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' S  . *t<? 
.'$>, . - . -9 ' Workplace  Smokinlg R e s t r  k i i o n s  

INTRODUCTION 

A s  e v i d e n c e d  by r e c e n t  media  a t t e n t i o n  and  i n c r e a s e d  

a l c t i v i t y  by an t i - smok in g  g r o u p s  i n  t h i s  a rea ,  t h e  * 

. - ,) 
r e s t r i c t i o n  ofi workp l ace  smokang h a s  become a n  i m p o r t a n t  

a , q  I ,. - 
1 .  

-. > i t . ,  

i s s u e  w a r r a n t i n g  t o b a c c o  i n d u s t r y  c o n c e r n  alnd a c t i o n .  , . I  1 , .  

:I <, ' ,< :: , 

To i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e r n  i s  w e l l - b a s e d  and  t h e  a c t i o n  is 1 

w e l l - p l a n n e d ,  The Tobacco I n s t i t u t e  bas d e v e l o p e d  b h i s  
I 

s u r v e y  of co rpo raUe  smoking c o n t r o l  p o l i c i e s .  The . I . . 
L 1 

i n f o r m a t i o n  was c o l l e c t e d  t h r o u g h  a sealrcb o f  dalta b a s e s ,  

r e v i e w  of  l i t e r a t u r e ,  c o n t a c t  wl i th  t r a d l e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  and 

r e p o r t s  f rom I n l s t i t u t e  dield s t a f f .  

5 

+$" - p a r  I 4 - 3 . T  

;$, ,\\G,f; 

L 

G *q 7 ,+*.;5 b- -, By no  means is t h i s  s u r v e y  a c o m p l e t e  c a t a l o g  o f  workp l ace  a ,. 

#@-$$;q$+;< 2 & F -G18&.: : r, ,' , Q 

< .  , 
4 , ,-: , . 
r,~~f:,3;~~$,,.'f-: ? ;I:.n . . smoking r e s t r i c t a o n a  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  a n d  p u b l i c  s e c t o r s .  * * t J  , 

> - ,<;+$:+:% 2 . * , 
i,,%-t,Y , , . , e  After all, there  are o v e r  t h r e e  m i l l i o n  o p e r a t i n g  b u s i n e s s e s  

!! ti:.; *I , , , 
u .  % +' . , 

?Y 4?.,?,<;$:,. . , 
I ;$. *,; i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t o d a y .  However, w i t h o u t  b e h g  , ,. *. i,? k*. $,~-%:. .,. 

..g ,-;( -4' \ .  
, -3': 1 

i: .> * i  r. ,L,.: 

Jz  . e x h a u s t i v e ,  t h e  s u r v e y  h i g h l i g h t s  t h e  marked i n c r e a s e  i n  and 
1- 

t h e  n a t u r e  o f  anlt i-smoking a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  work 

env i ronmen t .  



Ir 1982, t h e  ~ [ : i c a n  Lung A s s o c i a t i o n  t a c e t e d  "'smoking i n  

> 
1 t h e  workplacew as t h e  primalry i s s u b  i n  t h e  nonsmokers1 

, , ..." . '*. 

r i g h t s  movement. A l so ,  Sm~okenders e s t a b l i s h e d '  a c o r p o r a t e  c 
s e r v i c e s  d i v i s i o n  t o  malrket t ts  smokinlg c e s s a t i o n  program Uo 

:. - z 
. . 1 t h e  b u s i n e s s  communlittg. 
* 
' ,. 

& .  , , . . 
Y 

I T ,  

Through l e g i s l a t i v e  and r e g u l a t o r y  mandates ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l  

governments  became more i n v o l v e d  i n  an ' t i -smoking a c t i v i t y .  

- I  ;,:. ; '.:; %,, .- For example,  i n  C a l l i f o r n i a  a law was e n a c t e d  which 
8 .  

e s s e n t i a l l l y  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  e a c h  s t a t e  depa r tmen t  a d o p t  t h e  

s t a t e  P e r s o n n e l  Board1ls e x i s t i n g  r e s t r i c t i v e  p o l i c y  on, 

smoking o r  d e v e l o p  a new p o l i c y  wibh c e r t a i n  l i m i t a l t i o n s .  

I n  Kansas ,  t h e  s t a t e  h e a l t h  depalrtment h a s  begun a new 

program - P r o j e c t  Votte - t o  encoulrage employers  t o  a l l o w  an  

employee p l e b i s c i t e  on whether  smoking s h o u l d  be p e r m i t t e d  

< i n  t h e i r  workplace .  
< L 

; % . :$f F e d e r a l  and s t a t e  c o u r t s  p rov ided  n o t a b l e  Uegal v i c t o r i e s  
. . 

. *"IH& *;s:, ,14;<i';5 , .* .;$;$.: 1 f o r  an t i - smoking  i n ~ t e r e s t s . .  I n  V i c k e r s  u .  V e t e r a n s  
.:$ ;4 ,j!$ ,% 5 c i$> 6:- 

,&&-,$T~ : 
e,$.!:;<S;p+-~ *.. . Adminkstrat ionl ,  a U1.S. District Cour t  r u l e d  t h a t  a f e d e r a l  
:*!L 4 -&;i.i>.f, . 

,X"; 7 < . 
:$"I . ,,> - J. \ n. 

"t I .  employee who i s  h y p e r s e n s i t i v e  t o  t o b a c c o  smoke i s  
; *-&#; . %j , , ,. 
+.?.k,c-? < 

,l - 
: , $*.<' wlhandicappedN w i t h i n  t h e  meaning o f  t h e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act -* th 

f -. . o f  1973. The M i s s o u r i  Coulrt o f  Appea ls ,  i n  Smith v. Western - 
E l e c t r i c  Co.,  h e l d  t h a t  an  employee may have a common law 

d u t y  t o  e n s u r e  a smoke-free environmenb f o r  employees 

s e n s i t i v e  t o  burninlg tobacco .  



- .  - 
5 

Each day  bring(.riUh i t l  new deve lopments  "smoking i n  t h e  

8 

0 
workplacet1 - few, if: a n y ,  of which' w l i l l  h a w  a s a l u t a r y  

effect  on t h e  tobacco  ind lus t ry .  ' I t  i s  w i t h  t h i s  importanit  c u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i n  mind t h a t  t h e  "Survey o f  Workplace 

R e s U r i c t i o n s n  h a s  been compiled.  The informaEion  p r e s e n t e d  - 

h e r e  is o n l y  a first  - b u t  key - s t e p  i n  addl ress ing  t h i s  
. ,  

complex i s s u e .  A l r eady ,  The Tobacco I n l s t i t u t e  i s  p r e p a r i n g  

a d e t a i l e d  b i b l i o g r a p h y  on workplace  smoking, which w i l l  

, ,-  . ( -  . fu r th l e s  assist t h e  i n d u s t r y  i n  c o n f r o n t i n g  t h i s  t rnpor tan t  

probllem i n  t h e  '11980s. 

