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| am writing on behalf of the Three Towns Partnership Board, who received a presentation regarding the above
consultatioh on 22™ March 2012 and agreed to provide a letter of support at the apprapriate time.

AAP’s are key ways of working with local people. Each AAP is made up of an area forum and an area board to identify
and tackle jssues in local communities. AAP's then put plans and actions in place to deliver services where they are
needed mgst. There are 14 partnerships across County Durham, each with a board made up of elected members from
organisations such as the county council, town and parish councils, and health, police and fire brigade, community and
voluntary groups, and the public. Three Towns Partnership is the AAP which covers the area of Crook, Willington and
Tow Law ahd the sumrounding areas

We would {like to express our strong support for measures to introduce plain, standardised packaging for all tobacco
products in|the UK as part of the current Government consultation.

We fully support introducing here in the UK the same type of plain packaging that is being implemented in Australia in
December 2012 - tobacco products with no branding, a uniform colour and standard font and text for writing on the pack.
We believe these would bring public health benefits over and above those from current initiatives in the UK.

Around 340,000 children in the UK try their first cigarette every year. Smoking starts not as an adult choice but in
childhood through experimentation, at an age when children have little grasp of the health risks from middle age nor the
speed witI}rwhich addiction takes hold. The average age for smokers starting in the North East is just 15, with 43% of
smokers starting between the ages of 10 and 14. :

Smoking still remains the largest cause of premature death, disease and health inequalities in the North East, killing 11
people a d§y and costing at least £210m a year to the NHS and economy through treating smoking related conditions,
second hand smoke and the loss to businesses through smoking related sickness and absenteeism. Within County
Durham the cost is estimated to be £21 miillion a year and smoking attributable deaths in County Durham are higher than
the north east average.

Based on this level of harm to individuals, our communities and the North East region, we believe plain, standardised
- packaging of tobacco products te be a proportionate response that would:

¢ Discourage young people from starting to smoke — tobacco firms invest huge sums of money into advertising and
marketing their products to recruit new customers, who are nearly always children. Branded tobacco products are




viewed as more appealing among young people than plain, standardised packs, which are viewed as less
atfractive, cantaining more poisons and of poorer taste.

» Encourage people to stop smoking — plain, standardised packs communicate the harms of smoking far more
effectively than branded products, with the health messages more obvious. Packs in the white or silver colours of
former “low tar” brands give the false impression to smokers that they can minimise the risks of their smoking,
delaying or replacing quitting intentions.

» Discourage peopie who have quit or are trying to quit smoking from relapsing — the temptation of brands increase
the pressure on former smokers not to stay quit.

+ Reduce psople’s exposure to smoke from tobacco products.

Having seen these cigarstte packaging the AAP believes it is wrong that a product that contains over 4000 chemicals,
including &t least 80 known to cause cancer, is currently marketed through these innovative, colourful packaging, similar
to the way|breakfast cereals, energy drinks or confectionary are marketed.

There is within the AAP high public support to protect children from fobacco marketing and do more to discourage
children from taking up smoking. We therefore call for Government action to adopt this measure and help to make .
smoking history for our children.

Yours faithfully,

AAP Coordinator
Three Towns Partnership
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Principal AAP Co-ordinator

on behalf of NN — Chair of 4 Together Partnership
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SUBMISSION SUPPORTING PLAIN, STANDARDISED
PACKAGING OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS

To . osi.qov. uk -

The 4 Together Partnership (Durham County Councif's Area Action Partnership
coyering the settlements of Ferryhill, Chilton, West Cornforth and Bishop Middleham)
held its’ Board meeting on 11" July where the campaign was discussed.

We would like o express our strong support for measures to infroduce plain,
standardised packaging for ali tobacco products in the UK as part of the current
Gavernment consuitation.

We fully support introducing here in the UK the same type of plain packaging that is
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Discourage young people from starting fo smoke — tobacco firms invest huge
sums of money into advertising and marketing their products to recruit new
customers, who are nearly. always children. Branded tobacco products are
viewed as more appealing among young people than plain, standardised
packs, which are viewed as less attractive, containing more poisons and of
poorer taste.

Encourage people to stop smoking — plain, standardised packs communicate
the harms of smoking far more effectively than branded products, with the
health messages more obvious. Packs in the white or silver colours of former
“low tar” brands give the false impression to smokers that they can minimise
the risks of their smoking, delaying or replacing quitting intentions.

Discourage people who have quit or are trying to quit smoking from relapsing
— the temptation of brands increase the pressure on former smokers not to
stay quit. ' '
Reduce people’s exposure to smoke from tobacco products.

ving seen these cigarette packaging the AAP believes it is wrong that a product
t contains over 4000 chemicals, including at least 80 known to cause cancer, is

currently marketed through these innovative, colourful packaging, similar to the way
breakfast cereals, energy drinks or confectionary are marketed.
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marketing and do more to discourage children from taking up smoking. We therefore
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our children.

Yqurs faithfully

4 Together Partnership Chair
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Introduction :

The Alliance Party fully supports the introduction of standardised packaging of all
toblacco products including cigarettes and hand-rolling tobacco. These are
commitments that we have made in our recent election manifestos.

Smoking is well known to be a major preventable causc of morbidity and mortality.
Thus the prevention of taking up smoking and aiding cessation of smoking by the
stdndardising packaging initiative is a clear public health issue.

Government action : .

Alliance supports the British Heart Foundation’s call for the UK Government to
introduce a tobacco plain packaging bill into Parliament and seek amendments fo the
EU Tobacco Products Directive to enable large front-of-pack picture health warnings.

Tt is possible for the UK to legislate for standardised packaging. However in order for
pictorial health warnings to be introduced on the front of packs, the EU Tobacco
Products Directive will need amendment. Attention should be given to this fact as the
Directive is due to bec updated by 2014.

e branding on tobacco packaging. Furthermore ‘tobacco’ signs in stores such as
ajor supermarkets, which hang at the sales point to advertise tobacco should have to
cTrry a health warning just like the products.
The United Nations (UN) and the World Health Organisation (WHO) take tobacco
control extremely seriously. The United Nations Economic and Social Council
(iECOSOC) adopted a landmark resolution in 7012 on tobacco control. The resolution
includes further emphasis on the obligation of Parties to the WHO Framework
onvention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) to set up comprehensive, multi-sectoral
tional control strategies, plans and programmes of tobacco control. The FCTC,
hich is ratified by the UK, came into force in 2005 and calls on all parties to cnact
and undertake comprehensive bans on tobacco promotion, advertising and
sponsorship. It is therefore an anomaly to allow cigarette packaging in the UK to
dontinue as a means of tobacco promotion.

:%Miance calls for the removal of the last form of legal tobacco advertising which is
i




" Impact of smoking on health

Thé BMA states on their website that smoking is still a leading cause of discase and
death with NHS costs in the UK estimated at £2.7 billion per year and costs to the
wider UK economy at around £2.5 billion in sick leave and lost productivity.

Acpording to the Cancer Research UK website, 100,000 deaths per year in the UK are
dué to tobacco. Furthermore 8 out of 10 smokers start before the age of 19.

Cahcer Research UK also states that smoking accounts for one in four UK cancer
deaths, nearly a fifth of all cancer cases and that smoking kills five times morc people
than road accidents, overdoses, murder, suicide and HIV all put together.

Smoking causes more than four in five cases of lung cancers which is the most
common cause of death from cancer in the UK. If smoking is given up in time most of
these dcaths are preventable. Smoking also increases risk in cancers of the mouth,
pharynx, larynx, nose and sinuses, oesophagus, stomach, liver, pancreas, bladder,
kidney, bowel and cervix as well as some types of leukaemia and one type of ovarian
cahcer. There is also evidence that smoking may increase the risk of breast cancer.

Smoking is a major risk for coronary heart disease and is a risk factor in acute
myocardial infarction and sudden death (DHSSPSNI Service Framework for
Chrdiovascular Health and Wellbeing 2009) and a main risk factor for chronic
respiratory diseases (WHO).

ile prevalence of smoking has declined overall it is of significance that the
percentage reduction for young females is smaller, while the rate of smoking is also

pllroportionally linked to socio-economic inequalities.

evention: Standardised tobacco packag_iﬁg will discourage taking up smoking
he Alliance Party believes that standardised tobacco packaging would contribute to
'x‘nproving public health by discouraging young people from taking up smoking.
By the age of 15 around 1 in 8 children have become regular smokers (Cancer
R[esearch UK Website).

tandardised packaging of tobacco products is highly likely to reduce the appeal of
iparettes to children and young people. Bright colours arc attractive to children and
oung people and the shape, depth and styling of packets, for example slim line
Racks, can add to the use of cigarette packs as status symbols and imply glamour.
Research on this factor has been validated or cited by a number of organisations — for
e!xample the BMA in their 2010 General Election Manifesto and the British Health
“oundation in their publication ‘The Plain Truth’. Furthermore the Cancer Research
K website states that “packets are designed to be aftractive and communicate the
ersonality’ of a brand. They can act as ‘badge products’ and an extension of a
person’s identity.’

