13085. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Qu, Y.; Kim, K.-H.; Szulejko, J.E. The effect of flavor content in e-liquids on e-cigarette emissions of carbonyl
compounds. Environ. Res. 2018, 166, 324–333. [CrossRef]

21. Jensen, R.P.; Strongin, R.M.; Peyton, D.H. Solvent chemistry in the electronic cigarette reaction vessel. Sci. Rep.
2017, 7, 42549. [CrossRef]

22. EL-Hellani, A.; Salman, R.; El-Hage, R.; Talih, S.; Malek, N.; Baalbaki, R.; Karaoghlanian, N.; Nakkash, R.;
Shihadeh, A.; Saliba, N.A. Nicotine and carbonyl emissions from popular electronic cigarette products:
Correlation to liquid composition and design characteristics. Nicotine Tob. Res. 2018, 20, 215–223. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2012-050859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23467656
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0668.2012.00792.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22672560
http://dx.doi.org/10.2116/analsci.29.1219
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24334991
https://www.epa.gov/iris
http://dx.doi.org/10.1078/1438-4639-00099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.reprotox.2012.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tiv.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1510185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1179/oeh.2010.16.3.291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheh.2014.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheh.2016.01.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26847410
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2015.12.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26743740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntu078
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24832759
http://dx.doi.org/10.2116/analsci.32.549
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169811
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.6b00489
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2004.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b05145
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27934275
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2018.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep42549
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntw280
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27798087


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 5650 13 of 14

23. Zhao, T.; Shu, S.; Guo, Q.; Zhu, Y. Effects of design parameters and puff topography on heating coil
temperature and mainstream aerosols in electronic cigarettes. Atmos. Environ. 2016, 134, 61–69. [CrossRef]

24. Flora, J.W.; Wilkinson, C.T.; Wilkinson, J.W.; Lipowicz, P.J.; Skapars, J.A.; Anderson, A.; Miller, J.H. Method
for the Determination of Carbonyl Compounds in E-Cigarette Aerosols. J. Chromatogr. Sci. 2017, 55, 142–148.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Beauval, N.; Antherieu, S.; Soyez, M.; Gengler, N.; Grova, N.; Howsam, M.; Hardy, E.M.; Fischer, M.;
Appenzeller, B.M.; Goossens, J.-F. Chemical evaluation of electronic cigarettes: Multicomponent analysis of
liquid refills and their corresponding aerosols. J. Anal. Toxicol. 2017, 41, 670–678. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. CORESTA. Method No. 81—Routine Analytical Machine for E-Cigarette Aerosol Generation and
Collection—Definitions and Standard Conditions (CRM Developed into ISO 20768:2018); Cooperation Centre for
Scientific Research Relative to Tobacco: Paris, France, 2015.

27. Son, Y.; Weisel, C.; Wackowski, O.; Mainelis, G.; Schwander, S.; Delnevo, C.; Kipen, H.; Meng, Q. Evaluation
of e-vapor nicotine and nicotyrine concentrations emitted under various e-liquid compositions, device
settings and vaping topographies. Chem. Res. Toxicol. 2018, 31, 861–868. [CrossRef]

28. Son, Y.; Mishin, V.; Laskin, J.D.; Mainelis, G.; Wackowski, O.A.; Delnevo, C.; Schwander, S.; Khlystov, A.;
Samburova, V.; Meng, Q. Hydroxyl Radicals in E-Cigarette Vapor and E-Vapor Oxidative Potentials under
Different Vaping Patterns. Chem. Res. Toxicol. 2019, 32, 1087–1095. [CrossRef]

29. Son, Y.; Mainelis, G.; Delnevo, C.; Wackowski, O.A.; Schwander, S.; Meng, Q. Investigating E-Cigarette
Particle Emissions and Human Airway Depositions under Various E-Cigarette-Use Conditions. Chem. Res.
Toxicol. 2019, 33, 343–352. [CrossRef]

30. Behar, R.Z.; Hua, M.; Talbot, P. Puffing Topography and Nicotine Intake of Electronic Cigarette Users.
PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0117222. [CrossRef]

31. Dautzenberg, B.; Bricard, D. Real-Time Characterization of E-Cigarettes Use: The 1 Million Puffs Study.
J. Addict. Res. Ther. 2015, 6, 1–5. [CrossRef]

