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tobacco products

Dar [

[ am writing on biehalf of the Associarion nFIndrpmdtn: Tobacco Specialises (ATTS] abour the
Department of Health and Social Care’s July 2026 consultation-stage Impact Assessment on
extending standardised packaging and other packaging requirements to tobacco products other
than cigarettes and hand-rolling cobacco. AITS represents independent specialist tobacco retailers
across the UK. Many of our members are small, family-run businesses whose livelihoods depend

heavily on the sale nfprcmium handmade cigars.

Ohur concern is 5in1plr. These ]:rmpnm]s could have a direct and immediate effect on :Iiﬁl:ing
specialist tobacconists, yer the Impact Assessment does not properly show what thar effect could be

or whether the businesses most :Ipnsﬂd would remain viahle,
This issue was raised repeatedly during passage of the Tohaoco and Vapes Bill. Ar Report Stage on

24 Fi:hru:ar}r. Baroness Merron :Lcknnw]cdgud concerns thar furure ]:m:la.ging reserictions could
affect specialist tobacconists mere significantly than other retailers. She then told Parliament that



“itis :Lb.m]ul:cl}r not this Government’s intention for any future Fad{:ging requirements to put any
small businesses, in-duding specialist tobacconists, out of business.™

She also said thar the Government intended to minimise the impact on businesses and chart furure
Puhlish:l:l Impact Assessments wonld consider the effects on small businesses, including ﬁpccl:ﬂist
tobacconists. Earlier, during Committes Stage, she had confirmed that further Impact Assessments
would be prepared before secondary legislation. For our members, that was an imporrant
commirment. The practical guestion was always whether furure packaging rules could he
introduced wicthour putting specialist shops at risk. We expected the Impact Assessment to answer

that question clearly. In our view, it has not yer done so.

Ohne problem is that the assessment does not reflect the handmade cigar market our members
actually work in. A handmade cigar sale bears little resemblance to an everyday cigarette sale.
Customers may visit a specialist shop only occasionally, spend rime choosing between different
riga:ﬁ, and n:l:.r on the retailer’s l-:.ncrwl.ad.gc and advice. EhuPs CAITY i wide range of brands, sizes and
formats precisely because that choice is an imporeant part of what a specialist tohacconist offers. Yer
the Impact Assessment does not really examine this market separacely from cigars more generally.
The Department also acknowledges that, where it does not have evidence for the products now
hl:ing r:g'u]:ltnd. it has used evidence concerni ng cigan:ttcs and h:lnd—m]]:ing tobacco instead. From
the point of view of cur members, that raises an obyious question. Someone bu]n'ng cigarcrics
every day interacts with packaging and the retail environmene very differentdy from an occasional
customer choos ng aPn:m'Lum handmade riga.r i asPnciali_':tshnF. The ﬁuqu:nc_',' D‘FPurch:s:.
price, Pmdm:t range and role of the retailer are all different. We are noe saying that cigaretre
evidence can never be relevant. We are saying that the Department needs to explain why it can
reasonably be nPFli:d o handmade cigars where those differences marter.

Qhur greatest concern, however, is the treatment of specialist tobacconists themselves, The
Diepartment estimares that there are around 1,700 “specialist tobacconists”, based on a broad
business classification rather than the much narmower st:ltutnr].rd-l:ﬁnil:iun. More imporzantly, the
ASSESSTIENT EFII'I::ELE the estimated J'mPact across 42,139 small and micro retailers. Thatslmpl}r does
not reflect the way our marker works. Handmade cigar sales are concentrated in specialise shops,
while many of the other retailers included in that otal will have little or no involvement in the
Pn:rnium ci.gnr market. The resultis an average estimared annual Fmﬁt loss ufun]:.r around £384
per business. A figure produced by averaging losses across tens of thousands of very different
retailers tells us almost nothing abour a specialist shop whose business is built around handmade

cigars.

The Department itself accepes that specialist tobacconists may face greater losses and have fewer
DPFDI!’L‘LII‘.Ii‘tiﬂ- to n:l:llan: those sales with other Fmdum. But it does not then work out what that



greater impact could mean fora specialist shop in practice or whether businesses which depend
heavily on handmade cigars would remain viable. Thar is exactly the question the Impact
Assessment should address but doesn’e. AITS and its members are well P]a.ccd o Frmn'dn: that
evidence because I:hc].r deal with these customers, Flrnu:luctﬁ,, and U’adjng conditions every da].r.

There is also a serious concern abour product range. Customers do not come to a specialise
tobacconist to choose from a handful of cigars. They come because these shops offer depth of
range, specialist l{.nnwlud.gc, and choice across different brands, sizes, strengehs, origins, and price
Pﬂlnu. M:II'.I].’D‘FI’]‘LﬂD: rigars are Pm»l:luccd and sold in relatively small volumes. If manufacturers
decide thar producing special packaging for the UK is no longer worthwhile for some of those
products, the range available to our members” customers would shrink significanty.

That matters because I!'-l:d.‘l.'ll:i.nEﬂ'lt range does not just mean losing sales on individual cigars. It
weakens one of the main reasons customers use aspecialist tobacconist in the first place. The
Impact Assessment i.I'.ﬂ:lFl‘EDDgni.iﬁ that some cigar lines may be withdrawn rather than
repackaged. Nor is that Pmb]i:m solved simPJ}r by giving businesses more time to mmFJ}r. A ]DI‘IEEI!’
impl.crru:ntatinn F:ri-ud does not hc]p if, at the end of it, a spccia]ist :'.J'luP has lost an i.l'l'lFﬂ-]'t:I.I.'It part

af the FANEE OF Fevenue an which it dcpcndﬁ.

We recognise thar this is a consultation-stage Impact Assessment and that the Department has said
it will I.'I]:H:l.atl: it }H]mﬁng the consultation. We hn|:u: the final assessment addresses chese Pm'nlr. and
is Flrnp:rl}' reviewsd b}' the RIMC.

If the final Impact Assessment is submitted to the RPC, we would ask the Committee to look
particularly closely at whether the Department has acoually addressed these PL'DHEI'I'.IS.. Has it looked
separately at the specialist 5]11.1[35 mast dcp:nd.cntnn handmade cigars? Has it used HE‘IJ.I!’E that
reflect how those businesses really trade? Has it considered what a substantial loss ufpml:luct range
would mean for them? And, where it continues to rely on evidence from cigarettes, has it explained
why that evidence is relevant to this wery different marker?

The Department should also consider whether the exist ng exemption for handmade cigars should
be retained, particularly if removing it would create the very risk to specialist tobacconises that
Ministers said they intended o avoid. Our point is not that the Impact Assessment must reach a
particular conclusion. It is that these questions need to be properly answered betore the assessment
can provide a sound basis for talr.ing the palicy forward. Ar present, we do not believe they have
been.



We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you and colleagues trom the Secretariat o
explain how specialist tobacconists operate in practice and why the current assessment causes our

members such concern.

Yours sincerely,

And the Members of our Association,
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