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ABSTRACT 
 

Aim: To provide preliminary high-level modelling estimates of the impact of denicotinisation 

of tobacco on changes in smoking prevalence in Aotearoa New Zealand (NZ). 

Methods: An Excel spreadsheet was populated with smoking/vaping prevalence data from 

the NZ Health Survey and business-as-usual trends projected. Using various parameters from 

the literature (NZ trial data, NZ EASE-ITC Study results), we modelled the impact of 

denicotinisation of tobacco (with no other tobacco permitted for sale) out to 2025, the year of 

this country’s Smokefree Goal. Scenario 1 used estimates from a published expert knowledge 

elicitation process, and Scenario 2 considered the addition of extra mass media campaign and 

quitline support to the base case. 

Results: With the denicotinisation intervention, adult daily smoking prevalences were all 

estimated to decline to under 5% in 2025 for non-Māori and in one scenario for Māori 

(Indigenous population) (2.5% in Scenario 1). However, prevalence did not fall below five 

percent in the base case for Māori (7.7%) or with Scenario 2 (5.2%). In the base case, vaping 

was estimated to increase to 7.9% in the adult population in 2025, and up to 10.7% in one 

scenario (Scenario 1). 

Conclusions: This preliminary, high-level modelling suggests a mandated denicotinisation 

policy for could provide a realistic chance of achieving the NZ Government’s Smokefree 

2025 Goal. The probability of success would further increase if supplemented with other 

interventions such as mass media campaigns with Quitline support (especially if targeted for 

a predominantly Māori audience). Nevertheless, there is much uncertainty with these 

preliminary high-level results and more sophisticated modelling is highly desirable. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Tobacco smoking caused an estimated 4790 premature deaths in Aotearoa New Zealand (NZ) 

in 2019 alone (95% uncertainty interval [UI]: 4510 to 5100).1 The total health loss, including 

morbidity, in 2019 was 116,000 disability-adjusted life years (DALYs) lost (95%UI: 108,000 

to 125,000).1 Furthermore, smoking causes health inequities and results in poorer health for 

Māori (Indigenous population) versus non-Māori.2 3 Exposure to second-hand smoke causes a 

further estimated 347 additional premature deaths per year in New Zealand, and an additional 

9022 lost DALYs per year.4 

 

This high health burden means that the health benefits of tobacco control can be extremely 

large. The highest impact intervention in one modelling study (of a sinking lid on tobacco 

sales) estimated a saving of 1.21 million quality-adjusted life years (QALYs) and NZ$1.71 

billion in cost-savings to the health system (lifetime impacts for the population alive in 2011 

and undiscounted estimates).5 These gains are very large when compared with the majority of 

health sector interventions in an online league table with hundreds of New Zealand and 

Australian interventions.6 Other likely benefits from enhanced tobacco control include 

reduced health inequities (as Māori would receive the greater per capita health gain),5 and 

large economic benefits as reduced illness among workers will improve productivity. For 

example, a New Zealand study reported that “the majority of the health benefit over a 10-year 

horizon from increasing tobacco taxes is accrued in the working-age population (20-65 

years).”7 

 

In April 2021, the New Zealand Government published a Discussion Document outlining 

proposals for an Action Plan to realise the Smokefree Aotearoa 2025 Goal.8 This Document 

has attracted very favourable international attention.9 One of the major potential interventions 

in this Discussion Document was the reduction of nicotine in smoked tobacco products to 

very low levels (i.e., to non-addictive levels).  

 

Several reviews and commentaries, and many individual studies,10-35 have investigated the 

impact of very low nicotine cigarettes (VLNCs), which are generally defined as having 

around 0.4 mg or less nicotine per gram tobacco or per cigarette. Overall, this work has 

concluded that most people who smoke and who are provided with VLNCs find these 

cigarettes unsatisfying. As a result, study participants often cut down on the number of 

cigarettes per day, have similar or lower biomarkers of exposure to toxins, experience fewer 

withdrawal effects, make more quit attempts, and become more likely to quit successfully 

(see Edwards et al36 for a recent review of these issues). 

 

Modelling studies also suggest that a mandated VLNC policy would result in substantial 

reductions in smoking prevalence and population health gains.37 38 A historical modelling 

study has also estimated that had the tobacco industry introduced VLNCs when the health 

effects of smoking were established in the 1960s, millions of lives would have been saved.39 

 

The VLNC/denicotinisation approach aligns with the findings of a New Zealand Government 

inquiry by the 2010 Māori Affairs Select Committee, which recommended reducing the 

additives and nicotine in tobacco to help achieve the proposed Smokefree 2025 Goal 

(recommendation 9).40 This approach is also likely to have public support in New Zealand. 