32. Meng, Q.; Schwander, S.; Son, Y.; Rivas, C.; Delnevo, C.; Graber, J.; Giovenco, D.; Bruen, U.; Mathew, R.;
Robson, M. Has the mist been peered through? Revisiting the building blocks of human health risk
assessment for electronic cigarette use. Hum. Ecol. Risk Assess. Int. J. 2016, 22, 558–579. [CrossRef]

33. Norton, K.J.; June, K.M.; O’Connor, R.J. Initial puffing behaviors and subjective responses differ between an
electronic nicotine delivery system and traditional cigarettes. Tob. Induc. Dis. 2014, 12, 17. [CrossRef]

34. Robinson, R.; Hensel, E.; Morabito, P.; Roundtree, K. Electronic cigarette topography in the natural
environment. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0129296. [CrossRef]

35. Spindle, T.R.; Breland, A.B.; Karaoghlanian, N.V.; Shihadeh, A.L.; Eissenberg, T. Preliminary results of an
examination of electronic cigarette user puff topography: The effect of a mouthpiece-based topography
measurement device on plasma nicotine and subjective effects. Nicotine Tob. Res. 2014, 17, 142–149. [CrossRef]

36. Hua, M.; Yip, H.; Talbot, P. Mining data on usage of electronic nicotine delivery systems (ENDS) from
YouTube videos. Tob. Control. 2013, 22, 103–106. [CrossRef]

37. Farsalinos, K.E.; Kistler, K.A.; Gillman, G.; Voudris, V. Evaluation of electronic cigarette liquids and aerosol
for the presence of selected inhalation toxins. Nicotine Tob. Res. 2014, 17, 168–174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Etter, J.F.; Zäther, E.; Svensson, S. Analysis of refill liquids for electronic cigarettes. Addiction 2013, 108,
1671–1679. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. ELiquidRecipes. e-Liquid Recipes. Available online: http://e-liquid-recipes.com/ (accessed on 20 June 2020).
40. US EPA. Compendium Method TO-11A: Determination of Formaldehyde in Ambient Air Using Adsorbent Cartridge

Followed by High. Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC) [Active Sampling Methodology], 2nd ed.;
(EPA/625/R-96/010b); Center for Environmental Research Information Office of Research and Development,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Cincinnati, OH, USA, 1999.

41. NIOSH. Criteria for a Recommended Standard: Occupational Exposure to Diacetyl and 2,3-pentanedione DHHS
(NIOSH) Publication No. 2016-111; Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health: Cincinnati, OH, USA, 2016.

42. Lin, Y.-C. Catalytic valorization of glycerol to hydrogen and syngas. Int. J. Hydrog. Energy 2013, 38, 2678–2700.
[CrossRef]

43. Díaz, E.; Sad, M.E.; Iglesia, E. Homogeneous oxidation reactions of propanediols at low temperatures.
ChemSusChem 2010, 3, 1063–1070. [CrossRef]

44. Miner, C.S.; Dalton, N.N. Glycerol; Reinhold Pub. Corp.: New York, NY, USA, 1953.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2016.03.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chromsci/bmw157
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28087758
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jat/bkx054
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28985322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrestox.8b00063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrestox.8b00400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrestox.9b00243
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117222
http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2155-6105.1000229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10807039.2015.1100064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1617-9625-12-17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0129296
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntu186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2011-050226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntu176
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25180080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/add.12235
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23701634
http://e-liquid-recipes.com/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2012.12.079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cssc.201000142


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 5650 14 of 14

45. Son, Y.; Bhattarai, C.; Samburova, V.; Khlystov, A. Carbonyls and Carbon Monoxide Emissions from Electronic
Cigarettes Affected by Device Type and Use Patterns. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 2767.
[CrossRef]

46. Uchiyama, S.; Noguchi, M.; Sato, A.; Ishitsuka, M.; Inaba, Y.; Kunugita, N. Determination of Thermal
Decomposition Products Generated from E-cigarettes. Chem. Res. Toxicol. 2020, 33, 576–583. [CrossRef]

47. Farsalinos, K.E.; Kistler, K.A.; Pennington, A.; Spyrou, A.; Kouretas, D.; Gillman, G. Aldehyde levels in
e-cigarette aerosol: Findings from a replication study and from use of a new-generation device. Food Chem.
Toxicol. 2018, 111, 64–70. [CrossRef]