Aside from the research it is common sense that standardised size, shape and
hnattractive coloration on packs will reduce appeal.




Eayly intervention: Standardised tobacco packaging will encourage people to
give up smoking

The Alliance Party agrees that the introduction of standardised tobacco packaging
would contribute to improving public health by encouraging people to give up
smoking and by discouraging people who have quit or are trying to quit smoking from
relapsing.

Pegple who have been smoking for some time may require cessation services to assist
thetn in giving up smoking. However the reduced appeal of standardised tobacco
packaging will provide an additional motivation to those who wish to quit or who
have alrcady quit and wish to avoid relapse. Clearly purchasing a dull pack is not
going to provide the same positive feeling as purchasing a bright attractive pack. This
has been validated by research cited by the British Heart Foundation.

Misleading issues such as light coloured packs mistakenly being thought of as
providing a healthier product will be eliminated (Cancer Research UK website).

Reduction in exposure to smoke from tobacco products/reduction in appeal to
consumers

Children and young people are less likely to purchase dull coloured standardiscd
cigarette packs and so their exposure to tobacco smoke from their own smoking or
their peers smoking will be reduced. Furthermore children and adults alike will
benefit from the impact of standardised packaging on the purchasing habits of adult
srhokers who will be encouraged to quit or avoid a relapse into smoking habits by
standardised packaging which is uninteresting, lacking in style by uniformity of shape
and showing health warnings which stand out to greater effcet on such packaging. As
standardised packaging reduces the prevalence of smoking in socicty, children and
young people in particular will be further protected from the health risks associated
with passive smoking. '

Increase in the effectiveness of health warnings on packets

calth warnings must be clear and unambiguous. It is imperative that health warnings
ate of a size and clarity to have maximum impact at first glance by the consumer. It is
important to understand that branding on cigarette packs reduces the clarity and
effectiveness of health warnings.

S| andardised packaging provides the opportunity to ensure that health warnings are
the single most noticcable wording on the packets. Any standardised coloration used

must allow the wording of warnings to be clearly visible.

As cited above Alliance supports the call for the introduction of large front-of pack
picture warnings. Such picture warnings must be decided after all age consumer
rbsearch to ensure that the correct picture/s is selected to have the desired negative
effect. '

$educe the ability of tobacco packaging to mislead consumers about the harmful

effects of smoking

Standardised packaging of tobacco products should be designed to eliminatc
onsumers being misled as to the effects of smoking. Currently it is possible for
randing to include light colours and/or slim line packs which can be misinterpreted



as 4n indication of healthier products (Cancer Rescarch UK website). Furthermore
gold and silver packaging which has been used to imply ‘lighter’ or lower tar products
will no longer be able to be used. If all the packs are the same colour and shape the
potential for consumers to be misled will be removed.

As|cited above, it is also important (o understand that branding on cigarette packs
reduces the clarity and effectiveness of health warnings.

Effect on tobacco-related attitudes, beliefs, intentions and behaviours of children
angd young people ‘
Relducing the appeal of packaging will also reduce the appeal of an imagined lifestyle
associated with branded packaging variations. Suggestions of glamour, style,
popularity and sophistication will be climinated. The aim of changing attitudes to
tobacco products should be evaluated to ensure that the standardised packaging
selected continues to be effective.

Reducing health inequalities

The rate of stnoking is known to be higher in areas of socio-economic deprivation.
Furthermore smoking is at a higher prevalence among people with a mental health
problem and poor physical health is known to increase the risk of mental illness (No
Health without Public Mental Health Royal College of Psychiatrists Position
Statement PS4/2010). Removing the last method by which tobacco products can be
promoted and thercby fundamentally reducing their appeal will allow a major positive
impact on the health inequalities suffered by the most vulnerable in society.

Conclusion _

Alliance regards this issue as a straightforward public health issue. We do not believe
that a balanced solution that takes into account retail or industrial considerations is
necessary or appropriate. Smoking is taking lives and creating its own financial,
economic and social costs for society, and measures to effectively deter smoking arc
therefore critical.
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26 July 2012

Dear|Sirs

Response to the Consultanon on Standardised Packaging of Tobacco Products (United
Kingdom scope)

1 am| responding on behalf of API Group ple, a manufacturer of foils, films and laminated
matetials used to cnhance and differentiate the packaging of premium consumer goods. Out of a
total global workforce of around 550, we employ some 350 people in the UK at locatons in
North West England and Scotland.

As a|medium sized enterptise engaged in manufacturmg in the UK, API is cxactly the type of
company which the Coalition claims is central to its economic strategy.

Government has a responsibility to take our views on plain packaging into account since our
businiess would be directly affected by any decision. Whilst a small value of our sales ate invoiced
direct to tobacco companies, approximately 30% of Group tutnover and almost 40% of turnover
from| UK operations is supplicd to printer/converters for incorporation into tobacco packaging.
This market would be dosed to us if a plain packaging regime came into effect.

In addition to our direct business interest in the outcome of any decision on plain packaging, we
also have relevant expertise Lo contribute to the Department of Health’s deliberations; relating to
packaging design and production and, specifically through our Security Holographics division,
the threats and solutions associated with the trade in countetfcit goods.

Whilst we have links to tobacco companies through our supply position, API does not receive
any funding from the tobacco industry.

We are happy for our response to be identified in the summarty repott of consultalion responses.

API \supports option 1 of the consultation, to maintain the status quo for tobacco

packaging,

We note the statement in the Impact Assessment accompanying the Consultation, that “for
tobageo control policies to be justified, the impact on smoking behaviour and the consequent
improvement in health need to be sufficiently large to justify the related costs.” In our
considered view, plain packaging comprehensively fails to satisfy that critetia.

Registered Office: Sccond Avenue, Poynton Industrial Estate, Poynton, Stockport, Cheshire SK12 IND, Uaited Kingdom
i Registered in England No 169248 VAT no GB 243 2900 86
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Yout attention is drawn to APD’s critique of the Doll commissioned study “Plain Tobacco
Pacliaging: A Systermnatic Review” which exposes as wholly misleading, the impression given that
the fscientfic’ evidence base supports the case for plain packaging on grounds of health
promiotion. ‘the reality is that the impact of plain packaging on levels of smoking, including
t young people, is a matter of pute speculation.

en greater concetn is the potential for a significant risc in the level of counterfeit and illicit
tradg in the tobacco matket which, as well as having scrious cconomic and social consequences,
thregtens to set the health agenda backwards and cven risks the government losing effective
control of anti-smoking policy.

Finally, there would be setious implications for business from a decision to press ahead with such
a coptentious measure. Especially in today’s cconomic cnvironment, there is no place for ill-
thought through and disproportionate regulation, which would destroy hundreds if not
thousands of valuable manufacturing jobs, risk getling bogged down in legal and trade disputes
and send a message to the wotld that the UK cannot be relicd upon to stand up for vital propetrty
rights and freedoms.

APT’s objections to plain packaging are more fully set out in the attached submission.

As a alternative approach to policy development in this atea, it is suggested that the Department
of Health commission 2 thorough and objective review of the expetience of existing tobacco
conttol measures from the UK and around the world combined with deep research into the
behaviour of people who engage in smoking (and similar unhcalthy activities) despite being fully
informed of the dangers. In the meandime, the government is encouraged to concentrate on
coforcing and reinforcing existing age restrictions for the purchase of tobacco and on fighting the
illicit trade. -

‘Lhis| submission should be considered separately to the 256 individual responses to the
conspltation which you will have received under sepatate cover on behalf of our UK employces.

Youts sincetely
"/

Andrew Turner
Chief Executive Officer

Andzew. lurner@apigroup.com

Consiltation on standardised tobacco packaging Response by API Group ple, July 2012
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Response to the UK Government Consultation on Standardised Packaging
of Tobacco Products by API Group plc, July 2012 '

pa—y
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Health Implications of Plain Packaging
1.1.| Increase in Illicit Trade

According to HMRC, illicit trade already accounts for 27% of tobacco consumption in the
UK |despite strenuous efforts to counter it by legitimate producers and the enforcement
authorities. Counterfeits comprise 48% of seizures by enforcement authoritics.

Defence against counterfeits. Relating to packaging, three key strategies are employed to
defend against counterfeiters:

(i). |Packaging is made difficult to copy by employing specialist, high cost technologies such
as gravure printing, high tolerance embossing, special finishes & effects and innovative
carton constructions;

(i1). Designs arc changed on a regular basis, or as requu*ed as a way of moving the goalposts
i or counterfciters;
(iii).

ackaging is used to differentiate brands and create associated perceived value which
¢onsumers are willing to pay premium prices for. That perceived value represents a
barrier to trading down to lower priced product and to iilicit alternatives.