For example, 80% of respondents in a recent New Zealand survey of people who smoke, or 

who have recently quit, supported mandated VLNCs, provided alternative nicotine products 
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were available.41 International studies have reported similar very strong support for this 

policy.42 43 For these reasons, we performed high-level modelling work on the likely impact 

of denicotinisation to inform the New Zealand Government’s upcoming decision-making. 

 

 

METHODS 
 

Base case analysis assumptions 

We assumed the following steps and input parameters for our base case (considered most 

likely) analysis: 

1) Consultation and deliberation via parliamentary processes (e.g., Select Committee) on 

the proposed denicotinisation law was assumed to occur in late 2021. In this year and 

the next one, the business-as-usual (BAU) downward trends in smoking prevalence 

for all groups were as per the average trend for the eight year period between 2011/12 

and 2019/202044 (the period for which the New Zealand Health Survey [NZHS] was 

run continuously). For the more recently collected data on vaping in the NZHS, we 

used the pattern between 2018/19 and 2019/2020 (NZHS data44) for the BAU trend. 

2) The denicotinisation law was assumed to pass in the year 2022, with an 

implementation date of 1 March 2023 (i.e., from which point the only tobacco 

permitted for sale in New Zealand would be denicotinised tobacco).  

3) In 2023, and each subsequent year, we assumed that initiation of smoking in the 18-

24-year-old age-group would be reduced by 75% (due to the non-addictive nature of 

the denicotinised tobacco). That meant that each year there would be a reduction in 

around 6500 smokers (one seventh of the 61,000 smokers in this age-group group 

multiplied by 75%; NZHS data for 2019/202044). This 75% value is very uncertain 

but we considered it more realistic than the 50% estimate considered elsewhere.45 We 

did not estimate the proportion of these that would have taken up vaping instead.  

4) In 2023, we assumed that 33% of smokers would quit, as per the New Zealand trial 

data for such denicotinised products (i.e., more specifically, 33% had quit at six 

months with no reported difference in impact between Māori and non-Māori30). The 

remaining 67% were assumed to continue smoking, using either denicotinised tobacco 

or regular tobacco (obtained via illicit supply or via home-grown tobacco for personal 

use, which is legal in New Zealand). Those who quit were assumed to become either 

quitters or vapers as per the ratios identified in the EASE-ITC Study (preliminary data 

supplied by the principal investigator Professor Richard Edwards [one of the co-

authors of this current study]). Respondents in this study answered the following 

question: “Which one of the following would you be most likely to do if – the amount 

of nicotine in cigarettes was greatly reduced so that they are no longer addictive?” 

Response options included: “quit smoking entirely” (13.5% of respondents, a mix of 

smokers and recent quitters, gave this answer) and “switch to vaping/ e-cigarettes” 

(13.2% gave this answer). We assumed no major reductions in the accessibility of 

vaping products would occur. 

5) In the following two years (2024 and 2025) we assumed the same impact as in 2023 

(i.e., 33% of smokers using denicotinised tobacco quit per year). We assumed that this 

relatively high rate of quitting would be sustained due to the non-addictive nature of 

the denicotinised tobacco product and the growing denormalisation of smoking as 

additional tobacco control measures described in the Action Plan for Smokefree 

Aotearoa were implemented. 
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Assumptions for the Scenario One Analysis (alternative parameters) 

For an alternative approach we considered expert knowledge elicitation work by Apelberg et 

al,45 which has also been used in other modelling work examining denicotinisation in the 

US.39 Apelberg et al gave the following values when using the 50th percentile estimates from 

the elicitation exercise (with the below averaging the values for male and female smokers): 

 

In the first year, when only denicotinised cigarettes were permitted on the New Zealand 

market (the year 2023, as per above): 

 50% reduction in initiation (in contrast to the 75% we used in the base case) 

 20% of smokers quit and do not switch products (i.e., end nicotine use completely) 

 37.5% of smokers quit and switch to non-combustible tobacco products (in New 

Zealand, we assumed these products were only e-cigarettes) 

In the second year and each subsequent year up to, and including, 2025, the respective values 

were: 

 50% reduction in initiation 

 14.3% quit  

 38.3% switch (to vaping as per the first year detailed above) 

 

Assumptions for the Scenario Two Analysis (extra campaign/Quitline support) 

We also considered the impact of adding mass media cessation promotion, with Quitline 

support, to the base case denicotinisation intervention. The impact of the New Zealand 

Quitline is well established via multiple studies (including randomised trials) and via a 

detailed New Zealand modelling study that included media campaign impacts.46 We used the 

results from this previous modelling study to consider the impact of doubling mass media 

campaign expenditure with Quitline support (a “campaign/service” package). That is, in 

normal times, the routine campaign/Quitline support (taking Māori men and women 

combined) accounted for 1.055% of the estimated 4.2% background net cessation rate (a 

25.1% contribution [1.055/4.2]) in the 35-54 year old age group (see Table 2 for the 1.055% 

value and Table A2 for the 4.2% value in the main text and Supplementary file respectively 

of Nghiem et al46). The equivalent proportion from this package for non-Māori was 21.2%. 

