
SMOXING mCIWFT: 15 KEW?s '  Or THE LlTERATh~KE 

Arline passtligers and flight attendants are inl:r.:asingly r~)~rtplaining about eye 
imution, headaches, nose and throa imtatiuji ad 1;rcxthing diacarnfort M a result of 
flying. Tobarn smoke has been pointed t.:, ss une very visible x~nponrnr of air u11 
board aircraft, and rhereforz has bcea suggcsrcd to be: rhc: rnsjcr cause of these 

symptoms. This, dong with cloimr ahwr ttle rffecrs of environmaltal 1ub;tw;o smoke 
(ETS) on health. has Id LO rile banning of sn:oking c:=:I board c.>rnmercial airmift in 
mony caunmes around the world 

For many yeas now, air travellers have heell provided by almost all ail-lirics with the 

choice of seating cithcr in smoking or noni~moking sections of the :tilbcrafi. Althcr~tgh 
this approach has worked well over the yars for I ~ G  vast m a j ~ r i y  of pass~ngers, and 
&spire rhl: lack of scientific justificdon fdr nl:si~.g &t dtuation, *marly airlines are 
considering banning smoking on board their aircraft, hiid n1sr.y govr=nnmenb; are 

proposing legislation to institute suclt batif. r'cm21i:s. Sllch yri~poszls abandon any 
effort to accommodate the preferences of both :,x:okcr.j arid nonsaokcrs, and it~srcad 
maely inlpose, without good ~cimtific jurciric~tion, a rariir:;rl "alution" f a ~ o ~ u d  by 

some anti-smoking activist<. 

More importmtly, efforts to ban srr~~,'ni~.ig cn bcari! ~irarnft in 119 way address 

furidmental concerns about cabin air qua!iry rn;.'r ha';= ~ B T !  ~i?iscC: 3.y C I ~ I I Y  groups 
over the yews. By focusing solely on mviroclmcn:.'l ~ohacco srrlc>ki., critical 

~ r l s t i t ~ a t s  of the aircraft environmenr nich as oninr, wamic: radiation, low 
hbdificatian, rc~pir&le suspcrlJcj p~r;idcq and tcicrcbia! aerosols, xrc being 

ikqiorcd, as a c  with aircraft vmriia~itlr! or fii~ati'=.11, \+'hi151 many sec banning 
smoking as a "quick fix'' to a complex pro'eicm, those .:iho have seriously considered 
the &\;iatific issws (ranging in the C!nit,sC; S~SICS, f ~ r  srzxlpie, fro= thc Natio~ml 
Acadmy of Scimccs 10 ~ 1 1 ~  Dcpjrtr~onr of Trms;ofistirrr:) aplroar t6 amcc rhat 
rcaponPiblo re@aov actinn in this d q ~ l d r  on sxcful consideration of the 

complex mix of elwrellts in cir, noi a$:e!y ~h~efva t ion  01' sirl~fe 

I.. 

conctnaafiOns of ETs arc vbry low - ortd sigr~iSc:?l:tiy !i;wzr in n~nsmuki.ir~g sections 03 



nicotine are so low lhat they are wcll tcIccc, 5~ exajr~p?~, rhc !naxirnum ~ X ~ O S I U C  

levels set by the US Occupational S3fkt;; md Hc>;LI~ e~.~2mii.tistrstiu.i ( O S N ) .  
AIthough some nonsmoking passcogcrs may rvor. %+ins *=noytri by <x)posuce to ETS 
c v a  a thcsc vory small levels, there is no scl:efiril;c d , ~  itldic~5:lg &.at %xposurt: to 

ETS at these or my otl~er leveis poses a heal& fisk. lri Faaa, :k,e Sacs s~c~tigly suggcst 

&at it is poor ventilation, low humidity, and a baild-up cf siil~srcnces such as bzr~tlt: in 
the cabin that cause passengtr discomfort a d  the sympt.atna mted above. 