Deceiving consumers. With all the complexity and subtlety removed from packaging
designs, retailers and consumers will find it impossible to distinguish between genuine and
fake| goods. Even frading standards officers and other enforcement personnel will find
identifying counterfeits significantly more difficult, having to rely solely on expensive and
labopr intensive covert authentication technologies.

Ease of copying / counterfeiters’ economies of scale. The likely formats of standardised
packaging will be easy to produce by commonly available printing and conversion techniques
with| no requirement for the many specialised technologies which are in use today. This will
significantly reduce the investment required by counterfeiters to gain access to the market and
any jnvestment made by them in prmtlng and packaging equipment could be leveraged across
the total market volume.

No practical remedy would be available if counterfeit product started to swamp the market
under a plain packaging regime. Whereas currently, brands have to be picked off one at a
time{and pack designs can be changed if a counterfeit alternative gains a foothold.

Trading down to illicit product. The de-sensitisation of consumers to the value of brands is
equdlly important to the encouragement of the illicit tradc. If consumers losc their
recognition of the premium value of genuine product, they will be much more inclined to buy
indiscriminately through the black market. API has considerable expertise in the use of overt
authentication devices such as holograms, but these can only be effective when consumers are
both| cducated and motivated to use them.

Health consequences. A major increase in illicit trade would have devastating consequences
for public health, with tobacco falling increasingly outside the reach of tobacco control

Consultation on standardised tohaceo packaging Response by API Group ple, July 2012
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‘regulations, including high prices through taxation, rcstrictions on sale to under-18s and
control on ingredients. Thus, plain packaging could prove completely counter-productive;
driving tobacco into the same territory as drugs, increasing availability to young people,
encopraging consumption through lower prices and exposing smokers to the heightened
dangers of illegally manufactured product.

1.2,

Smoking Behaviour and Smoking Initiation by Young People

Plain Tobacco Packaging: A Systematic Review. A review of evidence on the potential
impdct of plain packaging on tobacco consumption has been commissioned by the DoH in the
form| of the PHRC report “Plain Tobacco Packaging: A Systematic Review”. A critique of
that review by API is appended to this submission and in summary makes the following
observations:

In

o evidence is considered (because none exists) on the impact of plain packaging on
moking behaviour in the real world;

w3

no evidence is presented to establish a link between findings on attitudes and reactions to
plain packaging from predictive studies and the desired changes in smoker behaviour;

evidence and conclusions from the review relating specifically to young people are
eoligible; ' '

=]

v

¢ing drawn at random from the general public, the vast majority of study samples are
paded with committed non-smokers and therefore not representative of the target
opulation of the proposed policy, ie smokers and young people;

=

ﬂii single convincing result from the review is that branded packs are generally more
attractive than the plain alternatives; which is no more than a statement of the obvious and
¢lls us nothing about plain packaging’s impact on the appcal of smoking itself;

[

results regarding the impact of plain packaging on the salience of health warnings are at
best mixed. On closer scrutiny, of for example the relative size of the various studies, it
can be seen that the evidence in favour of plain packaging is in fact negligible. This is not
sprprising given the real life experience when textual warnings were supplemented by
esome images with similar objectives to plain packaging (see below);

results regarding the impact of plain packaging on the perception of harm and strength
ere described even in the rcport in no more convincing terms than “mixed”. A simple
analysis of study outcomes shows only 41% in favour of plain packaging, with 23%

o ncluding that branded packs communicate harm and strength better than plain ones!

on “smoking-related attitudes, beliefs, intentions & behaviour” the overall pattern of
ndings was again described as “mixed” and participant levels in studies yielding positive
results on intentions were only 13% of those saying plain packaging would make ‘no
difference’ at all.

s ary, the review of evidence provides no sound basis for believing that plain

ackaging would have any impact whatsocver on smoking behaviour or rates of consumption.

Consultation on standardised tobacco packaging Response by API Group ple, July 2012
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Evidence from Previous Packaging-related Regulations. “Plain Tobacco Packaging: A
Systematic Review” completely ignores the evidence on the impact of previous packaging-
related measures, despite this having much greater credibility than predictive studies on
reactjons to plamn packaging:

A PHRC report from 2010 commissioncd by the DoH, “Evaluating the impact of Picture

Heal

h Warnings”, concluded that “the range and depth of knowledge about the health risks of

smoking did not change after the pictures were introduced ... and ...there were very few
smoking-related behaviour changes observed after the pictures were introduced”.

A major';worldwide study conducted by the international audit firm Deloitte, published in

May

2012 found that “packaging regulation, including increasing the size of health warnings

and presence of graphic images, has not had any statistically significant impact on tobacco

consy

imption.” This conclusion is supported by UK data on smoking prevalence which shows

no change since picture health warnings and restrictions on the use of product descriptors

cameg

into effect.

Any objective analysis of the potential health impact of plain packaging is defective without
consideration of this experience.

1.3.

The
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Impact over and above Existing Tobacco Control Measures

population is already well informed about the health risks associated with smoking.
oriunities 10 buy tobacco products or to smoke are significantly restricted. At paragraph
f the Consultation document it is stated that the DoH “wants to explore whether [plain
nging] has the potential to bring public health benefits over and above those expected to
e from existing tobacco control initiatives”. This question cannot be addressed until the
ct of those existing initiatives has first been cvaluated.

! display ban. The implementation of the Tobacco Advertising and Promotion
lations 2011 is not due to be completed until April 2015. There is obvious duplication
een this measure and the plain packaging initiative. The retail display ban will render
co products substantially invisible prior to purchase, removing the major situation wherc
aging could impact consumer behaviour. There is significant overlap between the
ded effects of the display ban and of plain packaging and it is self evident that there is
to be gained by removing the branding on packaging which is in any case hidden from
c view. In any case, government has a responsibility to complete and then evaluate the

- Age
third
abou

ct of the display ban before introducing another wave of overlapping regulation.

restrictions. A statistic quoted in the Consultation document on the proportion (two
5) of people who started to smoke as under-18s is misleading in that it tells us nothing
t the situation which exists today. Many of those surveyed will have commenced -

smoking years if not decades ago when social norms, attitudes to smoking and rcgulation

were

completely different.

A more up-to-date picturc of youth smoking is available from the National Centre for Social
Rescarch SDD survey which shows just 5% of under-16s admit to smoking regularly {one or
morg cigarettes per week), down from 9% in 2006. This is strong evidence of progress in
respect of this age group which may be correlated with the increase in the legal age for

Censultation on standardised tobacco packaging Response by API Group ple, July 2012
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purchasing cigarettes from 16 to 18 introduced in October 2007. However, it appears that no
data| has been collated relating specifically to under-18s (rather than under-16s) and no
specific rescarch has been conducted to evaluate and understand the impact of the change in
the age limit. One again, there appears to be an absence of will to gather evidence and learn
froni previous regulatory measures which is in stark contrast to the DoH’s claimed “evidence
based” approach. '

Suffice it to say that if restrictions on sale of tobacco to under-18s were effectively enforced,
plain packaging would have nothing additional to contribute to the reduction in smoking by

young people.

1.4.| Increased Consumption due to Lower Prices

Plain packaging would virtually eliminate the ability of tobacco manufacturcrs to differentiate
theirn brands and to justify premium prices. This would encourage consumers to trade down to
lower priced options and ultimately to illicit product. In a commoditised market, price would
be the only basis for competition and average prices would fall. Iromnically, this would tend to
encqurage greater consumption, Any atternpt by government to make up the difference with
increased taxation would only risk further fuelling the illicit trade by increasing the profits to
be made.

2. Consequences beyond Health Considerations

2.1.| Damage from Increased Illicit Trade — Legitimate Business, Tax, Crime

As gxplained in 1.1. above, plain packaging risks opening the floodgates to counterfeiters and
the llicit trade. This trade threatens to displace volume from legitimate businesses involved
in the manufacture, distribution and retail of tobacco products in the UK (estimated by the
Cogent to employ approximately 72,000 people and contribute £2.1 billion GVA to the
economy). -

The [£12.1 billion per annum currently collected by the Treasury from tobacco duties and
VAT would be jeopardised and significant extra funds would insiead flow into the bank

acc l ts of criminals.

Iicit trade is not just a financial problem; it is also a social one. Organised crime is like a
cancer, tempting the common citizen into collusion through involvement in illegal purchases
and small scale dealing activity, whilst channelling funds into a growing underworld engaged
in drug running, people trafficking, violence, extortion and even terrorism.

2.2.| Distortion of Competition

Given the prohibition on advertising and promotion of tobacco, packaging is virtually the sole
means by which consumers can be informed about, identify and choose between alternative
products. That process, which is integral to the proper functioning of any consumer market,
would be severely curtailed by the standardisation of packaging.

