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Controlling Tdbacco Smcke
Pollution:
Questions to be asked and

answered.
« WHAT ARE THE RISKS TO BE

CONTROLLED?

« WHAT ARE THE VARIABLES THAT
DETERMINE RISK?

+ HOW BIG IS THE EXISTING RISK?

* WHAT IS THE REQUIRED LEVEL OF
CONTROL FOR ACCEPTABLE RISK?

* CAN THE PROPOSED CONTROCL YIELD
ACCEPTABLE RISK TO WORKERS?

* CAN ENFORCEMENT BE ACHIEVED AT
ACCEPTABLE COST?
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WHAT ARE THE VARIABLES
THAT DETERMINE RISK?

VARIABLES DETERMINING
SECONDHAND SMOKE (SHS)
POLLUTION LEVELS :

* NUMBER OF SMOKERS

* SMOKING RATES

* CIGARETTE, PIPE, CIGAR EMISSIONS
» SIZE OF ROOM

VENTILATION RATE
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Estimated Cost Per Life Lost from
Passive Smoking: ~HK$35 million

* Cost of passive-smoking mortality among 200,000
catering workers (64% of them nonsmokers), (150
deaths per year) times (US $4.5 miilion per life lost
from pollution)* = US $675 million/year. Assuming a
life in Hong Kong is valued the same as a life in the
U.8., this is an estimated (US $675 million/year)
times (7.75 Hong Kong dollars/ U.S. dollar) = HK
$5.2 billionfyear.

+  *(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC, 1997. The Benefits
and Costs of the Clean Air Act: 1970-1990. EPA Report 410-R-97-002.)

* Such estimates must be balanced against any
estimated losses to industry from a smoking ban.
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HOW MUCH




HK ventilation rate is 4.5 litres/second-
occupant

HK restaurant seating is &7 persons/100 m?
Assuming a 4 metre ceiling: 2.7 air
changes/hour

Average worker has 3,000/100,000 lifetime risk
De minimis risk level is 1 death/1,000,000
Lersons

To attain de minimis risk, wventilation must be
increased by 30,000 times, teo 31,000 sir
changes per hour, or 135,000 litres/second per
occupant

Can ventilation deliver

exchange?
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Bars aod keraoies try to steb aot ymoking Ben
"Workers have taker ! the sireets
d 4 . it protest the gavarnmant's plan {a ban smalking,

SECTIONS - Melro Lo BT LS E D CRANL

Meees . Bars and Karackes try to-stub out smoking ban

Focus -
- Enterfainment industry advacates are making 3 last-ditch affort to make their

; Ugistion voices heard by releasing figures showing discrepancies betwesn the
Markeats government's suiveys on smoking bans at bars and karaokes and their awmn.
World =

Sports Mimi Lau

Gotertainmant . Wednasday, Sepmmper 21, 360

: Entertzinment industry advocates sra
SPECIALS | making a lsst-dikch effort to make their
¢ vaices heard by raleasing figures
Monday Money - showing discrepancies between the
]}lﬂ;pgrt? T government's SUNVEYs on smoking bens
Muacag 2t Dars and karackes and their awn.

. They have alse calleg for 3n open
siwag) TRETINQ an October & 5t the Lagisistive
Wee k&t cavnci ar wnich 60 industy
5 representatives caon air their views to
health chief Yark Chow.

"The government's tindings. ware based
an the dining industry, but there is a2 big
diffarence between drinking and dining. There is 2 clasa link between cigaretto. H
smoking and alcuhol-consumnption, * said Jaffery Tam, chairman of the Hong Kong Bars

znd Kargoke Rights Advocacy.

A gpokesman for the Health, ‘Welfare and Food Bureau said, however, the ban an-
smokjng intends to prevent staff in bars and kareokes fram inhallng second-hand
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INDOCR AIR POLLUTION FRCM SMOKING IN 8 HOSPITALITY VENUES
USING DILUTION VENTILATICN: VERY HEAVY COMPARED TO CUTDCORS

Delawure Hospitality Indusiry Secondhand Smoke Sarvey: Reai-time RSP & FPAH, Friduy Nov. 15, 2007
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INDOOR AIR POLLUTION IN 8 HOSPITALITY VENUES AFTER

COMPARABLE TO QUTDOOR LEVELS

A SMOKING BAN

Bew
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SMOKE-FREE LAW CLEARS THE AIR

Repace JL, JOEM 46:387-345 {2004)

CARCINOGEN {PPAH) FINE PARTICLE AIR POLLUTION
LEVELS DROP BY 95% (RSP) LEVELS DROP BY 90%
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PPAH, nanograms per cublic meter
RSP, micrograms per cublc meter

8 Delaware Hospitality Venues: Casino, 6 Bars, & Pcol Hall 24

» STATEWIDE SMOKING PREVALENCE
DROPPED BY 11% AFTER 1 YEAR

* SMOKING PREVALENCE IN 18-24 YEAR-
OLDS DROPPED BY 25% AFTER 1 YEAR
{Repace JL, JOEM 46:887-305 (2004)]

* REVENUES IN DELAWARE’S GAMING
INDUSTRY WERE UNAFFECTED

[Mandel LL, Alamar BC, and Glantz SA, Tobacco Control
2005;14;10-12)
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' PUBWORKERS’ RI§

: AFTER' SMOKE-FREE IRE

i

BARWORKER

ESTIMATED URINE COTININE, nanograms per millllltra

SECONDHAND SMOKE DOSE FALLS B0% POST~SMOKING BAN

BAR WORKERS' URINE COTININE ESTIMATED FROM SALIVA COTININE

n=111: P=0001

Baseiine Cotinine L

Fricwun Catinine | F

REPUBLIC OF IRELAND

UNRESTRICTED SMONING

n =20 = P=0.05

NORTHERN [RELAND 258

Albwright S, at al,, SMJ {October 17, 2005)
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+« U.S. OSHA: “No employee will be required
to work in a [designated] area where there
will be contamination from [secondhand
smoke].”