Air Quality Problems nn Board .Uc.raft 

Ju3t 36 in "sick buildings", the lad. of adcquata veii&l:riion sn arcraft rc-duczs ail 

quality by pcmitting po2lutants to ac~:~~mulare. Som:; tt1 dlssc subs:3t\ces 3cd some of 

their sources include carbon dioxide, produced by tionaii brcafhing ad dry ice in 

aimlanc gill~ys; atmospheric ozone; fihrcc and dust: nitrogeo oxidc:s; vdntilr organic 
oompounds frnm fuel, cleani~iy;: fluids other mwcrs; bar:kria. fmgi and virilscs 

from food and p~ss~nges.  

vtrltilation system that is inttnided to dilrjtt [/;ac &slrtnce!; gerbrcally unlises 
outside air brought thruugl~ the engines. Tht ai: is fieq~~rntly rccyclcd, how~vor, 
mixing thc outside air with "ascd" air frcm t?ls c;&!n, 

Most aircraft today would he adaqilaiely vcniilrt:t;3 i f  &cir syct?ins were allawed to 

operate at capacity. But bccauso rduciny vmt'l:iticz .::VGS kc1, thc ~ y ~ t c i n s  x e  

itlcrcasingly being cut back to use morc rrcyc!~:3 air and i r s s  fr3sh nir ?n rcspansr: ro 
the fuel crisis, McDonncl] Douglas isst~td 2 rqc:rr ir! fS3il cot;tcndLlg that reducing 

fresh air cabin intake in its DC- 10s by 50 per miit Y ~ G U ! ~  i,~vsvc: 0.8 pc-r cent on titel, a16 
that the airlines could save maximum of 6%,9CO ga;lons i;f rs.jtl PC: ?tar by installing 
rccy&d systems m tkir aircraft. Ho%tvc7, Q claser exznlin~ion shows rl~c saving:, 
frc?m" reduced vcotilation to bc shortsighted For exa~;~plc. on b i ? d  thlb aver-age B o ~ n g  
747 &cr&, incre&n& vmtilstion fro113 19 a b i c  feet per tninute (zfin.) 10 a utinimum 

fecommenJC;J rate of 20 cfm per passrngzr cn 3 five-iiour flight an bcard 1 fbll plane 
would resrllt in a total cost irlcreasc of LiS 3 240, nr approxirnai~l~ SO cents per 

passenxer. 



cfm of fresh air per person. Rowcvcr, the i>S ?;aiic,qal .Iccdc~rny t!J S'cf;cry:t?r in 1986 

observed that in r typical Boeing 747 ?light, p3sswi:au i:: s~31urnjl dass r ~ c c i v ~ d  less 
than 7 cfm - only 113 of Qrat rc~mmmded in bulldiings l1"F.e zesI Lli !be air was 

recydcd from the cabin. In first class, bcaase u; 11:c saallcr den:;ity of passengers, 
fresh air was providcj at the rate of 30 - 5C c,%: 1,~;kils~ ir. rht c [ ~ Q i r  lre.81 i~ir was 

provided at the rate of 150 c h .  

If thcr~ is poor ventilation (e.g insufflcimt uuiddc ail. in Sle o v c ~ i l  mixj, n build-up 
of carbon dioxide results, which nukes the cahtlr siaffy arrO cru~ ciusc headaches md 

Icthargy. The L'S National AcucIeny of 3ci~tjccs~ in it5 '1986 reyort found carbon 
dioxide lcvels on aircraft well in excess of linrirs rcc;.~u;rr~sndcd by ASlIKAE ;md 

NOSH (the LIS National Insti~utc for Oc-cupationd Saf&y anii Health); srudics 011 

Lufihaasa showed lcvds more than &ice the ~dndarcl iirltcn apcrating air packs at 50 

percent capacity. Similarly. the US Depmtrucnt o f f  nnsport, in 3 study in 1981) (see 
Nag& ef aZ, 1992), noted that on 87 nct af 92 fligills studied, thc average carbon 

dioxide levels exceeded ASHRAE stadards. O v e x 3  air qml~ty incvitahlj. rnfYc~s as a 

result and chcmicd constituents br~ild up to Zc~els i?iat cm c ~ a s u  discomfort. 