We then applied these two proportions to enhancing the cessation rate associated with 

denicotinisation. In other words, this extra intervention package was assumed to increase the 

annual cessation rate from 33% (for denicotinisation as per Walker et al30) to 41% for Māori 

and from 33% to 40% for non-Māori.  

 

The results for the base case and scenario analyses were generated in an Excel spreadsheet, a 

copy of which is available on request to the authors. 

 

 

RESULTS 
 

Estimates for the modelled base case and scenario analyses are detailed in Table 1 and 

Figures 1 to 3. In the base case model and both scenarios there were major reductions in 

smoking prevalence for both Māori and non-Māori compared to the BAU projection. If 

achieving the Smokefree 2025 Goal is assumed to involve adult daily smoking prevalences of 

under 5%, then Scenario One would achieve the goal for both Māori and non-Māori 

(prevalences at 2.5% and 0.9% respectively in 2025). However, the base case estimate for 

Māori at 7.7% in 2025 and Scenario 2 estimate (5.2%) did not realise the Smokefree 2025 
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Goal. In the base case, vaping was estimated to increase to 7.9% in 2025, and to 10.7% in 

Scenario One (Table 1, Figure 3). 

 
Table 1: Estimated daily smoking and daily vaping prevalences (%) for business-as-usual 
(BAU) projection and the base case model and for two scenario analyses as a result of a 
tobacco denicotinisation policy (in New Zealand adults aged 15+ years, mid-year estimates) 

Population group 

Years up to, and including, the Smokefree Goal year of 2025 

2020* 

2021  

(law 
debated) 

2022  

(law 
passed) 

2023  

(law comes 
into force) 

2024  

(2nd year of 
the law) 

2025  

(year of the 
Smokefree 
2025 Goal) 

BAU       

Māori smoking 28.7 27.7 26.8 25.9 25.0 24.2 

Non-Māori smoking 10.1 9.6 9.2 8.8 8.4 8.0 

Base case intervention (denicotinisation) 

Māori smoking 28.7 27.7 26.8 17.7 11.7 7.7 

Non-Māori smoking 10.1 9.6 9.2 6.1 4.0 2.7 

Total population smoking  11.1 11.1 10.6 7.0 4.6 3.1 

Total population vaping 3.5 3.8 4.2 6.0 7.1 7.9 

Scenario 1 (parameters based on expert elicitation work for the US by Apelberg et al45) 

Māori smoking 28.7 27.7 26.8 11.3 5.3 2.5 

Non-Māori smoking 10.1 9.6 9.2 3.9 1.8 0.9 

Total population smoking  11.1 11.1 10.6 4.5 2.1 1.0 

Total population vaping 3.5 3.8 4.2 8.2 9.9 10.7 

Scenario 2 (adding to the base case by doubling mass media campaign/Quitline support) 

Māori smoking 28.7 27.7 26.8 15.5 9.0 5.2 

Non-Māori smoking 10.1 9.6 9.2 5.4 3.2 1.9 

Total population smoking  11.1 11.1 10.6 6.3 3.7 2.2 

Total population vaping 3.5 3.8 4.2 6.0 7.0 7.6 

* New Zealand Health Survey data for 2019-2020.44 Technically for the 2020 year these data were collected 
during 2019/2020 year with some data collection limited by the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020. Also this 
survey uses the term “European/Other” while we have used the broadly similar: “non-Māori”. 
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Figure 1: Estimated daily smoking prevalence among Māori for the BAU projection and as a 
result of a tobacco denicotinisation policy (as per data in Table 1) 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Estimated daily smoking prevalence among non-Māori in the BAU projection and as 
a result of a tobacco denicotinisation policy (as per data in Table 1) 
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Figure 3: Estimated vaping prevalence in the total population for the BAU projection and as a 
result of a tobacco denicotinisation policy (as per data in Table 1) 

 

 
 
 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

These preliminary high-level results suggest that a tobacco denicotinisation law could come 

close to achieving, or may potentially achieve, the New Zealand Government’s Smokefree 

2025 Goal. However, to be more certain about achieving the goal for Māori, denicotinisation 

would probably need to supplemented with media campaigns and enhanced Quitline support 

that goes beyond the doubling of the current level used in Scenario 2. Targeting these 

campaigns to Māori audiences could build on the success of “by Māori for Māori” campaigns 

in the past (e.g., the “It’s About Whanau” campaign47 48). The addition of other 

complementary strategies (as outlined in the Discussion Document8) could also increase the 

likelihood that smoking prevalence will fall below 5% among Māori. 