Plain packaging would distort competition by making it impossible for new suppliers,
preducts or brands to gain access to the market. If a new entrant cannot communicate its

Consultation on standardised tobacco packaging - Response by API Group ple, July 2012
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product features or brand identity to consumers and incumbents have overwhelming
econpmies of scale underpinning their pricing capability, the market will become a pure
oligopoly. '

2.3. | Unjust Confiscation of Intellectual Property

Plain packaging legislation would set 2 new precedent for government encroachment into the
markgct for a legal category of consumer goods. The level of restrictions envisaged amounts
to a complete elimination of branding and trademarks and a confiscation of brand owners’
intellectual property. Any such move is certain to be challenged in the national and
international courts. At the very least, brand owners will need to be compensated for their
loss, jat huge cost to the public purse.

24. | Damage to ‘UK pl¢’

The |government has recognised the damaging impact of regulation on busincss and the
econpmy and is committed through its better regulation principles to “reducc the overall
volume of new regulation by introducing legislation only as a last resort”. This policy
mitiative demonstrably fails to comply with those prioritics.

The {dea of plain packaging has been condemned by the International Chamber of Commerce
as “hugely damaging lo inlernational trade”, If the UK were to take a lead in passing such
contentious legislation, showing a blatant disregard for principles of proportionality and
protection of business imterests and property, this country’s reputation would be severely
damaged as a destination for trade, investment and job creation.

2.5. 1 Costto Retailers |

Apart from the difficulties identifying different products at point of sale due to the near
identical nature of each and cvery pack, the major implication of this initiative on retailers
woulh be the loss of volume to the illicit trade. The impact of this loss is not just in the value
of lost tobacco sales but also the multiplier effect on other sales linked to smokers’ footfall.

2,6, | Cost to Packaging Manufacturers & Related Businesses

APT and other sections of the packaging industry will suffer direct loss of sales as a result of a
decii’_gn in favour of plain packaging. Graphics and packaging design companies, suppliers
of special finishes such laminated paperboard & stamping foils (including API) and certain
types of prinling inks would all be excluded from the tobacco sector, as would printers of
overwrap film, bundle-wrap paper and tear tape.

Other elements of the supply chain, such as printers of cartons, pouches & tubs and producers
of printing cylinders and tooling, would see a loss of volume to illicil {rade and a massive
reduction in added value as a result of the commoditisation of packaging.

These supplicrs, who have tens of millions of pounds invested in capabilities dedicated to
meeting the tobacco industry’s unique requirements (including those related directly to
previpus tobacco control regulations) will be left with redundant assets and a significantly
smalli(;r, commoditised and less valuable business.

Consultation on standardised tobacco packaging Response by API Group plec, July 2012




“Plain Tobacco Packaging: A Systematic Review” — A Critique
by Andrew Turner of API Group ple.

1. Evidence Base Fails to Address Policy Objectives

The test for whether plain packaging is justified on health grounds is whether it meets the
policy goal stated in the Consultation document at paragraph 1.1 of “improving public health
by reducing the use of tobacco™.

Theevidence reviewed concems attitudes and reactions to packaging. The revicw fails to
congider evidence for a link between those attitudes and reactions and what rcally matters;
smoking behaviour.

The report fails to mention this critical shortcoming in the Executive Summary, although it is
acknowledged in Section 5.6 on Study Strengths and Limitations, as follows:

“ ... pvidence in the review is largely drawn from correlational studies, which makes it
dtfﬁorult to draw conclusions about expected outcomes. Many of the studies use
hypothetical scenarios, and are therefore not truly able to test how individuals would react or
behqve if plain packaging was to be introduced.

It is plso worth noting that findings regarding smoking-related attitudes, beliefs and
behdviour from both the surveys and qualitative studies in the review are reliant upon self-
report. Without any form of validation (such as validating reported changes in cigarette
consumption) these have quite weak predictive validity.

A cqmmon argument is that plain packaging research can never truly replicate real market
conjitions and, as such, the suggested impacts on consumption, cessation and uptake are so
Jar speculative.”

Again at Section 5.4, the report states:

“Some caution is required in interpreting these findings, as expressed smoking-related
intentions are not always predictive of future smoking behaviour (Ajzen & Madden 1986,
She;ran 2002) and perceptions of the impact of a future policy measure on the behaviour of

others are of course subjective.

2. Evidence Criteria Diluted to the Point of Being Meaningless

Appeal of Tobacce. The Consultation calls for evidence on the value of plain packaging in
“rediicing the appeal of tobacco products to consumers” (Consultation document paragraph
3.2). The review widens the scope to “the appeal of the packaging or product” (Evidence
Review 1.3.1). Related conclusions are presented as having some kind of significance but are
in fact obvious to the point of being banal:

“All these studies found that plain packs were rated as less attractive than branded
equiyalent packs, or were rated as unattractive, by both adults and children. ... the plainer the
pack, the less atiractive” and “... plain packs were perceived to be poorer quality” - Exec
Summary: Appeal of Cigarettes, Packs & Brands '
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It is hardly surprising that branded packaging meets its aims of being attractive and plain
packaging achieves the opposite! All of which has no bearing on whether smoking per s is
perceived as.a less or more appealing activity to engage in.

Perceptions of Harm. Again in the Consultation document, evidence is called for on the
valug of plain packaging in “reducing the ability of tobacco packaging 1o mislead consumers
about the harmful effects of smoking”. If the report’s bald assertion is accepted that
congumers are misled by “the use of design techniques™ on packaging, it follows from logic
rather than evidence that the removal of those techniques will have the desired effect. The

. challenge is to identify what specific techniques have the potential to be misleading and to
provie that this is so. In this respect, it is quite misleading to generalise about branded versus
plain packaging since even plain packaging could have some characteristic (such as colour)
whig¢h has the potential to mislead. Therefore, any study results can only be given
significance relative to the specific pack designs used for both the branded and plain

packaging options.

No doubt because of the limitations explained above, the authors of the Review ‘move the
goaliposts’ of what constitutes a positive case for plain packaging. It is no longer required
that plain packaging reduces the extent to which consumers are misled. Instead “the desired
outcome of these studies is that plain packs should be perceived as equally harmful as, or
mor¢ harmful than, branded cigarettes, and plain packs should be seen as equally easy to quit
as branded cigarettes or harder to quit.” — Executive Summary, Perceptions of Product Harm
and Strength. Even against this diluted criteria, results are described as no more than
“mixed”.

Other Statements of the Obvious. Other assertions which are either careless generalisations
or statements of common sense dressed up as significant conclusions backed by evidence
inclyde:

e ‘“iPlain packs were perceived to be poorer quality”

“Plain packs consistently received lower ratings on projected personality than branded
packs.”

‘IPlain pack colotirs have negative connotations™

o ‘Plain packs weaken attachment to brands”

e “Plain packs were perceived as having less ‘clutter’ on them”

3.

I

study Samples not representative of Policy’s Target Population

The studies selected for the review use predominantly samples drawn from the general
public. This sample group is not representative of the population targeted by the proposed
poligy ~ existing smokers and young people who potentially might take up smoking.
Loading a sample with 80% of participants who don’t smoke and never will is guaranteed to
distort the findings relative to the target group. If the attitudes and reactions of existing
smokers towards plain packaging are a poor basis for predicting the success of this policy
initigtive, the attitudes and reactions of the non-smoking adult population are completely
irrelevant.

Even the sample selection for the general public is suspect, as stated in Section 5.6 on the
Study Strengths and Limitations: “Within the correlational studies in the review there are
further limitations in that some of the surveys use samples representative of the gencral
population but most do not, and instead use convenience or probability sampling. This same

Critique of "Plain Tobacco Packaging: A Systematic Review” Page 2 of 5




lack of representativeness also applies to the qualitative research included, although focus
groups and interviews are not intended to be representative.”

Finally, there is minimal evidence specifically related to young people which is identified as
a key beneficiary of this policy initiative.

4. Context of Other Tobacco Control Measures

At paragraph 2.8 of the Consultation document, it is stated that the consultation is intended to
explore whether plain packaging would provide “... public health benefits over and above ...
existing ... initiatives, including legislation to end the display of tobacco in shops™

Clearly, there is a significant overlap between the aims of plain packaging and the retail
display ban. However, none of the evidence presented or reviewed is set in the context of a
retai| display ban; nor is this omission pointed out by the authors of the report.

Equally, the review has not considered the different types of health warnings to which
participants in the different studies were exposed, which range from the biggest and most
shocking visual images to no health waming at all. These and other aspects of the prevailing
regulatory regime would inevitably impact the attitudes of study participants to smoking
generally and packaging measures in particular.

5. Relevant Experience and Evidence Ignored

The review ignores important evidence rclevant to the likely effectiveness of plain packaging;
evidence based on real experience and data, which ought to carry considerably more weight
than tthe predictive studies sclected for the review. Two packaging related measures already
in le;]ce in the UK and many other countries are: mandatory large/pictorial health warnings
and the banning of the use of descriptors.