Most rsviow studies have repofid that, wi6  CGW cxusptior;.~, low lrumidity :1nd mane 
were the most likely causcs of thc rnoQ co~~~monly  repor!ed sympiurils by passengers 
a113 flight attendants. The level of water vitpvur in rhc atcr,ot;~.here is behmcn 70 to 80 
percent, although most pcoplc at.c oomfortabIe s.tt!'i 4 30-65 $JZrc%ii itvcl. 'However, 

on ~ornmercial aircraft monitored by the US FAA, ?%c ..4bticr2uZ Academy ~:!f Scicimces 
found relative humidi~ies on board aircraft t~ 'DY ~&<m21y kW.': fruilr 2 ?a 23 p a ~ o n t .  
At v Juts less than 40 percent relative hut-kdity, ~yrr~pioais incklde dry mucous 
membranes, reapir..roxy and skin imtation imd ~ f n X i ~ d  r::ics, E'li@~ls af 3-4 hoot's ill the 
5-10 pcrcent h u ~ d i t y  rangc: will cause ilriutictl of tka ejrcx, chi-oat 3rd ltiags. 

Lowhumidity is c m e d  by ourside air drying w moisture is ri:rrroveO when tllc ctlgke 

c~dprason tsejt thc cold air. Airborne virusss Couri,li in :ow humidity, so planas can 

become highly infectious places if t11s vcntiktion sysrrm is inefficient. Bacterjn anti 
fungal spores are also carried by air ;md may loclgi-- in scat fabric, sta;~ing activc for 
days. 

Eleven percmt of flighu monitored by the F A A  and it'poned in thc NAS rqort 
viola& F M  stad3rds for a7.one icvcis, ~ , i i f ?  avmg: :e..ds well heyol:d the E M  

N 
limits of 0.25 per pascngcr mile and so~k~e. Ieve!~ socc t f l i~ i l  ci~hf  ticnes higher than VI 

i C c m e n d e d ,  EXcp,ws ozone wpusurrs, GVC. at !cve!s beloiv this moxirnu~~~, can 
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produce syrnptonls or discomfort in eyes, nose and Urcon:, car, h n ~ i ~  cjn a persistent 
cough, and cause hre~thing diificulries. 

In contrast to these findings. the 1986 I4AS reperr 0 t h ~  studies have found no 
cx~sssivc Icvels of carbon monoxide, nicc~ine or :u:borne padailares, ali id which 
have bean linked to tobacco srnokc as a source. ,C;tiaiies of nicoti~c' on board aircraft 

sl~owcd Icvcls, both in smoking and nons1r:nking scc~l~cs. {a be we11 beluv; AS1IfU.E 

and OSKA standards. 

EnvironmentaI Tobaccr! Smoke 

Environmental tobacco smoke is produced w!icn !ohacco g~.oducts are smoked. ETS is 
a combination uf exhaled mainstream srnak;. (the ;n~ctke :ha; Is ex.ha!eJ aAer a puK is 
taken) and sidestream smoke (the smoke thar comes off the 3urning end of the cigarette 

bcrwwrt puffs). Dcforz cxponue occuro, both forms of >snake u~:dergo 2 variety of 
ohangm - often refened to as "aging". Eve11 xnurc sipif cru~tly, El'$ is progressively 
diluted in the air until it Icaves the partkcla: .znvirsrd.~~ent h:/ vmiiiarion or is adsorbed 
onto surf-. J .ike all other forms of scuukc, 5TS coa:pri3es gmes and particles. 

Banning airline making on healdl Sruurr& ;tn;rct be justified by thc mailable data. 
ETS has not been shown to cause disease in nonsmntrzrs cr to pprtstnt s sip~ificant 
health risk to n~nsmokcrs wit11 prc-e,xisting me&cai problcins (SK, far example, 
Ecobichon & Wu, 1990j. 

A n m b m  of studies have born camed our thili measur.; lekeIs of nicotine in tho sir or1 

board aircraft, to a y e  an irldication of thc ! s l i e I ~  cf EI'S ti: ~ 'h lch  people are exposed, 
a d  the extmt to which nS influences ov;.yrs:l ai: qwli~y. Tht results are summrrised 
in Table 1. 
' h 

Mmy aubors have attempted ro compare their rceasmzmcnts of nicodnz iu t11c air with 

thc amount of nicotine that the averagt. ,-mulrer akcs in fro% smozng OIIC cigarette. 
From the reporled studice, it has been suggcqcd rhaz not\smokii;g passcngm in 
nonsmoking sect.ions are cxposed to Lcts-em rl~e w-uivalorii nicotine of 0.00094 N 

VI 
(Murwn er al, 1989) and 0.0082 (Oii3nZreev !?t a!, 1987) clgattlcs pcr fiour. Oldukcr & 
Conrad (1987) m fact estimated t l ~ a ~  it  w,oulJ rake eight 23-hoar mlmd-nip fligllrs h n l  = 
New Yurk to Tokyo for s passenger seater1 in a ncmncikinp s-di to bc exposed to the 
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nicotine equivalent of one cigarette, Tl~is anourits t~ 224 fmr~rs: just ovcc one-quarter 

of tho average flight attendant's annual in-flight d m .  