 

However, a partial consequence to these potential outcomes following denicotinisation would 

probably be a rise in vaping prevalence (as per Figure 3). Vaping still typically involves 

nicotine addiction, ongoing costs to users, and potential long-term harms to health which are 

likely to be higher than previously thought.49 Nevertheless, our estimates of vaping 

prevalence may be over-stated if ex-smokers who vape subsequently quit vaping at higher 

than levels seen to date. But on the other hand, our estimates do not consider any increased 

vaping uptake among those youth who do not initiate smoking because denicotinised tobacco 

is non-addictive. 

 

The uncertainty with these high-level modelling results needs to be emphasised, given 

incomplete international experience on the effects of denicotinising a country’s entire tobacco 

supply. Therefore, we recommend that these results are considered preliminary until New 

Zealand Government agencies can commission more detailed analyses (e.g., similar to the 
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much more elaborate tobacco control modelling exercises in New Zealand7 46 50-54). Such 

modelling can capture more epidemiologically precise details of uncertainty intervals, and 

quantify impacts on quality-adjusted life-years saved, health inequities, and savings in health 

costs. 

 

When considering uncertainty with these results, it is important to note that the 33% quit rate 

used in the base case after denicotinisation is introduced may be conservative (the 33% value 

is based on the New Zealand trial by Walker et al30). This particular trial was undertaken in a 

BAU New Zealand context, where participants could easily access regular tobacco from 

thousands of retail outlets and via social sources, such as friends and family members. 

Furthermore, vaping products were not as widely available when this trial was undertaken 

and thus were not the viable alternative that they are today. If only denicotinised tobacco was 

available, the only legal alternatives to this would be quitting, adopting vaping, or using 

pharmaceutical grade products (e.g., nicotine gum and patches). On the other hand, we have 

assumed that among the 33% of people estimated to quit, none relapse; however, it is 

possible that some would relapse and use either illicit or home-grown tobacco.  

 

Indeed, another limitation is uncertainty about the size of the illicit and home-grown markets 

following a denicotinisation law coming into force. In terms of the current size of the illicit 

market, reviews have noted the limited number of independent (non-tobacco industry funded) 

studies for New Zealand.55 Nevertheless, the most recent independent estimate from 2013 

was that illicit products made up only 1.8-3.8% of the New Zealand market.56 Commentators 

have also suggested that any increase in illicit trade is likely to be modest and would not 

undermine the substantial positive effects of a denicotinisation policy in reducing smoking 

prevalence.57 Furthermore, New Zealand has very strong border controls and surveillance 

which, coupled with its remote island status, reduce the likelihood that smuggled tobacco 

would become a major problem (at least compared to European countries). Nonetheless, 

surveillance and enforcement should ideally be strengthened further during this period (as the 

Government’s Discussion Document8 suggests). 

 

Regarding home-grown tobacco, it also seems likely that supply via this source would not be 

large, given the difficulties of growing and curing tobacco within New Zealand (e.g., owing 

to high humidity in much of the country). Before growing commercial tobacco crops ended in 

New Zealand, efforts to grow tobacco outside the Nelson-Motueka area were not particularly 

successful. The “roughness” of home-grown product (lacking flavours and additives such as 

humectants), may also not suit the taste of most New Zealand smokers, especially compared 

to vaping. Concern with toxins from mould growth on home-grown tobacco product could 

also be a potential theme in Ministry of Health communications to smokers when the new 

policy is enacted. The government could also reduce the amount of tobacco that may be 

legally grown for personal use by home-growers or even require home-growers to have a 

licence to grow (to allow for occasional spot checks and compliance with the law). 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

This preliminary, high-level modelling suggests a mandated denicotinisation policy could 

provide a realistic chance of achieving the New Zealand Government’s Smokefree 2025 

Goal. The probability of success would further increase if supplemented with other 

interventions such as mass media campaigns with Quitline support (especially if 
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predominantly for a Māori audience). Nevertheless, there is much uncertainty with these 

preliminary high-level results and more sophisticated modelling is highly desirable to reduce 

uncertainty; quantify impacts on quality-adjusted life-years saved and health inequities, and 

estimate savings in health costs. 
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