UK in 2008, is directly relevant to any consideration of the impact of plain packaging on the
salience of health warnings and of the likely impact of plain packaging in general. Picture
health warnings no doubt had a similar instinctive appeal to plain packaging and were equally
suppprted by tocus groups and predictive studies. However, as concluded in the PHRC’s
own study of 2010 backed up by population-wide statistics, they had a negligible impact on
smoking attitudes or behaviour and no effect of rates of smoking in the UK. A major
worldwide study published in May 2012 by Dcloitie reached similar conclusions. The fact
that this evidence is not even considered by the review leads one to question the objectivity of
the %thors. That they would seriously try (o argue that plain packaging would increase the

Picl;%re Health Warnings. The experience from picture health warnings, introduced in the

salience of health warnings when shocking pictorial images did not is a travesty of the
evidence available.

Product Descriptors. Brought in at the same time as picture health warnings, restrictions on
the usc of terms such as ‘Lights” and ‘Mild’ is another relevant tobacco control measure
which has been overlooked by the report. It is reasonablc to expect any review of controls
designed to reduce the tendency of smokers to be misled about the harm of cigarettes to be
informed by the experience of previous measures with exactly the same objectives. Again,
thereis no evidence presented and no attempt to consider what can be learned from
experience.

Critigie of “Plain Tobacco Packaging: A Systematic Review " Page 3 of 5




6. (

Dverstated Conclusions
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yrding to the Executive Summary, “there is strong evidence to support the propositions
ut in the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control relating to the role of plain
aging in helping to reduce smoking rates”.

on 5.6 on Study Strengths and Limitations states “... it is worth emphasizing the
rkable consistenc:y in study ﬁndings regarding the potential impact of plain packaging
sents an addluonal 1obacco control mcasurc that has the parentml to contribute 1o

tions in the harm caused by tobacco smoking now and in the future.”

e positive conclusions are in stark contrast to the detail and reality of the evidence:

es, branded packs are generally more attractive than the plain alternatives, but this is no
ore than a statement of the obvious and tells us nothing about plain packaging’s impact
n the appeal of smoking itself.

'ccording to the report, study results on salience of health warnings “suggest that plain

eir perceived seriousness and believability.” However, three of the seven quantitative

ﬁ::kaging tends to increase the recall of health warnings, the attention paid to them and
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dies with a collective sample size of 5,258 gave inconclusive or mixed results, one of
he studies judged positive yielded a recall difference of just 82.3% versus 79.4% (Beede
990, sample size of 567) and the remaining three ‘positive studies’ had a combined
ample size of just 159. In any case, these predictive studies are contradicted by the
ctual experience in the UK and worldwide from the introduction of extremely
rominent, pictorial health warnings,

Resuits from sixteen studies of the impact of plain packaging on the perception of harm
nd strength were described in no more convincing terms than “mixed”, even when
valuatcd against the reduced criteria that plain packs should be no /ess misleading than
randed packs. This is supported by the summary of results at Table 4.4 which judges
nly 9 out of 22 potential outcomes as in favour of plain packaging, with 8 showing no
lifference and 5 in favour of branded packs (similar sample sizes throughout). In reality,
hese aspects can only be considered relative to specific packaging designs, whether plain
r branded.

Dn smoking-related attitudes, beliefs, intentions & behaviour, only two out of cleven
juantitative studies found that “plain packs were associated with morc negative feelings
bout smoking™ and again the “overall pattern of findings is mixed”. Looking at the
urnmary of results at Tablc 4.6, il can be seen that outcomes as in favour of plain
ackaging arc reporied from 6 studies involving 3,026 participants whilst 5 studies
nvolving 6,903 participants reported no difference. Interestingly of the 4 studies
eporting on intentions & behaviour, the combined sample size for studies judged in
avour of plain packaging is just 13% of that for studies yielding a ‘no difference’ result.
'his 1s hardly an endorsement for plain packaging from that part of the evidence base
vhich is most directly connected to the policy objectives of reducing smoking.

n it is also taken 1nto account that:
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the study samples are loaded with committed non-smokers and not representative of the
target population for this initiative of smokers and young peopie;

virtually no evidence is presented relating speciﬁcally to young people;

no evidence is considered rclating to the link between attitudes and reactions to plain
packaging and hoped-for changes in smoker behaviour;

t is not even considered whether plain packaging has anything to contribute over and
above the retail display ban; and

there is no ackndwledgement of the failure of previous packaging-related tobacco control
measures;

an be seen that the positive headline conclusions are significantly overstated and

misleading. Far from the evidence for plain packaging being convincing, the review provides
no Hasis whatsoever for believing that this proposed tobacco control measure will make any

fav

gurable contribution to “improving public health by reducing the use of tobacco™.

AP
21’1(1

I!Group plc
July 2012
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Introduction to Asian Trader

Asian Trader was established in 1885 to serve the growing number of Asians frdm India
and Pakistan who were setting up retail businesses in the UK.

Today, Asian Trader represents over 48,000 retailers — over 200,000 readers — across the _
Convenience and Impulse channel (C&I) in the UK. The C&I channel includes '
newsagents, off-licences, forecourts and convenience stores across the independent
and symbol group estate. |

Readers vary from independent sale traders with a 500sq ft store to store-branded
multisite operators. '

Over the years Government legislation has both aided and hindered the sector but the
proposed jntroduction of Standardised Packaging on Tobacco Products has led to an
unprecedented level of concern among our readers.

In this submission we will state Asian Trader’s opposition to the introduction of
Standardised Packaging for a variety of reasons :

Insufficient Evidence
Common Sense Legislation
Health Risks

Retailer Confusion and Risk
The Ililicit Trade

Effect on Local Communities

DR W

Each reason will be accompanied by a comment which Asian Trader has received from a
retailer and is representative of our readers views on the matter.

You will already have received thousands of submissions from readers of Asian Trader

but we alsg feel so strongly that we feel it necessary to respond on behalf of our
readership




1. Insufficient evidence

There is o valid evidence available th_at Plain Packs will reduce either the incidence of
UK adults'smoking nor the number of young people taking up the habit.

The UK Government examined the introduction of Plain Packaging prior the the Tobacco
Display Ban. Its introduction was rejected its introduction due to the lack of evidence
that it would be effective in reducing levels of smoking among the UK population. What
has changed? There has, to our knowledge, been no more research to suggest Plain
Packaging would reduce rates and therefore stili remains and ineffective deterrent.

Adult smakers have a preferred brand of cigarettes/tobacco and also an extended
repertoire of brands if their preferred brand is unavailable. They are not interested in
glitzy packaging or marketing gimmicks. There is no evidence to suggest that by
standardiging the look and feel of packs that this would dissuade adult smokers from
purchasing tobacco.

Most available research points to peer pressure and other family members smoking as
key drivers as to why young people try smoking. Successive governments have
introduced measures to curb the uptake (Ban on Advertising and Promotions, pictorial
health warnings, increase in age of sale, large tax increases, smoking ban in public
places, etq. None of these has seen the incidence of young people smoking diminish and
more investment should be placed on education by the Government.

"No-one starts smoking just because they like the look of a
pack of| cigarettes. People start because members of their
family and friends smoke. Plain Packets will do nothing to
meet the Governments health objectives”

— Lakeside Shopping Centre




2.

Common Sense Legislation
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nments have introduced various measures to discourage smokers to stop,.
there is very little change in smoking statistics over the past 20 years.

islation involves the introduction of the Tobacco Display Ban, applicable to all

m 2015. We find it incredulous that more legislation is being considered
xamining the results from previous legislation. Or is the Government admitting
bbacco Display Ban is yet another ineffective , itl-thought process in trying to
dults smoking.

rs would like common-sense legislation and have highlighted:
N on proxy purchasing

for an adult in England and Wales to purchase alcohol for minors but not

Vhy is this? Proxy purchasing should become illegal immediately.
sentences for those who break the law

already break the {aw know the sentences they will receive and these are not

leterrent. Stricter sentencing for all — counterfeiters, resellers-and retailers -

the law should be introduced.

pnsible Government Department :
we have HMRC which reports to the Treasury; the UK Border Agency and the

ch report to the Home Office; and licensing policy and trading standards
hich report to local councils. Should we not have a dedicated department to
riminal fraternity that is costing the UK over £12m every day?

“If I se

can get

| alcohol to an adult who is buying for a minor, I
prosecuted for proxy selling. If I sell a packed of

Cigarettes to the same man for a minor, that is not illegal.

Abuse ¢
punishn

of all age-restricted products should carry the same
nent.” .
SR, T2 nesmead




3. Health Risks

We all applaud what the Department of Health is trying to achieve in getting the UK to
become healthier nation. However the Government’s policies in doing so are
ultimately flawed.

Tobacco at the moment is a highly and tightly regulated industry. Tobacco manufacturers
ensure that they offer products that have been developed and produced in safe
environments.

The vast majority of retailers train their staff on how to adhere to a policy of No ID No
Sale. Over, the past ten years, at least 50,000 retailers have requested No ID No Sale
packs — surely this is evidence that this campaign has extensive support from small
convenience store owners and that they are committed to stamping out under age
sales?