Studies have also measured exposure ro re;;pirriblc suspcadd particles jRSPs) in the air 
i,e. particles that we small enough to be brdhed in. Eowevcr, mch pariicles arc: no[ 
unique to ETS, but occur froin a variety of oth.=r sourc.=s on bozcd ait.c;.rafi. Those 
studies have therefore made another rneasurcnmt: ~rkraviolet pparriculate matter 
(UVPM), which is believed to give a more acsuritu retlection of the yonion of RSPs 
due to ETS. UVPM, however, may still occa fiom i1ihs.r sources and give an 

t 

overestimate of particles that can be attributed to ETS. Nevertheless, ffre results fiom 
the studies that have looked at this are sumariscd in 'f-~ble 2; again, the significant 
differences in both RSP and UVPM between s~noking and nonsmoking sections of 
aircraft suggest that present policies of segregation work effectively. 

One fiuther type of study has been carried cut; thos.; that hsve rnzasured levcls of 

nicotine in the body fluids of flight attendants 3rd ysssengss (Foliurr et 111, 1983; 
Maftson et al, 1989). One group of authors ('F~lier? el ai, 1943) concluded that 

physiological effects were unlikely from thz low Irveis !)l'rlic6tinz observed. 

The results of these studies have been sui~~marised by HoCcnnib in '1988, who 
concluded that:- 

"The available scientific evidence does 11ot supp~a t3c prAihit.io11 
of smoking on commercial aircrze. 3 s  dzta that zie available 

reveal low concmtrations of substan~2s rllar can be traced lo 

ETS in smoking sections, and ever1 liwe'i ccncrrrnaiions i:~ 

nb-smoking st ions ,  thus confi~ning the efficacy of cunenr 
in-flight smoking policies, 

"The available data also suggest that factors or sv;bstanccs otltcs 

than ETS may be major contributors to sub.jcctivs ccrnp1air.t~ of 
discoinfort by passenger and flight crew. Finally, Gvcn tllc 
limited and intermittent occasions for exposure, even Ir, 

the case of compromised ir~dividuals and flight attcndkula; 

adverse health effects from exposure ti? lJ'!'S aboard aircraft 
are highly unlikely." 



It is interesting Lo note that US occupatisat?! sti!n&irds re;oramuatd a maximurn 
exposure of 500 rnicorgnrnmes of nicsins per nfiic rr~ctrr of air aver an 8-hour 
working day; dearly, the results in Tablo I Indiciitc tCzt i.:vcfs crf nicotine 011 hoard 
draft in no way approach this !evel, ron$n;! fri>;-.i avcragts 9:' 0.05-21.0 
micl'ogrmunes per cubic mctrc of air in ~~or~stuoking ~e=*ii;.as, to zviiriges sf 7.1-41.0 
microgramme% per cuhic metre of air in s ~ c k i n a  sec~iai~s of aixrafi. It is thcreforc 

difficult to conclude, as many anti-3rnoking vctivicts h3v5, that tobscso smoking on 

hnatd aircraft is a mqior contribwor ro poo; air quli ir;  aid a ~r:ajo: source of 
discomfort to nonmoEng passcngrrs seated in th? acr!smokirir! scxtirm< (1f thr: arcraft. 

Given the potential for vthcr rnaju~ six yufitj probiens on board aircraft - in patticular 
the poor ventilation rates and low humidity levzl~ - ir i s  difficxrlt tn justify the 

sugg$sn'on that banning tobacco smoking on hard aircraft is ;r mi~jor prlon'!y. 