48. Farsalinos, K.E.; Voudris, V.; Poulas, K. E-cigarettes generate high levels of aldehydes only in ‘dry
puff’conditions. Addiction 2015, 110, 1352–1356. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Sleiman, M.; Logue, J.M.; Montesinos, V.N.; Russell, M.L.; Litter, M.I.; Gundel, L.A.; Destaillats, H. Emissions
from electronic cigarettes: Key parameters affecting the release of harmful chemicals. Environ. Sci. Technol.
2016, 50, 9644–9651. [CrossRef]

50. Fujioka, K.; Shibamoto, T. Determination of toxic carbonyl compounds in cigarette smoke. Environ. Toxicol.
2006, 21, 47–54. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Moir, D.; Rickert, W.S.; Levasseur, G.; Larose, Y.; Maertens, R.; White, P.; Desjardins, S. A comparison of
mainstream and sidestream marijuana and tobacco cigarette smoke produced under two machine smoking
conditions. Chem. Res. Toxicol. 2007, 21, 494–502. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. IARC. IARC Monographs on the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans Volume 83. In Tobacco Smoke
and Involuntary Smoking; World Health Organization, International Agency for Research on Cancer: Lyon,
France, 2004.

53. Tierney, P.A.; Karpinski, C.D.; Brown, J.E.; Luo, W.; Pankow, J.F. Flavour chemicals in electronic cigarette
fluids. Tob. Control. 2015, 25, e10–e15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. McAdam, K.; Vas, C.; Waters, G.; Margham, J.; Costigan, S.; Liu, C.; Proctor, C. Diacetyl in e-cigarettes:
Sources, stability and aerosol transfer. In Proceedings of the SRNT 23rd Annual Meeting, Firenze Fiera
Congress & Exhibition Center, Florence, Italy, 8–11 March 2017.

55. Morgan, D.L.; Flake, G.P.; Kirby, P.J.; Palmer, S.M. Respiratory toxicity of diacetyl in C57BL/6 mice. Toxicol. Sci.
2008, 103, 169–180. [CrossRef]

56. Lee, W.H.; Ong, S.-G.; Zhou, Y.; Tian, L.; Bae, H.R.; Baker, N.; Whitlatch, A.; Mohammadi, L.; Guo, H.;
Nadeau, K.C. Modeling Cardiovascular Risks of E-Cigarettes with Human-Induced Pluripotent Stem
Cell–Derived Endothelial Cells. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 2019, 73, 2722–2737. [CrossRef]

57. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. Public Health Consequences of E-Cigarettes;
National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2018.

58. Jamal, A.; Phillips, E.; Gentzke, A.S.; Homa, D.M.; Babb, S.D.; King, B.A.; Neff, L.J. Current cigarette smoking
among adults—United States, 2016. Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. 2018, 67, 53. [CrossRef]

59. Shangari, N.; O’Brien, P.J. The cytotoxic mechanism of glyoxal involves oxidative stress. Biochem. Pharmacol.
2004, 68, 1433–1442. [CrossRef]

60. US EPA. Toxicological Review of Acrylamide (CAS No. 7906-1) in Support of Summary Information on the Integrated
Risk Information System (IRIS); U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.

61. Yasuhara, A.; Tanaka, Y.; Hengel, M.; Shibamoto, T. Gas chromatographic investigation of acrylamide
formation in browning model systems. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2003, 51, 3999–4003. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Schulte-Ladbeck, R.; Lindahl, R.; Levin, J.-O.; Karst, U. Characterization of chemical interferences in the
determination of unsaturated aldehydes using aromatic hydrazine reagents and liquid chromatography.
J. Environ. Monit. 2001, 3, 306–310. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. FDA. Enforcement Priorities for Electronic Nicotine Delivery System (ENDS) and Other Deemed Products on the
Market. Without Premarket Authorization (FDA-2019-D-0661); Center for Tobacco Products, Food and Drug
Administration: Silver Spring, MD, USA, 2020.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17082767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrestox.9b00410
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2017.11.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/add.12942
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25996087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b01741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tox.20153
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16463255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/tx700275p
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18062674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2014-052175
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25877377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/kfn016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2019.03.476
http://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6702a1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bcp.2004.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jf0300947
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12822936
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b101354h
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11432268
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	E-Vapor Generation Conditions and Materials 
	Carbonyl Collection and Analysis 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	The Impact of E-Liquid Base Materials and Power Outputs 
	The Impact of E-Liquid Base Materials and Power Outputs 
	The Impact of Vaping Topography 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