By introducing Plain Packaging , the Government will now be encouraging the illegal
trade to counterfeit tobacco products. Previous counterfeit tobacco products have been
shown to be eighty times more harmful than regulated duty-paid tobacco.

More and more consumers will buy cigarettes from the ilegal trader if Plain Packaging
comes into force and therefore smokers will develop more serious illnesses ~ which
totaily conltradicts the Government's policy on public health.

"Counterfeiting in alcoholic spirits is widespread.
Introducing plain packs on tobacco will only result in these
highly sophisticated gangs shifting their attention to the
tobacca trade”

L Bestway Cash & Carry Group




4. Retailer Confusion & Risk

The Tobatco Display Ban has lead to longer tobacco transaction times in the large stores

to which jt applies. The introduction of Plain Packaging will only make this process
lengthier. :

If all packs are similar it will not only take retailers more time, but it will also mean that

they are less customer facing as the vast majority of tobacco gantries are behind the till-
point. '

This will result in more theft from retailers and also more cases of violent abuse.

In almost jevery issue, Asian Trader reports on retailers who have had their stores raided
and their Jives endangered. '

Crime is § major issue with many small shops seen as easy prey - cash rich but security
poor. Plain packaging will mean the time spent with their back to customers would
increase and the possibility of crime heightened.

Women are especially vulnerable as in many cases they are at till point and bear the
brunt of abuse and violence. :

"I have a responsibility to my staff to keep them safe. I
believe) that they will spend longer with their backs turned
to the customer and, therefore, there will be increased
security risks.” |

SIS ciccs o




5. The lllicit Trade

The Changellor takes about £12b tax from tobacco sales annually via VAT. However he
also loses|almost £3bn via the black market — that is around a staggering £8 million per
day to products that are non-duty paid. '

Plain packaging will only add to this loss of revenue and, worse still, put the money in
the pockets of criminal gangs who also supply a range of goods from fake alcohol to
illegal DVDs and CDs.

It has beep estimated that it costs £100,000 to smuggle one container of 10 million
cigarettesifrom China into the UK. The profit on this container is a staggering £1.4m. It
has been proven that these same ‘criminal masterminds’ use the profits from cigarette
smuggling to fund much more sinister activities such as prostitution and people
smuggling] |

By introduging Plain Packaging the Government is taking the sale of legitimate tobacco
products gut of the hands of the professional retailer and into the hands of the illicit
trader who does not care who he sells to.

The tobacco category accounts for around 25% of the typical convenience retailers
revenue but up to 50% for a typical newsagent. An escalation in the illicit trade at the
expense of the legitimate retailer , which would happen after the introduction of plain
packaging,|would result in more store closures and loss of jobs.

"Non Duty Paid will thrive around street corners and out of
pubs. The illicit trade will thrive and the smugglers will be
laughing all the way to the bank”

R, (st




6. Effect on Local Economy

> ; : | ) :

Small businesses are the life blood of the economy and also their community. On
average, tobacco accounts for 25-50% of retailers’ total revenue and it is a key
footfall driver which means that turnover across the store benefits.

A smokets’ average spend is significantly more than a non-smoker as they pick up
other impulse purchases so it will not only be tobacco sales that suffer.

Potentiallloss of this via illegal sales would result in:

Job losses from the local community as local retailers employ local people

Cash flow problems which will impact on local suppliers

Possible closure for many small stores which support the local community,
charities and schools, '

Local stores employ on average 4 to 5 people. If even one quarter of our retailers
had to shed one member of staff, this would result in over 12,000 job losses at-a
time wheh the country could not afford it. _

Add to this the other companies in the supply that the introduction of Plain
Packaging will impact on and perhaps upwards of 100,000 jobs could be lost.

This would have a devastating effect on local communities in addition to

significantly adding to the monies paid out by government in Unemployment
Benefits.

“Villages have lost their butchers, bakers, post offices,
fishmongers, and greengrocers. Now ill-informed legislation
will ensure that the newsagents and grocers go the same
way — leaving that community stranded”

SN, - o5




5 July 20

Departmg

. ASSOCIATION OF
NORTH EAST COUNCILS |

Guildhall, Quayslide, Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 3AF
Tel: 0345 CNENND

Website: www.northeastcounciis.gov.uk

Ghief Executive: Melanie Laws

12

ant of Health

Richmond House

79 White!
- London
SW1A 2N

To:

hall

NS

De

ANEC S

partment of Health
si.gov.uk)

BMISSION SUPPORTING PLAIN, STANDARDISED PACKAGING OF

TOBACCO PRODUCTS

The Associa

the Nort

tion of North East Councils is the representative body for local government in
East. It encompasses all 12 local authorities in the region, throughout

Northumberland, Tyne and Wear, Durham and the Tees Valley, on issues of concern {o
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the communities they serve. It is a cross-party organisat[on with all of its

s democratically elected and accountable politicians.

nciation wishes to express its strong support for measures to introduce plain,

sed packaging for all tobacco products in the UK as part of the Government
ion. This co-ordinated response is submitted on behalf of our member authorities

idition will be submitting their individual responses.

d smoking in the North East.

» and local authorities in the North East have historically worked together to tackle
through tobacco control alliances and through the Fresh office. This was set up
and is based on international best practice to provide expertise and a range of
support to councils and the many partners involved in tackling tobacco. It also
region-wide programmes and helps to co-ordinate local work to ensure effective
s on the harm of smoking and benefits of quitting reaches the people of the North
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)ciation has played a pivotal role in previous major tobacco control initiatives
our work to build the case for comprehensive smokefree legislation. Qur
also play an integral part in ensuring both high public support and subsequent
bliance with this ground breaking legisiation. : '

£

ng the part of the country with the worst smoking rates, this joined up approach

has resulted in the fastest and largest reduction in smoking of any English region which

was re

nised with receipt of the Gold Medal in the Chief Medical Officer's Award for

Public Health. The North East's successful model is now used as a template in other

regions
Govern
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nd jurisdictions and the approach was highlighted as good practice in the
nt's National Tobacco Plan.

at a time when public health is moving to local authorities, it is our concern that

remains our biggest avoidable public health problem and contributor to heaith
~s. We are committed to our focus on tobacco control recognising the significant
f smoking within our communities but also that we have made good progress
e North East and need to maintain this ‘downward pressure’ over the next few
Ve seek solutions to make a greater impact to both encourage quitting among
and also to prevent new smokers starting.

n of tobacco

still remains the largest cause of premature death, disease and health

es in the North East, responsible for one in five deaths of adults over 35 and

people a day. As well as an intolerable burden on health, this places a strain on
omy, costing at least £210m a year to the NHS and employers through treating
related conditions, second hand smoke and the loss to businesses through
related sickness and absenteeism. The North East Chamber of Commerce has
y commented on the detrimental economic cost and “staggering impact’ that
has on regional businesses to a cost of £70m a year.

At current smoking levels, there will be apprdximateiy 4,195 deaths in the North East each

year — &
substant
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quating to 282.5 deaths per every 100,000 people in the North East. This is
ally higher than the England average of 216.

o reasons we believe plain, standardised tobacco packaging to be a proportionate

response fo these problems and to help in reducing the appeal of smoking to young

people
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d to be an appropriate next step in helping to prevent uptake.

for Plain, Standardised packaging

¢ support introducing in the UK the same form of plain packaging being
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nted in Australia later this year - fobacco products with no branding, a uniform

d standard font and text for writing on the pack. We believe these would bring
alth benefits over and above those from current initiatives in the UK.

packaging is one of the tobacco industry’s leading promotional tools. Research
plain packaging would reduce the attractiveness to young people, increase the

f health warnings and reduce false and misleading messages that one type of

is less harmful than another.

use starts not as an adult choice but in childhood with experimentation at an age
ildren have little grasp of the health risks from middle age nor the speed with
diction takes hold. Around 340,000 children in the UK try their first cigaretie every



year. Statistics from Fresh show the average age current North East smokers say they

started w

Based or

as just 15, with 43% starting smoking between the ages of 10 and 14.

v this level of harm to individuals, communities and the North East region, we

believe plain, standardised packaging of tobacco products would overall have a positive

effect on

children 3

smoking related attitudes, beliefs, intentions and behaviours, particularly among
and young people. It would:

_discourage children and young people from starting to smoke — tobacco firms invest
huge sums of money into advertising and marketing their products to recruit new
customers, who are nearly always children. Branded tobacco products are viewed
as| more appealing among young people than plain, standardised packs, which are
viewed as less attractive, containing more poisons and of poorer taste. We believe
this would also impact on peer pressure, reducing the sense of pride young people
-appear to take in sharing more glamorous packs with friends;
reduce the appeal of tobacco products to existing consumers and encourage more
people to stop smoking — plain, standardised packs communicate the harms of
smoking far more effectively than branded products, with the health messages more
obvious. Packs in white or silver colours (former “low tar’” brands) give the false

pression to smokers that that some brands are less harmful than others, reducing

intentions to quit;
. make health warnings more prominent. The striking impact of current brands
reduces the impact of health warning messages.
We believe that it is misleading that an addictive product that contains a toxic mix of over
4000 chemicals, including at least 80 known to cause cancer, is currently promoted
through innovative, colourful packaging in a similar way to breakfast cereals, energy drinks
and confectionary. :
Public support
There is [high public support to protect children from tobacco marketing and to do more to

discoura

of Action

example
survey b

ge children from taking up smoking. The Smoke Free England survey on behalf
on Smoking and Health 2012 found 66% of adults in the North East shown an
of a plain standardised pack supported introducing these in the UK. A different
y Cancer Research UK in the North East found that 85% of adults are opposed to

any type|of tobacco promotion.