« U.S. OSHA: “To the extent that there are
failures of enforcement of the [separately
ventilated designated smoking area] and of
the ventilation system, the risk will not be
totally eliminated.”

(Federal Register, Tuesday, April 5, 1994, Part || Department of Labor -
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 29CFR Parts 1810, 1915, 1926
and 1928, Indoor Air Quality; Proposed Rule.)

SANDLER {1985): SMOQKERS’ RISK OF CANCER 1S
INCREASED BY EXPOSURE TO OTHERS’ SMOKE

Secondhand Smoke is Hazardous to Smokers:
Smokers living with smokers have higher
cancer risk
[Sandler et al. Lancet, ¥eb 9, 1985 312-315]

(N= 1036)
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Lung Cancer Risks in Non-Inhaling
Cigarette Smokers Exposed to ETS are
Major Fractions of Those in Inhalers:

Secondhand Smoke is Hazardous to Smokers
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Environmental Tobacco Smoke in the Nonsmoking
Section of a Restaurant: A Case Study

RA Jenkins*®, D Finn, BA Tomkins*, and MP Maskarinec*
*Dak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge Tennessee
Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology 34, 213-220 (2001)

* “Ventilation techniques for
restaurant/pubs with separate
smoking and nonsmoking areas
are capable of achieving non-
smoking area concentrations
that are comparable to those of
similar facilities that prohibit R
smoking outright.” oo VAR
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Displacement Ventilation Fails to Control
Secondhand Smoke: a 3 Pub Air Quality Study
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FIG.1. Schematic diagram of layout of Black Dog Pub.
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Friday, December 13, 200
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Black Dog Pub Bar Heavily Polluted, Pre-Smoking Ban
Black Dog Pub, Scarborough, Ontario, Smoking Section: RSP & PPAH va Time, Friday Dec. 13, 2002
RSP monitor in at 7210 PM; PPAH manitor in ot 7:14 PM; both ot =t 1:35 PM
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Black Dog Pub Bar Air Clean, Post-Smoking Ban

Black Dog Pub Friday, Dec. 10, 2004, Bar Area, Post-Ban
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* Bfack Dog Puk Dining Area, Friday, DecEmber 13
‘ Nonsmoking Section '
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Black Dog Pub Dining Room, Post-Smoking Ban

Black Dog Pub Friday Dec. 10, 2004 Post-ban, Dining Area
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SMOKING BAN DROPS CARCINOGENS 96% IN BAR, 6§4% IN DINING;
FINE PARTICLES DROP 33% IN BAR, 60% IN DINING ROOM

Black Dog Pub, Toronto, Canada, Pre- and Post-Smoking Ban
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Environmental Tobacco Smoke in the Nonsmoking
Section of a Restaurant: A Case Study

RA Jenkins*, D Finn, BA Tomkins*, and MP Maskarinec*
*0ak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge Tennessee
Reguiatory Toxicotogy and Pharmacology 34, 213-220 (2001)

* “Ventilation techniques for
restaurant/pubs with segagate

S|mllr facilities that prohibit
smoking outright.”
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Latest headiines Barmaid with cancer wins record

i passive smoking damages

| An Australian barmaid who developed throat cancer from
; years of passive smoking has been awarded record
‘damages cf £164,000.

The landmark court decision in Australia bas been
applauded by anti-smoking groups.

iraq aftermath Marene Sharp, 62, sued the Part Kembla Retumed and
Latest picture staries Services League Clup, a military veterans' group, for
Latest vides reports negiigenca. She claimed Rer cancer was caused by
Gluirkies breathing customers' tohacto smoke between 1984 and
Ceiebrities 1695
Techneolegy e
Science and discovery . .
Rovals A New South Wales state Supreme Court jury fook just
Litestyle four hours to decide in Sharmp's favour. 43
Surveys
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Only Bans Eliminate
Smoke Pollution

* Ventilation places workers at very high
risk

* Air cleaning does not remove toxic &
carcinegenic gases; 1is inferior to
ventilation

* Smoking lounges expose workers & patrons to
increased risk of cancer & heart disease

* Smoking lounges leak to nonsmoking areas

* Smoking pans reduce air pollution 90% tg
93%, to outdoor background levels
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ENVIRONMENTAL TOBACCO SMOKE (ETS)

POSITION DOCUMENT APPROVED BY ASHRAE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS, JUNE 30, 2005

* “AT PRESENT THE ONLY MEANS OF
EFFECTIVELY

ELIMINATING ETS IS TO BAN SMOKING
ACTIVITY.”

* “ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS FOR OCCUPANTS
OF SMOKING ROCOMS CANNCT BE CONTROLLED
BY VENTILATION.”

* “NO CURRENT AND ADVANCED DILUTION
YENTILATION OR AIR CLEANING TECHNOLOGIES
SHCULD BE RELIED UPON TO CONTROL HEALTH

RISKS FROM ETS ...” ==
— N S—
e

N =

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF HEATING, REFRIGERATING & AIR CONDITIONING ENGINEERS
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