Inlforrnation S e r v i c e s  

The Tobacco I n l s t i t u t e  



.- 
s 

a A ,  "Freedom f r o m  Smokingw: SponDored by t h e  
. "  American Lunlg A s s o c i a l t i o n ,  t h i s  n a t i o n w i d e  p rogram,  

c c o n s i s t i n g  o f  smoking c e s s a t i o n  c l i n i c s  a n d  l i t e r a t u r e ,  
is aimed s p e c i f i c a l l y  a t  employee  smoking.  THle 
f o l l o w i n g  s a m p l e  o f  compalnies h a v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in1 
"Freedom f r o m  Smokingm: 

Blue-Cross-Blue  S h i e l d ,  R e s e a r c h  T r i a n l g l e  Palrk, 
B o e i n g  Co., MA 
B u r r o u g h s  Welcome, Resealrch T r i a n g l e  PalrK, WC 
E d d i e  B a a e r  h c . ,  WA 
EDS F e d e r a l ,  Calry, NC 
EPA, R e s e a r c h  T r i a n g l e  P a r k ,  NC 
E q u i t a b l e  L i f e  A s s u r a n c e  Co., C h a r l o t t e ,  NC 
G k n e r a l  E l e c t r i c ,  R e s e a r c h  T r i a n g l e  P a r k ,  NC 
Hlanes K n i t w e a r ,  Winstonl-Salem, NC 
IBW, R a l e i g h ,  WC - 
N ~ r t h  P a c i f i c  I n s u r a n c e  Co. ,  WA 
S e a t t l e  F i r s t  N a t i o n a l  Bank ,  WA 
S p r i n g d a l e  Mills, R u t h e r f o r d l t o n ,  IVC 
~ R A L  T e l e v i s i o n ,  Rale ighl ,  NIC 

A l l i e d  Chemica l  

S m o k e n d e ~ s :  I n  11982, Smokenders  e s t a b l i s h e d  a 
C o r p o r a t e  & Glroup S e r v i c e s  D i v i s i o n .  2he  pamphllet 

7 - 
a d v e r t i s i n g  t h l i s  new a s p e c t  o f  Smokenders '  o p e r a b i o n s  
claims e a c h  smoking employee  c o s t s  a company $4600 a n d  
758 o f  smoking employees  wanlt t o  q u i t  smoking.  It g o e s  
on t o  r e p o r t  t h e  u n s u b s t a n t i a 8 e d l  a l l e g a t i o n s  o f  
P r o f e s s o r  W i l l i a m  L. Weis, a l e a d i n g  a n t i - s m o k i n g  
f i g u r e  i n  t h e  e f f o r t  t o  restr ict  w o r k p l a c e  smoking.  I n  
an a p p a r e n t  a l t t empt  t o  g a i n  c r e d i b i l i t y  f o r  i t s  clalfms 
a n d  c l i e n t s  f o r  i t s  b u s i n e s s ,  Smokenders  i n c l u d e s  i n  
i ts  pamlphlet t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l i s t  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n l s  which  
h a v e  p a r t i c i p a u e d  i n  t h e  Smokenders '  program:  

American Can 
American E x p r e s s  
American P e t r o f i n a ,  I n c .  
Anheuser-Busch.  I n c .  
AT B 'I 
BaUly 'Is PalrK P l a c e  C a s i n o  
B l u e  C r o s s  and B l u e  S h i e l d  
Boe ing  Company 
Chlase Man~ha t tan  Bank 
Computer V i s i o n  
C o n n e c t i c u t  G e n e r a l  Life  

I n s u r a n c e  Co. - - -  - - -  

C o n s o l i d a t e d  F r e i g h t w a g s  

Daon C o r p o r a t i o n  * 
D e L o i t t e  Halskens & S e l l s  
Dewey B a l l e n U i n e  

Bushby P a l m e r  & Wood 
Dlow Chlemical Company 
Doyle  Dane Bernbach  
Eabon C o r ~ o r a t i o n  
 ducati ion ill ~ u d % o  V i s u a l  

" 
F a i r c h l i l d  T e s t  S y s t e m s  
F a r r a n d  ~ n d u s t r i e s  I n c .  
F e d e r a l  Home Loan Bank 

New YorK 
F e d e r a l  R e s e r v e  Ban~k 



Genleral Dynamics a. 

$ .  G e n e r a l  Elect r ic  Co. ' 

. Genleral T e h e ~ h o n e  oE F l o r i d a  - . 
H a r t f o r d  I n s u r a n c e  Go. 
Harvard U n i v e r s i t y  
Honeywell 
Ind 'uc to therm Corp. 
I n t s e l  Cora. - - - - - - - - - - - 
Johns-Manvi l le  Corp. 
Johnlson & Johnson 
Kaiser Aluminum 
Lealr S i e g l e r ,  Inc. 
Lever  B r o t h e r s  
Lockheed 
LOIS Rngeles  Times 
Werck & Co. I n c .  

M o n t c l a i r  S t a t e  Uln ivers i ty  
Nationall  B r o a d c a s t i n g  Co.. I n ~ c .  - - - . - -. - - 

Hew York Times 
Nor thwes te rn  B e l l  T e l e ~ h o n ~ e  - - -  r - -  - -  

O l i n k r a f t .  I n c .  

~ u e e n s b o r o  Community C o l l e g e  
Rockwell! I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
Rodale  P r e s s ,  I n c .  
Salomon Bros .  
S h a k l e e  C o r p o r a t i o n  
S inge r -Kea r fo t  
S o c i e t y  N a t i o n a l  Bank o f  

C leve land  
S t o u f f e r  Corp. ,  The 
Sun Gas Co. 
Svnltex Lab  . - -  - 

Temple Beth  A m i  
Texas  I n s t r u m e n t s .  I n c .  

- 1  

Trammel1 Crow Com~anv 
.I 

Transwor ld  A i r l i n e s . ,  I n c  

- - - - -  

Woodland Hlills . CA. 

Cancer  Thlerapy & 
Resea rch  C e n t e r  
San Anltonio ,TX 

Cher ry  H i l l  H o s p i t a l  
Cher ry  H i l l ,  NJ 

The ~ l e v e l a n ~ d  C l i n i c  
Clevelanld,  Ohio 

Columbia P r e s b y t e r i a n  
H o s ~ i t a l l .  NYC 

 rand ~ r a l i r i e  Comrnunitv 
-' 
Gralnd P r a i r i e ,  TX 

Hershev Medical  C e n t e r  

H~mewlood H o s p i t a l  
Guleph,  ONT 



s C. Employee Programs: A number bf companies utilize an 
ll 

incentive program, OF some variation, to assist 

c employees with smoking cessafiion effor~s. For example, 
a business may give cash bonuses to employees who stop 
smoking or it may en~courage employee participation in 
organized smoking cessation programs through the 
payment of fees. The companies listed below illustrate 

I the variety of employer programs. 

dlcoa honors employees who have sUopped smoking by 
posting their pictures in a Lobby displaly. 

American Canlcer Society and the American Healrt 
Association offer stop-smoking programs for employees. 

Americaln Health Foundation ofrered a smoking cessation 
program at no cost to employees which was conducted oln 
company time and in company facilities. 

Becton Dickinson and Company offered manuals at cost to 
employees, then returned the money to employees when 
they qu5t smoking. 

Blue Cross-Blue Shield of New Jersey has run In-house 
cessation programs. 

Bulrger King, at Its headquarters in Miami, FL, featured 

c a mFPeedom from Smokingw manual in its Wnployee 
Service Bulletin." A special coupon requested that 
employees contact the Dade-Monroe Lung Association. 

Campbell Soup offered smoking cessation programs. It 
. : .  cost thle company $500 for every employee who quit 

, , +\ ,, 
'"+$i,fl, + . a>: 

smoking, malInlg for time off the jobl. About 70 
, -  ,: - employees participated-- a 20% quit rate. 
-4: n *.A *] tr 

';Lh5::q.ai <: i *:A ' 

::;&.;P,'J ' 
,;.a'+ ',, - - .  Consolidated Edison Co. Employees pay their own way* 

?cch,?, $,: . through stop-smoking programs but Con Ed addls an extra: 
< l  ( 

A ( U  spouses of employees are-also inuited to attend the 
h .  6 .  . +:, . clinics at the reduced raltes. 
': +:*i - * . ' .  