Fire Safety on Board AircrrtB 

A review of the causes of aircraft fires beween 1363 3nd 1352 (using 03 different data 

sources reprcsmting thc moat comprehensive L ~ J  ariil~orit~iive axriatien accidents and 
incident campilatians, widely used by 3via:icn :a%q fiafcssi~nnts zn;l tflc world 
aviation technical community, including teC:%nic;t: ad resech raper:. prsp'3red by fire 
mfety expati) indicates rhar, o v a  the 30-yea 2t:tk:iJ ~~LI.;CI~S .were pccduced far 5380 

accidents and incidents, less than 4 % of which involved firs as tlic principal factor. 
l'he p a t  majority of fires involved engixjpowt.:~$~~~i frrts an3 sr~okw'fin; with 

c1cctn'caI aystcm on'gin. Howaver, of the 253 h-Cigh: fire oc~:=m.~~ccs. only one ha.< 

been officially amibutcd to a Art: stal~cd 3y a ~z.ssz:iger's ci:;arcttc. This was in thc casc 

of a Russian-built nushyn IL-19 airctafl, xhich did act iac:;:pri;a:e atlvanced fire 
resistant mateda~s or stringent in-flig11t itgdrtci~~~ r6guitding cabin safc:y. 

TWO additional uists, alrl~ough not confimcd or stated in officiaI rcpoltc of findings, 
coul! have involved the carelas use of cigarxtes ci7 incited,. a matdl L'C ovcxhearcd 
wiring or wolllsl cause of ignition; however, iz o x  i:i' !.hose the airline had not 

complied with even the minimal requitemer1:s fafor flrc pror~criun a ~ d  this was 

considered to be the primary causal faotor. 
N 
VI 

In fact, it ha3 bccn widely su~gestcd that if smnkii~y is totaily baillied fir\ hoard aircraft, 
0 
m 
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passengers who wish 10 smoke may be irivn l;li;l$ to 1 0  SG in piaccs such as aircraft CO 
la~zrtorics, where for safety reasons it is currently forblrtdtc. N 

rn 



Competitive and Economic Considerations 

Tho sheer number of' airlines who, 11;iving inrioJiit;cd anru!drr$ b:lns 011 bard thew 

aircraft, have found ir ~~cccssary to rescind those 1 2 ~ s  berzx-e :if passt-ngcr ?I'LSSW~, 

indicates the extent to which airline passengcs Lclic-:c t!rat prosen: policy ~f provision 

for both srlluktrs and nonsmokers is tha carrca nne. 

A nurnbw of individual airlines (Virgin Atixndc, Laf~hmsa. Tkt,ti~h Airlines, Qantas, 

Swissa~r, Lauda Air, Gums~y  Airlines and ?;i'h.Q hove decidtd not ta go all& with 
such bans. Guernsey Airlines mmmcnttb rhnt !he rir?ir:t fs!r it was ismng tc impose a 

ban when approxjmardy onc-tl~ird of thc 13ritish pcp~!$t{fit. ~ ~ ! i > k c ~ .  Srnolchlg bans in 
sumc counm'e3, introduced by government isgislatic:r!, ilavc d m  bccn withdrawn: in 
December 1990. for txulplc, the 13raziliari Sup~zzne :zr?t~:.f nf .illstice ov.:mmd die 

icgislated smoking ban of dnmesric iligi:ins of 1v.w I:ij:i:~ c.r icsr;. Slx~\>ki~ig is now 

permitted on a scbmgiitcd basis. 

Bans on smoking by individual airlines have an occasic)ri b ~ c n  rz$cInded fi>r rcrrsons of 
competition and economics, as well as passenger pxsgmr. i t  the feu du~ srnoki~lg 
passengers will silpIy sclcot onother airline. R ~ T ~ c  cn darneszic flidrcs iii individual 
countries or withirk re.ginns have also caused I;o2cr.m becnust of !lie porsihility that 

passengers who wish to smolce may switch to nlierna\ivc forms siz.a~u~o~. 

R m i l  surveys by Cm~di;in Airlines prinr to 3 pr~posai io lcgislatc srnol\irrg bans on 
all Can3dian crtm'ers' internal or i~itcn~ationsl nights, estimated that aich a ban would 
lead tu IS % of thcir customers swirching to fgreisi Sr:incs who -xoald riot be required 
to impose such a ban. They also indicated that t:?rre w::?..r/A he 110 more shan a 3 74 

market gain from nonsrnokt.r~ which wmld (lo tv;y cornpenslte for the 1os.C in 

business. O n  Pacific routcs alol~t, Csnadian Airlines prc?Clicted a 12 O/u drop in suloking 
p&'tngers. Carladim Airline.; alsn esn'rnatcd thal on i l l~ i i  fap:u: to Cmsda route $3 % 