We call gor Government action to adopt this measure and help to make smoking history for
more children in the North East. -

Trading{standards backing

In addition, we echo the response from the North East Trading Standards Association
(NETSA), which represents the views of trading standards officers from local authorities

across i
for a nun

We supf
counterf:
arenoe

We note
the past
illegal m

e North East. Under age sales enforcement has been a key activity in this region
nber of years as tobacco use starts as a childhood addiction.

ort NETSA’s views that standardised packaging will not fuel illega! tobacco, in that
biters can already copy highly sophisticated products and that standardised packs

asier to replicate that existing branded products.

that a significant proportion of illegal tobacco being seized in the North East over
two years is not counterfeit but mass manufactured brands made purely for the
arket, not legally sold in the UK, and very easy to spot. In terms of convenience to




retailers, we note that the only peer reviewed study available on this matter. found that the
retail sale of standardised tobacco products was quicker than the retail sale of branded
tobacco products.

This resp

onse and the individual submissions made by our member authorities represent

the strong sense of concern felt by councillors and the communities in the North East. We
firmly support the proposals for the introduction of piain tobacco packaging as further

measure
long term

Yours sin

to help-us prevent our children becoming addicted to smoking and ending the
harm this causes to the health and wellbeing of the North East.

cerely

Councillg
“Chair of 1

r (S

he Association of North East Councils




. Atherton Children’s Centre
Formby Avenue

Atherton

Manchester

M46 OHX

Tobacco Packs Consultation
Department of Health

7th Floor Wellington House
133-155 Waterloo Road
London SE1 BUG

Via email to SN jsi.gov.uk

12t July 2012

Dear SirfMadam,
DH Consultation on standardised packaging of tobacco products

| write on behalf of my Children's Centre in response to the above consultation. As a Children’s
Centre we regularly see and support many parents of pre-school age children and their families
locally. A key role of our Children’s Cendre is fo support the health improvement of families and
the health and wellbeing of children. A significant proportion of the parents visiting our centre
do smoke and we aim to provide educational acfivities and support for them to both quit and to
protect their children from secondhand smoke by choosing 1o smoke outside when at home.

The consultation on plain tobacco packaging is weicomed and we would support its
introduction as a measure to prevent more children and young people from sfarting fo smoke.
Whilst parental smoking and peer pressure are clearly factors in young people taking up
smoking, we believe the brightly coloured packaging does play a part — children are aitracted to
these just like other brands, especially as they become teenagers. 83% of people who try
smoking do so before they furn 14 and we support any action that ensures they cannot be
targeted by advertising at this young age.

We will play our part in helping parents who want to quit to do so with NHS support, and to
educate about the dangers of secondhand smoke on their young families. Our work and the
“work of others in the NHS and Local Govemment protecting families from the dangers of
tobacco smoke can only be effective if we have outside support — any policy that will impact on
young peoples smoking, like the introduction of plain, standardised cigarette packaging, is one
‘we will support.
l - -
"+ | We call on you to take forward this policy and improve the lives of our children and young
'neople everywhere. |

Kind regards,



Peterborough
S
Tobacco Packs Consultation
Department of Health )
7" Floor e

. Wellington House
133-135 Waterloo Road
London
SE1 8UG

02 July 2012
Dear Sir { Madam

‘Consuitation on standardised packaging of tobacco products'

As an employee of Payne, a supplier of packaging and security solutions, | am writing to express my
concerns to the Department of Health’s (DoH) Consultation on standardised packaging of tobacco
products. '

f fully support the responsible marketing of legally-sold tobacco products according to appropriate
fegislation, as well as exploring all opportunities to reduce the effects of smoking. However | do

believe that the proposals for plain packaging outlined by the above consultation will have a number

of unintended consequences particularly in relation to illicit trade and potential impacts on business.

Accordingly, | strongly support Option 1 as highlighted in the consultation, namefy ‘Do nothing about
tobacco packaging and maintain the status quo for tobacco packaging.’

Advocates of plain packaging feel it may help to discourage smoking. But there are serious concerns
as to how this could instead encourage an even greater influx of illicit tobacco products, with far
increased healih risks, as smokers potentially turn to the black market and unregulated counterfeit
products. '

Without the need or effort required to copy genuine packaging, counterfeit tobacco would become
much more difficult for the user to detect. Plain packaging would make counterfeiting easier and
cheaper, and detection more onerous and expensive.

A broad range of organisations have set out their concerns on the proposals including The British
Brands Group and The Anti-Counterfeiting Group who have issued a joint statement — ‘Plain
packaging: a leap in the dark’, the International Chamber of Commerce, UNITE, The Adam Smith
Institute, Transcrime and The Institute of Economic Affairs amongst others and ] would urge the
government to take time to review these opinions in their review

On the basis of all the above, | ask the DoH fo refrain from changes to Tobacco Packaging and
support Option 1 - ‘Do nothing about tobacco packaging (i.e., maintain the status quo for tobacco

packaging).

Thz&nk you for the opportunity of contributing and taking account of my views as part of this UK
?:oqsu!tation_ S :

Yours sincerely;



B.G.Benton Ltd (¢ ¢
Yepwart Business Centre
Bellbrook Estate

Bell Lane

Uckfield

East Sussex

TN22 1QL

DOH Tobacco Packs Consuliation

Department of Health

7" Floor

Wellington House

13B-155 Waterloo Road

London

SH1 8UG

5th July 2012

Dear Sirs,

I write to put forward my opposition to the proposals to introduce standardised
fobacco packaging

Having worked in the tobacco mdustry for over 35 years | have a wealth of
knowiedge in this sector.

My business is only just surviving the effects of all recent legislation on the control of
tobacco products. | believe this proposal would be sufficient to close my business
down as the tobacco market would undoubtedly be flooded with illicit & counterfeit
cigarettes. For many years now, my sector of the tobacco industry has been plagued
by|non-duty paid illicit tobacco.

It is well documented illicit & counterfeit tobacco accounts for almost 30% of UK
fobacco consumption at a massive loss to the exchequer. Standardised tobacco
pat;:kaging would without doubt 'open the doors' {o the counterfeiters. The impact of

_ this would be critical on the survival of my own particular business as the market
wauld be flooded with cheap counterfeit cigareties. This in itself would lead to a
number of different health & social issues & no doubt fatalities.

Adain, it is well documented that counterfeit goods are never quality controiled and or
hegessarily fit for human consumption! Counterfeit goods are sold on street corners,
pup car parks, housing estates, motorway service stations, even in some poor guality
convenience stores; but essentially anywhere & everywhere to anyone who has the

| .
cash — even children.

llligit tobacco goods are sold without regulation across the UK in massive volumes
and this proposal will only promote this lawless activity.

=

In real terms, the impact of standardised tobacco packaging would be negative from
a number of different aspects. Aside from all the problems it will create in the daily
operation of my own business; the overriding impact will be massive increase in
counterfeit tobacco products.




Thi

s legislation would 'open the doors’ to both UK & foreign counterfeiting criminals.

Illidit tobacco in the UK is rife, completely unregulated & should be stopped.

All

duty paid tobacco products sold through my business are controlled and are

subject to strict regulation and age verification checks yet | will be penalised if this

praposal is enacted. Is this fair and equal? This is surely an ill thought out proposal.

. Current tobacco packaging is not misleading. The majority of the packaging area is

alr

eady given up to health related information. The job appears to be already done.

Furthermore, from a practical perspective stock control & operations would be more
difficult as brands would be difficult to distinguish from each other. No doubt this
would lead to errors in transactions and customer dissatisfaction.

To|allow standardised tobacco packaging in my opinion is at best naive, at worst

bordering on being criminal as this wilt lead to massive increase of criminal activity at
the expense of genuine bona fide businesses like mine.

Current tobacco policies are very tight and further legislation is not necessary.

The increase of this uncontrolled tobacco in the UK would have the opposite to the

de

tobacco products on the streets of the UK .
This in itself effectively discriminates against lawful UK tobacco retailing businesses
like my own, in favour of criminal activity.

l{lreci effects therefore increasing the availability of uncontrofied illicit / counterfeit

My recommendatton would be to maintain the status quo and legislate agalnst the .

cri

inals of the illicit tobacco trade.