Cybertek Computer Products, Inc., in Los Angeles, CA, 
offers employees a $5100 bonus if they qulit smoking. 

O. W. Dahl Co., Inc., (Bristol, RL.) offers a monetary 
bonus program to encouralge employees to stop smoking. 
It has been in effect for 13 years. 



SMOKING C E S S A T ~  - 1 PROGRAMS c 
Deluxe Check P r i n t e r s  o f f e r e d L t h e  "Freedom f ~ o m  
Smokingw manuals  a t  company expense  t o  a l l  900 
employees .  Also o f f e r e d  s p e c i a l  p e r s o n a l  checks  t h a t  
f e a t u r e  MThaln~ks f o r  n o t  Smokingn i m p r i n t s .  

Dow Chemical d i v i s i o n  i n  Midland,  TX, b a s  awarded money 
i n  a s p e c i a l  l o t t e r y  f o r  nonsmokers.  

Ebsco I n d u s t r i e s  i n  Red Bank, W J ,  sponsa red  a program 
i n  t h e  e a r l y  1970s t o  pay a $10-per-month bonuls t o  
employees  who s t a t e d  t h e y  d i d  n o t  smoke. R e p o r t i n g  was 
e n t i r e l y  on t h e  honor  sys tem.  Employees who were 
p r e v i o u s l y  nonsmokers and smokers  whlo q u a t  r e c e i v e d  t h e  
bonus ,  p a i d  a t  y e a r m s  end!. The program was i n s t i t u l t e d  
by a s e n i o r  v i c e  p r e s i d e n t ,  h i m s e l f  a n  ex-smoker, who 
was s t r u c k  onle daly by t h e  amount ob  smoke he  
e n c o u n t e r e d  as he  walked i n t o  t h e  companyfs  c a f e t e r i a .  

Edulcat ional  T e s t i n g  S e r v i c e  i n  P r i n c e t o n ,  MJ, h a s  a n  
ed luca t iona l  program, w i t h  s e s s i o n s  on company t i m e  and 
on employees t  bime, l e d  by s t a f f  a n d  a s s a s b e d  by a 
nlon-prof i t  g roup .  

Falfnir  Bearinlgs (CT) - is  u s i n g  "Freedom from Shokingw 
ma~nuilla. 

G. Fox & Co. sponlsored l u n g  a s s o c i a t i o n  workshops on 
smoking and hlealthl. 

G e n e r a l  Fbods h e l p s  employees  pay f o r  smok ing -ces sa t ion  
c o u r s e s .  

Gene ra l  Motors Corp. s u b s i d i z e s  t h e  Smokenders program > .  
f o r  o u e r  600 employees i n  Naw York o f f i c e s .  

-. ' 
r ,  

Boffman-LaRoche o f f e r s  p a r t i a l  payment f o r  any o f f - s i t e  . 
smoking c e s s a t i o n  program chosen  by employees .  

> a .  IBM i n i t i a t e d  a H e a l t h  Educa t ion  Program i n  2/81 which ,, I,! - , . . i n c l u d e s  a smoking c e s s a t i o n  c o u r s e .  The c o u r s e  is 
a v a i l a b l e  f r e e  t o  employees ,  r e t i r e e s  anld f a m i l i e s .  
Also  promoted "Freedom fbom Smokingw manluals. 

I n s t e m a t i c  I n c .  (XL) which manulfactures small! 
e l e c t r i c a l  a p p l i a n c e s ,  o f f e r s  i t s  smokinlg employees  
i n c e n t i v e s  t o  quk t .  It has r u n  t h r e e  separa l te  
programs. I n  one program, employees coulld bet  thle 
company up t o  $100 thlat  t h e y  would q u i t  smoking f o r  one 
p e a r .  In t h e  most r e c e n t  campaign, 18 q u i t t e r s  were 
e l i g i b l e  f o r  a l o t t e r y .  0 



J C  Penney Co. Inlc. (NYC) o f f e r s  f r e e  gu idance  and 
- - counseUing and d i r e c t s  employees  t o  s t o p  smokin~g 

grogralms of t h e  American Cancer S o c i e t y .  

2he L e s l i e  Company (MJ) used  t h e  Amlerican Cancer 
S o c i e t y  smoking c e s s a t i o n  c l i n l i c  ( e d u c a t i o n a l ,  b e h a u i o r  
m l o d i f i c a t i o n )  on p a r t  company t ime  and p a r t  employee 
time w i t h  no c h a r g e  t o  p a r t i c a p a n t s  o r  employer .  

M a s s a c h u s e t t s  Mutual L i f e  Insulrance w i l l  paly up t o  $100 
f o r  2 h y p n o s i s  s e s s i o n s  performed By q u a l i f i e d  
p h y s i c i a n ~ s  o r  p s y c h o l o g i s t s .  Half t h e  paymen8 is madle 
when t h e  t r e a t m e n t  b e g i n s  a n d  h a l f  a f t e r  s i x  mon~ths ,~ 
assamling thle p a t i e n t  h a s  sUopped smoking. I 

Miles L a b o r a t o r y  ( E l k h a r t ,  IN) u s i n g  i t s  c o r p o r a t e  :* '. 
t r a i n i n g  dlepartment,  conducted  a program which was 
based  on t h e  ACS program. As a r e s u l t ,  t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  have  formed am I l l  Q u i t  Club" open t o  a l l  
who comple te  t h e  class.  

WB I n s t i t u t e  o f  Hypnotherapy o f f e r s  stop-sm~oking 
programs alt s p e c i a l  i n d u s t r y  r a t e s .  

WY Te lephone  sponso red  smoking c e s s a t i o n  programs.  

NY L i f e  I n ~ s u r a ~ n ~ c e  Co. o f f e r e d  a t  company expense  c o p i e s  
of thewlFreedom from Sknokingu s e l f - h e l p  manuals  t o  group  c F 

pollicy h o l d e r s .  

R i v e r i a  Motors (OR), s i n c e  1978, h a s  r u n  anlnual 
srnokinlg-cessation c l a s s e s  and h a s  m a i n t a i n e d  a 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  w s u p p o r t  sys t emM f o r  Uhose who were 

* *  1 

t r y i n g  Uo q u i t .  
1 , ~ :  < ' % *  
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S e a r s  Roebuck b Co. 's  New York f a s h i o n  buying  o f f i c e  
.,, , 
,, . L + o f f e r e d  employees  t h e  5-week Srnokenders program. 
.d- Approximately ha18  t h e  c o a t  was re funded  t o  employees  

i ,  - I '  
who were s t i l l  n o t  smoking 6 months a l f t e r  t h e  end o f  
t h e  program. 

. . 
Sou th  C e n t r a l  Bell t h r o u g h  thle company n e w s l e t t e r  and 
w i t h  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  t h e  ALA o f  Alalbama, promated t h e  
coupon f o r  t h e  flFreed~om from Smokingn .manual. 

Union P a c i f i c  s e t  up  d i s p l a y s  and o s f e r e d  ImFPeedom from 
Smokingn manuals  t o  employees i n  company o f f i c e s  in1 
L A ,  P o r t l a n d ,  Omaha, S a l t  Cake C i t y ,  Denver and Kansas 
C i t y .  