of it$ passapus sulokc:crs aid theafwe cl~a lnrc. revenue in businc5:ss class alone 

wouId be Canadian S 16-25 million. fhcr 'belitvcd t+ty would l u x  s nibsrantial 
pr~p0,Rjon of rhcir Itvmue as a result of such n h&n. over 5G %& of thcir operatin: 
income comes from international routes. Air Cads :dsc confimi4 that the ban would 
cost lhm up to Canadian $ 40 million lo lost rr,ve:li:t.. Zic Carudintl c;r?icrs claimed 
that they would he forc& into operating r~t u ;j~mnttrc'ial rli&vrtntagc c ~ r n p a r d  to 

foreign airlines with routes out of Canada. Hcwrr'cr. 316 Introd.~ctim OF smoking bans 
iir Canada on intern;ltional flights of Canadi3~. C J ~ ~ : ? . T F .  IS ti) b~ d ~ f e n ~ d  ullt'il 1983, 



rather thnn being implemented immrii~niel>~. t2t;rr;Cix c::rrlcn i;lG:n !!tar rht: bar1 
would undermine the cumpctitivcncss cf tho inil.3strj u s 5ixe 14rci~ airlines M e  

already facing serious economic pressurw. 

The siwtion regarding smoking on board a1rc:r:j.K cx be ~i11111)3~rijt?d a5 fi>l!w~. 

Prcviaus attempts by individual sirlines and bj gsvemmars zc inrrc;ducc srook;ag 

bans have generally beell unpopular wit5 a GgaiGca~lt prcp~ition of airline 
customers; 

Smokers, although in most counhizs a rnii~orhy, n~vrrihslc~s: r zprcsefit a sigeificant 
proportion uf the population (in thc EEC:, fo: sx:mple, tE.?rc are 31: &mated 100 

million smokers in a total popuIation c!f 300 millitr:;); 

Exposure to other people's tobacco smoke b& i;u~ bcai cosicIusivc;ly proven to 

cause disease in nonsmokers; 

Tobacco smoke has not been shoum the br fk: niqor contributor to cabill air 

quality; indeed, inadequate vcntilaiiu~l d i o ~ i o ~  build-up of :;~bstances from many 
. diffcrcnt sources, togaher with low humdiiy, have h e n  suggested tu bc thc major 

causes of air quality problems 011 board aircraft; 

Available data suggests thar fiicrors such poot ve1i6iar;or: and low humidity. 

dong with high levels of substances aich 2s DMZC. z c  in Tact the major 
contributors to passcrlgcc discomfort cn boord aircraft, which zrt: commonly 
apributed by passengers to ETS; 
r. 

r Measurement of levels of ETS consrinienis u!i boar2 aircraft ;I!PWS them to be 
exunuelr )ow, wdl within US occ~paiI@>~I sianri;lri!!, and sipiflc;mtly luwcr i l l  

nonsmoking arenq than smoking arras, iirdicating that :iq!!tgatiarl works well in 

reducing ounsmoker cxposure to ETS; 1'4 
VI 
0 
d IL 11s bctn estimated that 3 non.cmokcr SL::~?C in a nc:nsmoki~ig srct ic~n would have - 

to take eight 28-hour rour~rl-trip flights &on; Nov Yd< W 'fokyn f ~ i  be exposed to CO a 
the nicotina equivdanr of smoking a single cig:vctic; N 
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A thorough review af the causes of Arcs ot? board itircruft does not providt: 
evidence fur the claim that cigarettes rcprcs::nt a rz!ajor fire hazard, or that 

cigarettes grc a significant contributor to ai:\;r;dt fircs 3vsr the past 30 ycars. 

It is therefore difficult to justify thc sugsi.ition thar %;loking shod? he hauled on 
board aircraft. Thc present system of prr~vidit~& both srnoLing a~lr! aonsmoKng wtions 

ensures that all passengers are uaicrcd for, a d  has wodcd wdl f ~ r  r imy  years now, 
Tile:  inistmcc of pressure groups or, the necessity :h: s~oking bms or. hoard aircraft 
when the evidence simply docs not justify it, iniiicztttas a continuance a i  rhcir rrtltnipts 

to wdcrminz the relationship hetween smokers litld nonsmgkcrs that h : ~  always b m  

hased upon comnlurt sense, tolcmce and coucesrv. 
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