Yaurs Sincerely,

C
.--0 1




From: AR . hom.gov.uk>

Sent: 12 June 2012 13:54

To: Tobaccopacks

Subject: SUBMISSION SUPPORTING PLAIN, STANDARDISED PACKAGING OF TOBACCO
PRODUCTS

SUBMISSION SUPPORTING PLAIN, STANDARDISED ' PACKAGING OF

TOBACCO|PRODUCTS

To whom it may|

Area Action Par
Council, Town 3
voluntary and cq
County Durham

We would like tg
praducts in the ¢

We fully support
December 2012
pack. We believ

Around 340,000
chitdhood throu
the speed with

43% of smokers

Smoking still rel
11 people a da

concern

tnership's or AAPs for short are a new way of involving local residents in the work of Durham County
nd Parish Councils, Housing, Health, Police and Emergency Services, local businesses and the
smmunity Sector, placing you at the heart of local decision making. There are 14 AAP’s across

H express our strong support for measures to introduce plain, standardised packaging for all tobacco
K as part of the current Government consultation.

introducing here in the UK the same type of plain packaging that is being implemented in Australia in
- tobacco products with no branding, a uniform colour and standard font and text for writing on the

e these would bring public health benefits over and above those from current initiatives in the UK.

} children in the UK try their first cigarette every year. Smoking starts not as an adult choice but in
gh experimentation, at an age when children have little grasp of the health risks from middle age nor
which addiction takes hold. The average age for smokers starting in the North East is just 15, with
starting between the agss of 10 and 14.

mains the largest cause of premature death, disease and health inequalities in the North East, killing
y and costing at least £210m a year to the NHS and economy through treating smoking related

conditions, se

nd hand smoke and the loss to businesses through smoking related sickness and absenteeism.

Within County Purham the cost is estimated to be £21 million a year and smoking atiributable deaths in County
Durham are higher than the north east average. .

Based on this level of harm to individuals, our communities and the North East region, we believe plain, standardised

packaging of {o

and ma
product
viewed

Encour:
effectiv
colours
their snI

hacco products to be a proportionate response that would:

Discounage young people from starting to smoke — tobacco firms invest huge sums of money into advertising
rketing their products to recruit new customers, who are nearly always children. Branded tobacco

s are viewed as more appealing among young people than plain, standardised packs, which are

as less attractive, containing more poisons and of poorer taste.

age people to stop smoking — plain, standardised packs communicate the harms of smoking far more
aly than branded products, with the health messages more obvious. Packs in the white or silver
of former “low tar” brands give the false impression ta smokers that they can minimise the risks of

oking, delaying or replacing quitting intenticns.

Discoutage people who have quit or are trying to quit smoking from relapsing — the temptation of brands

increase the pressure on former smokers not to stay quit.

Reduc

Having seen th
contains over 4
innovative, colg

f people's exposure to smoke from tobacco products.

e cigarette packaging the Bishop Auckland and Shildon AAP believes it is wrong that a product that
1000 chemicals, including at least 80 known to cause cancer, is currently marketed through these
urful packaging, similar to the way breakfast cereals, energy drinks or confectionary are marketed.



The Bishop Auckland and Shildon AAP would like to offer their support to protect children from tobacco marketing to
discourage children from taking up smoking. We therefore call for Government action to adopt this measure and help
to make smoking history for our children.

Yours Faithfully

Bishop Auckland and Shildon AAP

Thank You
Area Action Partnership Support Officer
Bishop Auckland and Shildon AAP
Durham County Council

Old Bank Chambers

45 Market Place
Bishop Auckland DL14 7NP

Tel. 01388 761|569 (Direct Line)

Email address is: (IR @durham.qov.uk
ar :
A@durham-qm-uk

Webpages : www.durham.gov.uk/bishopandshildonaap

Click here to find out what AAPs are and what they do.

Help protect our enyirenment by only printing this email if absolutely nacessary. The information il contains and any files transmitted with it are confidential
and are only intended for the person or organisation to whom it is addressed. [t may be unlawfui for you ta use, share or copy the information, if you are not
authorised to do so.|If you receive this email by mistake, please inform the person who senl it at the above address and then delete the email {rom your
system. Durham County Council takes reasonable precautions to ensure that its emails are virus free. However, we do not accept responsibilily for any
losses incurred as 3 result of viruses we might transmit and recommend that you should use your own virus checking procedures.

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-virus
service supplied by Cable&Wireless in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM Certificate Number
2006/04/0007.) -

DH uscrs see|[Computer virus guidance on Delphi under Security in DH, for further details. In case of
problems, please call the IT support helpdesk.




British| Medical Assaciation
0300 1B 123 3 bma.org.uk/morthernireland

16 Cromdc Place, Cromac Wood, Ormeau Road, Belfast, BT7 2J8 BMA

TN '
" NORTHERN
| IRELAND

Tobacgo Packs Consultation
Deparfment of Health

7" Flogr Wellington House
133-155 Waterloo Road
Londoh

SE1 8UG

Our Reff: 04/12/198 EXTUK
5 July 2012

Dear Jir/Madam

Consultation on standardised packaging of tobacco products

The British Medical Association (BMA) is an independent trade union and voluntary professidnal
. assoclation which represents doctors and medical students from all branches of medicine
throughout the UK. With a membership of over 149,000, we promote the medical and dllied
sciendes, seek to maintain the honour and interests of the medical profession and promote the '

achievement of high quality healthcare.

BIMA| (NI) 'represents over 70% of the medical profession in Northern Ireland with almost 4,900
members from every branch of practice. We represent the collective voice of the

profession regarding improving and protecting public health.

The Association welcomes the opportunity to respond to your consultation on the standardised
packaging of tobacco products. The BMA has a long history supporting comprehensive tobacco
control measures and welcomes this consultation and its focus on the need to reduce the uptake
of smoking among young people. Through its Board of Science, the BMA has published several
reports on tobacco control including Forever cool- the influence of smoking imagery oh young
people (2008) and Breaking the cycle of children’s exposure to tobacco smoke {2007). These
reports have been used to inform this response and can be accessed at http:/bma.org.uk/tobacco

Northern Ireland Secretary NSNS . :
Chief Executive!Secretar;:y". {:‘:} gg%NDDC!Q'IGO%E

Registered as a Company Limiled by Guarantee. Registercd No. 8848 England
Registared office: BMA House, Tavistock Square, London WC1H 9P
Listed &s a Trade Union under the Trade Union aud Labour Refations Act 1974.

INYVEXTG R X PELREE




British |[Medical Association
bma.org.uk

Standardised packaging has also been shown to increase the impact and believability of heaith
warnings.'” % * * Evidence from the tobacco industry shows that the colours, graphics, fonts,
shapes and texture of packaging are all used to convey characteristics of the product, such as
strengih or levels of tar* ™ * These messages may lead some cansumers to believe certain
produgts carry a reduced risk of harm. %1727 \When lighter colours of tobacco product packaging
are used, as demonstrated by the Public Health Research Consortium report, the producis are
perceiyed to be less harmful than when darker colours are used.” Professor Robert West, Director
of Tohacco Research at University College London, said lighter coloured packs were perceived as
healthier and the presence of branding reduced the impact of health warnmgsA He said: "Tobacco
companies claim they don't market their products to children. But the truth is their products are

attractive to children..."

Standardised packaging will reduce the ability of tobacco packaging to distract and mislead
consumers. Care shoulid be taken to ensure that the standard form of packaging design is dull and
unappealing. It is essential that plain packaging is eventually extended to other related products,

including e-cigarettes, to prevent brand stretching by the tabacco industry.

t!t:'n)'-\

There is emerging evidence that the public support the introduction cn_c standardised packaglng

Surveys undertaken in 2012 by YouGov in England, Ireland and Sco?
majofity of adults support standardised packaging {(62% in Eng'uand 8‘4% ARSI
Scotland), and only 11 per cent in each country opposed the measure - even among smokers for

eveny five who oppose plain packaging, there are six who support it.** ¥R

The BMA believes that the introduction of standardised packaging is a proportionate respanse 10
the adverse health and social harms caused by tobacco. While this measure is fikely to reduce sales
of tdbacco products in the jong-term, there is no evidence that there would be significant trade,
competition or legal implications. Concerns have been expressed that standardised packaging will
incrdase illicit trade as the products will be easier to counterfeit.® As the proposals for
stantlardised packaging include all the markings and other features that are required to assist with
the ldentification of genuine products, we do not believe it_will be any easier to produce and sell

counterfeit products.

According to Cancer Focus Northern ireland, currently (2010/11) 24%of aduits in Northern Ireland
smoke, this compares with 23% in 2007/8. The DHSSPSNI Tobacco Cantrol Strategy sets a
prevalence target of 15% for 2020. It is clear that if this target is to be met a comprehensive and
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British [Medical Association
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