Eoungstown S t e e l  and Al loy  Co. i n i t i a t e d  a $1 ,000  bonus 
and sawinlgs p l a n  f o r  s t a f f l  members who s t o p p e d  smoking. 

2 a l e s  Corp. o f  D a l l a s ,  TX, o f f e r e d  a  one-time program a  
few y e a r s  ago.  Phlose who dlid n o t  smoke f o l l o w i n g  t h e  
Seventh-day A d v e n t i s t  Plan were refundled t h e  flee. 



AT & 1 (Whippany, NJ) hals des ' igaated 70% o f  i t s  
c a f e t e r i a  f o r  nonsmokers.  

Bank o f  C a l i f o r n l i a  p e r m i t s  employees  t o  p o s t  
M1no-smokingm s i g n s  a t  t h e i r  dlesks. 

Bell L a b o r a t o r i e s  h a s  d i v i d e d  i t s  c a f e t e r i a  i n t o  
smoking and nonsm~kAng. 

Becker  E l e c t r i c a l  Col. ( A r l i n g t o n ,  VA) imposed a 
no-smoking p o l i c y  o n  b e h a l f  o f  a bookkeeper  who c la imed 
she g o t  s i c k  drom b e i n g  a round smoke. l h e  85 employees 
have  been i n s t r u c t e d  n o t  t o  smoke i n  thle o f f i c e  a r e a  of 
t h e  b u i l d i n g .  

Boeing  s e g r e g a t e s  smokers a n d  nonsmokers i n  c a f e t e r i a s  
and wherever  i n d i v i d u a l  p roblems a r i s e .  

Chicalgo T r i b u n e ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  h a s  no w r i t b e n  company 
p o l i c y  r e g a r d i n g  sm~oking, h a s  t a k e n  c e r t a i n  s t e p s  t o  
make s u r e  t h a t  t h e  r i g h t s  and p r i v i l e g e s  o f  bo th  
smokers  and nonsmokers alre n o t  a b u s e d ,  i n c l u d i n g  
dles ignahing c e r t a i n  rooms and l o c a t i o n s  a s  no-smoking 
a r e a s ,  d i v i d i n g  lunchrooms i n t o  smoking a n ~ d  nonsmoking 
a r e a s ,  n o t  al lowling smoking on e l e v a t o r s  anld adlding new 
alnd more e f f i c i e n t  v e n t i l l a b i n g  sys t ems  throulghout t h e  
b u i l d i n g .  

Cont inenl taL I l l i n o i s  Balnlk s e t  up nobsmoking s e c t i o n s  i n  
employee lounlges .  

Glenera l  Mills (MN) h a s  smoking and nonsmoking a r e a s  and 
numerous h e a l t h  educaUion a c t i v i t i e s  t o  encourage  

. .,>; b c  $ 
employees  no t  t o  smoke, b u t  no a c t u a l  k n c e n t i u e  

.,r 
yk . -:,# ,- . . . ,, .. . programs,  

"L A' < ' ,  
- *; 7 9 , -  

s - A <  G i l l e t t e ,  b Boston ,  MA) h a s  11,200 employees .  Smoking i s  
p e r m i t t e d  w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  one room i n  t h e  

. " I  -.. c a f e t e r i a .  
i- 

IBW h a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  no-smoking s e c t i o n s  i n  c a f e t e r i a s  - 
j and smoking bans i n  e l e v a t o r s  and copy rooms. Also 

p r o v i d e s  no smoking signls on r e q u e s t  from employees .  
Smoking i n  c o n f e r e n c e  rooms i s  governed by a s e t  o f  
guideUinles  t h a t  t a k e s  inlto alccount f a c t o r s  s u c h  a s  
vent i lJaUion and room s i z e .  

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Mktg. Group I n c .  ( A r l i n g t o n ,  VA) 
a d v e r t i s e d  f o r  a nonsmoker. 

New Englalnd Mutual L i c e  I n s u r a n c e  Co. (Bos ton ,  MA)  h a s  
s i g n s  r e q u e s t i n g  no smoking i n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  04  
nonsmokers,  p l a c e d  i n  a l l  mee t ing  and c o n f e r e n c e  rooms. 

J.C. Penney and NLT Cor have e s t a b l i s h e d  no-smoking 
s e c t i o n s  i n  company _re c a  e t e r i a s .  

9 



n Matthew Lev ine ,  p r e s a d e n t  o f  P a c i f i c  S e l e c t  Corp . ,  a 
tl 

Saln F r a n c i s c o ,  CA,  s p o r t s  m a r k e t i n g  firm, r e f u s e s  t o  

c h a r e  smokers  because  he  c l a i m s  t h e y  would i r r i t a t e  
t h e i r  co-workers an~d t h e y  would f r u s t r a t e  h i s  e f f o r t s  
t o  m a i n t a i n  a n c l e a n ,  fk-esh atmosphlerew i n  t h e  company 
o f f i c e s .  ("Many Burned-Up Bosses  Snuf f  Out Employment 
P r o s p e c t s  o f  Smokersw Wall  S t r e e t  J o u r n a l ,  4/115/82).  

The Oak Brook, I L ,  o f f i c e  o f  P e a t ,  Marwick, M i t c h e l l  Q 
Co. "mlakes a p o i n t  o f  h i r i n g  a non-smoking - -- 

r e c e p t i o n i s t N  as a m a t t e r  o f  personla1 alppearance.  
"lit% always  more i m p r e s s s i u e  t o  meet a p e r s o n  who 
d loesn f t  smell l i k e  a smokes o r  have  a c i g a r e t  halnging 
o u t  o f  h e r  mowthlln t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a s s i s t a n t  who 
d o e s  t h e  h i r i n g  s a i d .  (Wall  S t r e e t  J o u r n a l ,  4 /15 /82 ) .  

Minn~eapol is-based P h y s i c a l  E l e c t r o n i c  D iv i saon  o f  
Parkin-Elmer  Corp. l i m i t e d  smoking t o  two employee 
lounlges back i n  1974. 

Wivfera  Motors ,  a Volkswagen/Forsche/Audi d l ea l e r sh ig  i n  
H i l l s b o r o ,  O R ,  r e s t r i c t s  on- thle-~ob smokinlg t o  
s p e c i f i e d  a r e a s .  

A l l  mee t ing  roomls alt t h e  New York CiUy o f c i c e s  o f  S e a r s  - 
Roebuck and Co. have  smoking and no-smoking s e c t i o n s .  
Nonsmokers have signls o n  t h e i r  d e s k  s a y i n g ,  'Thank you 
f o r  n o t  smoking."' 

S t a t e  o f  Oregon bans  smoking i n  a l l  i t s  mee t ing  rooms. 

T r a v e l e r s  I n s u r a n c e  Companies ( H a r t f o r d ,  CT)  limits 
smoking, where p r a c t i c a l ,  i n  a r e a s  where a i r  movement > .  
is  minimaU, OF i n  c o n f i n e d  a r e a s  where smoke may c a u s e  

$;*k;,i:, :. 
,+*&.t. *psi? 
;%<,+., v;%:' <,; 

dl iscomfort  t o  nonsmokers r e g a r d l e s s  o f  a i r  
. * ' 
,f -. i,%gj i ' " 

c i r c u U a t i o n .  Tko lunchrooms haue  been se t  a s i d e  f o r  
,.-,L9,- , . '  

* t- .- nonsmokers,  and smoking i n  t h e  aud i to rkum,  c l a s s r o o m s ,  
; kt<< 3 ;. 
A-L . - and e l e v a t o r s  h a s  been p r o h i b i t e d .  

." . 
a - The Wall S t r e e t  J o u r n a l  d i u i d e s  i t s  New York copy d e s k  

i n b o  smoking alnd nonsmoking a r e a s .  
1' 

C u r t i s  Wright ( C a l d w e l l ,  NJ) which h a s  no smoking i n  
m~uch o f  i t s  ma~nufac tu r in~g  a r e a ,  r e c e n t l y  banned smoking 
i n  a n  e n c l o s e d  t e s t i n g  room a f t e r  r e c e i v i n g  c o m p l a i n t s  
from nonsmokers. The r e s t r i c t i o n  was a c c e p t e d  by t h e  
unionl. 

2 a l e   corporation,,^ smoking r u l e s  v a r y  amonlg d e p a r t m e n t s  0 
and a r e  s e t  by deparament  managers .  The o n l y  W 

4 company-wide r e g u l a t i o n s  p r o v i d e  f o r  nonsmoking a r e a s  GJ i n  thle c a f e t e r i a ,  and n o  smoking i n  e l e v a t o r s  ( b y  c i t y  4 
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I V .  WRITYEN SMOKIW ESTRICYIOW POLICIES c 
Adrian  C o n ~ s t r u c t i o n  CTX) h a s  a nonlsmoking code  which 
a p p l i e s  t o  o f f a c e  workers .  The firm f o r b i d s  
s e c r e t a r i e s  and c l e r k s  t o  smoke bult permdts  t h e  smoking < *\, H a b i t  amonlg p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  

American B i l U r i t e  ( T r e n t o n ,  WJ) nAmtico ,n  a n  a s b e s t o s  
Hand le r ,  h a s  a smoking ban i n  o d f P c e s  and f a c t o r y .  

Austad Companx i s  a m a i l - o r d e r  s p o r t s  equipment  o u t f i t  
w i t h  a showroom a n d  r e t a i l  s t o r e  i n  S ioux  F a l l s ,  SD. 
Oscar  Aus tad ,  who s t a r t e d  t h e  company i n  11963,~ has 
n e u e r  p e r m i t t e d  smoking-- no one i s  a l l o w e d  t o  smoke-- 
n o t  worke r s ,  c u s t o m e r s  o r  sales p e o p l e .  
Any emplolyee c a u g h t  smoking i s  immedia te ly  f i r e d .  

HR Block [Madison, WI) C l i e n t  c o m p l a i n t s  l e d  malnagemenu 
t o  f o r b i d  smoking i n  a l l  b a t  v e n t i l a t e d  r e s t r o o m s .  

Brews te r  R e a l t y  and  Tnvestmenlt Co. (TX) w i l l  n ~ o t  have 
smoking employees ,  c l a i m i n g  t h e y  a r e  freqwenltly s i c k .  

Campbell Soup Compalny hals banlned smoking on t h e  job  
s i n c e  t h e  company was flounded i n  1869. Smoking is 
p e r m i t t e d  o n l y  i n  dles ignated b r e a k  a r e a s .  

C o n t r o l  Dalta Corp. (MN) Accordin~g t o  a n  ALA o f  UA 
n e w s l e t t e r ,  CDC has i s s u e d  as  p o l i c y  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  
" t h o s e  a r e a s  o f  o u r  b u i l d i n g s  i n  g e n e r a l  u s e  by 

c employees  w i l l  be nonsmokin~g, e x c e p t  whlere s p e c i f i c  
'smoking p e r m i t t e d f  a r e a s  a r e  d e s i g n a t e d . "  
C o n t r o l  Data  was one 08 t h e  f i rs t  n a t i o n a l  c o r p o r a t i o n s  
t o  d e v e l o p  an e x t e n s i v e  n a t i o n w i d e  p o l i c y  o n  smoking. 

Dean Equipmenit and F u r n i t u r e  Company ( F a i r f i e l d ,  NJl) No 
. f , ,.;s *. . , smoking a l lowed  anywhere i n  t h i s  company o f  eighlt  

- , ,  I 

._.. . F l o r i d a  Life Care.  A l l  700 employees  Have 
k been r e s t r i c t e d  from sm~okin~g a~ work. Dr. K a r l  R .  

. . R o l l s ,  p r e s i d e n t  and chairman of  t h e  boardl, c i t e d  
computes  equipment  t h a t  can  nloU t o l e r a l t e  t o b a c c o  smoke 
as a primalry r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  r u l e .  

G .  Fox $ Co. h a s  balnned smoking s i n c e  l1977 i n  o f f i c e s  
where more t h a n  one p e r s o n  works.  



a U1.S. G e n e r a l  S e r u i c e s  A d m i n f s t r a t i o n  r u l e s  ban smoking 
L 

$n l i b r a r i e s  a n d  s h u t t l e  v e h i c l e s  b u t  p e r m i t  i t  i n  

c m e d i a t i o n  c o n f e r e n c e  rooms Qf t h e  F e d e r a l  Medial t ion and  
C o n l c i l i a t i o n  S e s u i c e .  GISA r e g u l a l t i o n s  s p e c i f y  t h a t  
employees  o c c u p y i n g  a n  o f f i c e  may u n a n i m o u s l y  d l e c l a r e  
t h a t  s p a c e  as a , , n o  smoking1  area. They s t a t e  a l s o  
t h a t  ' no  s m o k i n g 9 o r k  areas i n  open  s p a c e  s h o u l d  be  
plannled,  p r o v i d i n g  t h a t  ( 1 )  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  o f  work 
u n i t s  is n o t  i m p a i r e d ;  62) a l d d i t i o n a l  s p a c e  w i l U  n o t  b e  
r e q u i r e d ;  a n ~ d  ( 3 )  t h a t  c o ~ t l y  a l t e r a t i o n s  w i l l  n o t  be  
needled. 

Hasvard  U l n i v e r s i t y  a d o p t e d  a new p e r s o n n e l  p o l i c y  f o r  
s t a f f  members who smoke w i t h i n  u n i v e r s i t y  b u i l d l i n g s .  
If thle s i g h t s  o f  s m o k e r s  a n d  nonsmokers  come i n t o  
c ~ n f l i c t , ~  t h e  p o l i c y  c a l l s  f o r  t h e  smoker  t o  " r e s p e c t  
t h e  e x p r e s s e d  w i s h e s  a n d  n e e d s  o f  t h e  n ~ n s m o k e r . ~  

U.S. Departmenlt of  H e a l t h  alnld Human S e r v i c e s  adlheres  t o  
a r e l a 8 i v e l y  r & g i d  no-smoking p o l i c y .  Work areas f o r  
s m o k e r s  alnd nonsmokers  are  s e p a r a t e .  Any nonsmoker 
wdth  a n  e s p e c i a l l y  s e v e r e  r e a c t i o l n  t o  smoke i s  g i v e n  a 
smoke- f ree  work area. 

J o h n s - H a n v i l l e ,  a n  a s b e s t o s  m a n u f a c t u r e r ,  b a n s  smoking 
i n  p l a n t s  where a s b e s t o s  a n d  a s b e s t o s  p r o d u c t s  are 
made. Phle company i n s t & t u t e d  t h e  ban i n  19176. I n  some 
J o h n s - H a n v i l l e  f a c i l i t i e s  t h e  ban is t o t a l .  I n  o t h e r s ,  

6 where  u n i o n s  saw t h e  b a n  as  a n  i s s u e  i n  c o n l t r a c t  
n e g o t i a t i o n s ,  t h e  company hals h a d  t o  s e t  up b r e a k  areas 
where  smoKinlg is p e r m i t t e d ,  I n  impbement in~g  t h e  
p o l i c y ,  J lohns-Manvil le  a l s o  announced  t h a t  t h e y  would 
no l o n g e r  h i r e  s m o k e r s  i n  t h l e i r  a s b e s t o s  o p e r a t i o n ~ s .  

I - -  ' ..' ' : t j r ' , u  t . !'+;k~!" ,,: < *  

w;, $. -J * 4 t 
The no  smoking p o l i c y  a l l so  was e x t e n d e d  t o  w o r l d  

't. - . , - 
sr. r~*>;,; - :, Beadlqwar ters  i n  Denver ,  C O W  Employees may smoke o n l y  

y e (  n , ' i n  p r i v a t e  o f f i c e s  and  i n  olnle palr t  o f  t h e  d i n i n g  room. 
' 2  " ' , ',, .. . fi i 

. .  The L e s l i e  Co. ( P a r s i p p a n y ,  NJ) which employs  450 
I #  ,. p e o p l e  i n  t h e  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  o f  v a l v e s  a n d  r e g u l a t o r s  

f o r  steam s y s t e m s ,  d o e s  n o t  a l l o w  smoking durinlg 
L . I  > m e e t i n g s ,  i n  r e s t r o o m s  o r  i n  t h e  c a f e t e r i a  e x c e p t  a t  

d e s i g n a t e d  U a b l e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n l ,  t h e  company inlsUal3ed 
nlsmokereal terw u n i t s  a t  t h e  i n t a k e  o f  m a j a r  
r e c i r c u l a t i o n  d u c t s  t o  h e l p  remove smoke f rom 
r e c i r c u l a l t e d  aar.  



IV. WRITTEN SMOKIW ESTRICTLON POLICIES 

Merle  Norman Cosmet ics  Co. balnned smoking f o r  i t s  825 
employees.  B t  claimls t o  have sawed $13,500 from reduced  
housekeeping .  

Wavy F e d e r a l  C r e d i t  Union w i t h  o f f i c e s  t h r o u g h o u t  
Nor the rn  V i r g i n i a  d i s c o u r a g e s  smoking. W e  haue i t  on 
o u r  employment a p p l i c a t i o n - - - i t 9  t h e  poll icy n o t  t o  
have  p e o p l e  smoke unlless t h e r e  i s  a  d i r e  n ~ e e d , ~  s t a t e d  
John  Babta lg l ia ,  p e r s o n n e l  s t a l f f .  

New York Telephone p r o v i d e s  f o r  s e p a r a t e  smoking and 
nonsmokinlg s e c t i o n s  i n  alreas o f  common u1se ,  s u c h  a s  
c a f e t e r i a s  and c o n f e r e n c e  rooms. Employees hav ing  
p r i v a t e  o f f i c e s  can  d e c i d e  f o r  t h e m s e l v e s  wheth~er  t o  
smoke o r  n o t .  I n  a r e a s  wibh two o r  more w o r k e r s ,  
accommodation i s  u r g e d ,  w i t h  a s e r i e s  o f  s t e p s  t o  be 
fo l lowed  i f  someone o b j e c t s  t o  smoking f o r  med ica l  
r e a s o n s .  

P r a t t  & Whitney A i r c r a f t ,  Govt .  P r o d u c t s  Div is ion l , (West  . : 
Palm Beach, FL) h a s  a p o l i c y  t h a t  does  n o t  a tbempt  t o  
ban smoking b u t  r e s t r i c t s  i t  i n  a r e a s  whlich a r e  
f r e q u e n t l y  s h a r e d  by smokers and nonsmokers. The 
p o l i c y  a f f e c t s  o v e r  7,000 employees .  

Radar E l e c t r i c  is  a S e a t t l e ,  W A ,  firm whose f i r s t  
qulest ion on t h e i r  a p p l i c a l t i o n  a s k s  fmDo you s m ~ k e ? ~  An 
a f f i r m a t i v e  r e s p o n s e  e l i m i n a t e s  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  fkom 
fu l r the r  emgloymena c o n s i d l e r a t i o n .  

Rodale P r e s s ,  whlich p u b l i s h e s  a n  a s s o r t m e n t  o f  h e a l t h  
and n l u t r i t i o n  magazinles, employs 800 p e r s o n s  i n  Ehmaus, 
PA. It began a nonsmoking program by i n ~ f o r m i n g  

_ .  j employees  t h a t  smokinlg woulld be banned i n  i t s  o f f i c e s  
% :a (,. sL;, 4 3. n 
,, :.,. +* . . - . >  anld p l a n t s  a s  o f  a g a r c i c u l l a r  d a t e .  Employees who . '",*C j .i >., F 

V C  1 , c ,.r-. ~ * u . e : <  

c o n t i n u e  t o  smoke on t h e  job  once  thle ban i s  i n  f o r c e  
*i . .: A ,. w i l l  be repr imanded .  Repeat  o f f e n d e r s  w i l l  b e  f i r e d .  
'3  

Simi  VaUleg, CA P o s t  OEfice i n s t i t u l t e d  a  smoking 
p o l i c y  i n  A p r i l  11982. There  is no smoking alllowed on - 

thle workroom f l o o r .  However, t h i s  rul inlg  i s  
. . blekng c h a l l e n g e d  by employees.  

S n e l Z i n g  and S n e l l i n g  I n c .  d o e s  n o t  h i r e  smokers.  
Phlose smokers who remain i n  i t s  employ a r e  c o n t i n u a l l v  
o l f f e r ed  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  k i c k  t h e  h a b i t  .- P o l i c y  h a s  been 
m a h t a i n e d  s i n c e  1975. Before  t h a t  smoking was 
r e s t r i c t e d  t o  work a r e a s .  
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I V .  WRITTEN !ESTRICTION POLICIES c 
b Spenco Medical  Corp. (Walco, TX) , h a s  n o t  h ~ i r e d  a smokes 

i n  14 y e a r s  and s t l a t e s  i t  w i l l  n e v e r  do s o ,  

THle S t a t e  o f  New J e r s e y  i n  11980 i n s t i t u t e d  a new 
smoking p o l i c y  f o r  s t a t e  a g e n c i e s  and employees i n  
whlich a number o f  a r e a s  a r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  d e s i g n a t e d  
nocsmoKing a r e a s ,  inlcludling en t r an l ces ,  l o b b i e s  
e l e v a t o r s ,  c l a s s r o o m s ,  a ludi tor iums an~d c o n f e r e n c e  
rooms. Smoking a l s o  is p r o h i b i t e d  i n  group  work a r e a s  
u n l e s s  t h e  o c c u p a n t s  una~nimously d e c i d e  o t h e r w i s e .  

T e r r y  Cornm~unications CBradenton, FL) has hald t h e  
p o l i c y  o f  no smoking a t  work s i n c e  t h e  b u s i n e s s  o ~ e n e d  
20 y e a r s  ago ,  w i t h o u t  emforcement problems.  The company 

, . .  
*rL 1.. , claims it h a s  a lolt of t e s t  equipment  w i t h  g o l d  c o n t a c t  
. > 4  A?* , 
, > ,  p o i n t s  and smoke t a r n i s h l e s  them. 

I .  

2 - '  :. 
Bhomas Hea t ing  a n d  Air C o n d i t i o n i n g  (Phoen ix ,  A Z )  f o r  
t h e  p a s t  10 y e a r s  h a s  n o t  onlly banned smoking on t h e  
psemlises, b u t  r e f u s e s  t o  h i r e  smokers .  

U.S. Department o f  H e a l t h  and Human S e r v i c e s  prohib i ted1  
smokang i n  e l e v a t o r s ,  l i b r a r i e s  and c o n f e r e n c e  rooms. 

Bhe U h i v e r s i t y  o f  Ar izona  employees  alre sub. ject  Uo a 
, . new r u l e  t h a t  p r o h i b i t s  them from smoking i n  t h l e i r  

o f s i c e s  u n l e s s  t h e y  w i n  t h e  un~animous c o n s e n t  o f  t h l e i r  
coworkers .  The r u l e  was drawn up by a commlittee o f  c 1  f a c u l t y  and s t a f f  members a t  t h e  u r g i n g  o f  U n i v e r s i t y  
P r e s i d e n t  Henry Koff ' ler .  Olffenders would Be warnled, 
t h e n  suspended  o r  f i r e d .  The rulle became e f f e c t i v e  
11/11/82. 

,&" , L a .  
Western E l e c t r i c  Has smoking p e r m i t t e d  i n  a11 o f f i c e  

, J ?&,i 
y , .. %;7b . . a r e a s .  I n  the shlop alrea t h e r e  a r e  s p e c i f i c  d e s i g n a t e d  

\ , -  . . ", , % 
nsmoking p e n s " ,  o r  nlcalgesn. Workers a r e  nlot a l l owed  t o  

. * . '  , smoke alt t h e i r  benches b u t  may go thle smoking pens  a 

t . . whenever a n d  f o r  a s  l o n g  als t h e y  choose .  



I A. B i l l s  Enac t ed  i n t o  Law . ( -  .. 
11. C h l i f o r n i a ,  A-2980, S e p t .  8 ,  1982: 

R e q u i r e s  t h e  Department o f  P e r s o n n e l  
Adrninl is t ra t ion t o  mandalte t h a t  ealch s t a t e  
depalrtment e i t h e r  a d o p t  t h e  e x i s t i n g  poll icy ofi t h e  
s t a t e  p e r s o n n e l  board  oln smoking,  o r  aldopt t h e i r  
own p o l i c y  on smoking whlich a d d r e s s e s  spec i f i ed1  
items. 

2. Sam Diego ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  Ordinance ,,5865, Dec. 6,1 
11982 : 

R e v i s e s  culrrent  smoking r e s t r i c t i o n  ordinanlce 
(number 11459) to p r o h i b i t  smoking i n  m p u b l % c  
p l a c e s  and p l a c e s  off e ~ p l o y m e n t , ~  e x c e p t  in1 
d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s .  Also  r e q u i r e s  res ta lulrants  
s e a t i n g  more than 2 0  personls t o  have nobsmoking 
s e c t i o n s .  

A t l a n t a ,  G e o r g i a ,  June  

R e s t r a c t s  smoking i n  c i t y  owned and o p e r a t e d  
bu i ld l ings  . 

4. Montgomery Counlty, Maryland,  Nou. 15 ,  11982: 

Exaends cove rage  of  e x i s t i n g  law t o  r e s t r i c t  
smoking i n  r e t a i l  s t o r e s ,  h e a l t h  c a r e  and i n  
ce s t a l i n  coun ty  f a c i l i u i e s .  

5. Hawaii Coundy, Hawalii, August 24,  11982: 

Amends A r t i c l e  2 of t h e  Hawaii  Counlty Code 
t o  p r o h i b i t  smoking i n  c e r t a i n  a r e a s  owned and 
o p e r a t e d  by t h e  coun ty  o f  Halwaii, i n c l u d i n l g  
rneetiing o r  c o n f e r e n c e  rooms, e l e v a t o r s ,  
a ~ u d i t o r i u m ~ s  o r  s p o r t  a r e n a s  t h a t  a r e  e n ~ c l o s e d ,  
community c e n t e r s ,  workp laces  and on mass 
t r a n ~ s p o r t a t i o n  b u s e s .  

R o c h e s t e r ,  New Hampshire,  March 2, 1982: 

Impdements t h e  s t a t e  l aw  banning  smokinlg i n  a l l  
w e n c l o s e d  p u b l i c  p l a c e s . t r  



V .  LEGISLATION 

I 4. 

+ B. R e g u l a t o r y  Ac t ion  

lI. Kansals, " P r o j e c t  Vote , '  Ocb. 20,  1982: 
\ 

# c o o p e r a t i v e  e f f o r t  o f  t h e  s t a t e  and l o c a l  h e a l t h  
d e p a r t m e n t s ,  P r o j e c t  Vote is a program designled t o  
encourage  employee p ~ e b i s c i t e s  on whether  

. ,. i nd iv id lua l  workp laces  w i l l  be nonsmoking a r e a s .  

C1. Pending L e g i s l a t i o n  

a .  ! 1. New J e r s e y ,  S-675, A-293: 
, < 

Would c o n t r o l  smoking i n  p l a c e s  o f  employment. 
i t  r -  . ,* S: . .. 

, ' r i  . 
., ( 1 - ,  2. Columbia,  M i s s o u r i :  

1 ,  , 
, ,:$, 

The Collwmbia Board o f  Wealth h a s  p repa red  s i x  
d i f ' s e r e n t  p r o p o s a l s  t o  r e s t r i c t  smoking i n  

I .  I n  c i t y  owned bui ld l ings  e x c e p t  where 
tRn~-smok ingM s i g n s  a r e  p o s t e d ,  

2. I n  c i t y  owned bul i ld ings  e x c e p t  where "smoking 
p e r m i t t e d n  s i g n s  a r e  p o s t e d ,  

3 .  I n  c e r t a i n  p u b l i c  p l a c e s  where a p r o p r i e t o r  
h a s  p o s t e d  wno-smokingu s i g n s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
r e s t a u r a n t s ,  

4. I n  c e r t a i n  p u b l i c  p l a c e s  e x c e p t  where 
p r o p r i e t o r  h a s  p o s t e d  "smoking p e r m i t t e d w  
signls ,  

5 .  I n  workgUaces where wno-smokingw signis a r e  
p o s t e d ,  

6. I n  workgUaces e x c e p t  whlese lmsmaking 
,I . . .  , , $ .  

p e r m i t t e d N  s i g n s  alre postedl. 
\::' ,f+ . ,,t 7 i 2  ; 

I , .  . ,. Studly Commission r e p o r t  t e n t a t i v e l y  schleduled t o  
1 (  r be s u b m i t t e d  t o  C i t y  Counc i l  on Feb. 15,  1983. a 

". 
5. 

. 

3. Los Alamos County,  New Mexico: 

. i,, , County Counc i l  voUed down (Wov. 22 ,  1982) a 
p r o p o s a l  t h a t  would ban smoking i n  coun ty  
bu i ld in lgs ,  e l e v a ~ t o r s ,  p u b l i c  t r a n s p o r t a l t i o n  
( e x c e p t  c a b s ) ,  t h e a t r e s ,   hospital^,^ r e t a i l  s t o r e s  
and museums and would r e q u i r e  res ta lulrants  t o  
e s t a b l i s h  no-smoking s e c t i o n s .  M o w e ~ e r , ~  t h e  
Counc i l  vo t ed  t o  p l a c e  t h e  p r o p o s a l  on a p u b l i c  
referendlum, schedluled f o r  a J an .  111, 1983 v o t e .  
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I 4. Monona, Wiseon~s in :  -C 

Proposed  o r d i n a n c e  would ban smoking i n  c r e s t a lu l r an t s ,  t a x i s ,  b u s e s ,  b u s i n e s s e s  and d u ~ r i n g  
government  m e e t i n g s .  Tab l ed  u n t i l  Jalnuary 1983. 

D. D e f e a t e d  L e g i s l a t i o n  

I 1. New York ,  S-24100, A-2746, May 118, 11982: 

Would have  r e s t r i c t e d  smoking in c e r t a i n  p u b l i c  
p l a c e s ,  and  w o r k p l a c e s  and  a t  p u b l i c  m e e t i n g s .  
Balrs, p l a c e s  ofl work o r  any  p u b l i c  p l a c e  w i t h  less  " 

t h a n  l1000 s q .  f t .  of a r e a  may have  been d e s i g n a t e d  
as a smoking area i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y .  

E. B i l l s - D i e d  wdth Adjournment 

Would halve amended e x i s t i n g  law which r e s t r i c t s  
smoking i n  c e r t a i n  areas t o  c o u e r  all p l a c e s  
" 'owned olr operahedlm by t h e  s t a t e .  

2. Mhryland,  SB-200, A p r i l  1 2 ,  11982: 

Would have  r e s t r i c t e d  smoking i n  c e r t a i n  inldoor 
a r e a s ,  i nc lud in lg  p l a c e s  o f  work,  f ood  s t o r e s ,  
a u d i t o r i u m s ,  a r e n a s ,  p u b l i c  m e e t i n g 3  alnd 
e d u c a l t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s .  

Mich igan ,  SB-486, Dec . 29,  119821: 

P roposed  enactmenu o f  t h e  Mich igan  C l e a n  I n d o o r  
Air Act. Would have  r e s t r i c t e d  smoking i n  i n d o o r  
areas used by t h e  p u b l i c  o r  s e r v i n g  as a p l a c e  o f  
work i n c l u d i n g  r e s t a l u r a n t s ,  r e t a i l  s b o r e s ,  * 
o f f i c e s ,  e t c .  

P e n n s y l v a n i a ,  H-1174, Mov. 11 ,  1982: 

The Comprehensive  C lean  I n d o o r  Air Act would have  
p r o h i b i t e d  smoking i n  p u b l i c  p l a c e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
r e s t a u r a n t s ,  r e t a i l  s t o r e s ,  a r e n a s ,  and o f f i c e s  
and oUher commerc ia l  e s t a b l i s h m e n t s ,  o r  a t  pubUic 
m e e t i n g s  e x c e p t  i n  d e s i g n a t e d  smoking a r e a s .  
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5. Vermont, H-474, A p r i l  22; 11982: 

Would have p rob ib iUed  smoking i n  p u b l i c  p l a c e s ,  
workp laces ,  e l e v a t o r s  and a t  p u b l i c  mee t ings  
e x c e p t  i n  d e s i g n a t e d  smoking a r e a s .  n l P u b l i c  
P l a c e u  means any e n c l o s e d ,  i n d o o r  a r e a  g r e a t e r  
t h a n  100 s q u a r e  feet  o r  s e a t i n g  o r  no rma l ly  
accomodat ing more t h a n  25 personls. 

6.  West V i r g i n i a ,  SB-81 and SB-126, Harch 1~3,  19821: 

Would have  e n a c t e d  West V i r g i n i a  Clealn Indoor  Air 
Act ,  r e s t r i c t i n g  smoking i n  h e a l t h  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
mass t r a n l s p o r t a t i o n ,  work p l a c e s  and e l e v a t o r s .  

7. Wiscons in ,  S-80 and AN-801, A p r i l  l I ,  1i9822 

Would have  e n a c t e d  Wiscons in  Clean Indoor  Air 
Act.  Woulld have r e s t r i c t e d  smoking on p u b l i c  
t r a n s p o r t a a f o n ,  i n  e d u c a t i o n a l  and h e a l t h  c a r e  
f a c i l i b i e s ,  i n d o o r  movie t h e a t r e s ,  c e r t a i n  
o l fb ices ,  e l e v a t o r s ,  govepnmenlt b u i l d i n g s ,  r e b a i l  
s t o r e s ,  alnd r e s t a u r a n t s  w i t h  t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  s e a t  
more t h a n  50 patronls.  

F. B i l l s  - O t h e r  L e g i s l a t i v e  Ac t ion  

11. NEW York,  S-9234: 

> L .  . ' I ?  . 
' f '  

Wlould have prohl ib i ted  p e r s o n s  from smoking i n  
p l a c e s  ofi work o r  any i n d o o r  a r e a s  open  t o  p u b l i c ,  
e x c e p t  i n  d e s i g n a t e d  smoking a r e a s .  A p r i l  19,  
19182: I n t r o d u c e d  anld r e f e r r e d  Uo Hlealth 
Committee. 

Runta  Gorda ,  F l o r i d a :  

Would haue  banned smoking i n  any gulblicUy owned 
b u i l d i n g  and c e r t a i n  r e t a i l  s t o r e s ,  excepU i n  
d e s i g n a t e d  areals ,  w i t h  exemption f o r  b a r s  anld 
r e s t a u r a n t s .  March 3 ,  1982: Proposed  o r d i n a n c e  
d i e d  f o r  l a c k  o f  a  s e c o n d  mot ion  t o  i n t r o d u c e  i t .  

3.  Brunswick,  Maine: 

Would Have banned smoking i n  m u n i c i p a l  bui ldl ing.  
No a c t i o n  a f te r  J a n u a r y  18 ,  11982, i n t r o d u c t i o n  by 
Town Counci l .  
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VI. LITIGATION c 
A. Private Actions to Prohibit or Restrict Smoking in 

Private Places of Work 

1. Shimp v. N. J. Bell Telephone Co. , 
368 A 24 408 (N.J. Sup. Ct. 1976): 

In the single case in which a court has found an 
employee has a right to a smoke-free work 
environment, a New Jersey.court prohibited smoking 
in all work areas of a company office. Alleging a 
severe allergic reaction to cigarette smoke, the 
plaintiff Shimp sued her employer to compel it to 
provide her a no-smoking work area. This case was 
not actively defended by N.J. Bell Telephone. 

2. Mitchell v .  Bell Telephone Co., 
C-4159-76 (N.J. Sup. Ct. 1978): 

This was another case in which the plaintiff, an 
employee of the defendant and allegedly allergic to 
tobacco smoke, sought an injunction compelling the 
defendant to provide him with a smoke-free place of 
work. The court dismissed the case, in response to 
the defendant's motion which was based on 
preemption grounds. Mitchell, which was actively 
defended, was brought by the same attorney who 
represented Shimp and the dismissal was entered by 
the same judge. 

3. Gordon v. Raven Systems and Research, Inc., 
14092-79 (D.C. Sup. Ct. 1981): 

Plaintiff sought reinstatement and damages from her 
former employer, alleging that she was fired when 
she insisted that she be provided with a smoke-free 
environment because of her allergy to tobacco 
smoke. The court dismissed the case, finding that 
defendant had no contractual or legal obligation to 
accede to plaintiff's demands. The court expressly 
declined to follow Shimp, discussed above, and 
observed that "neither statute, regulation, nor 
principles of common law required the Raven 
Corporation to furnish the plaintiff with the kind 
of smoke-free workplace she demanded." 
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4. Kensell v. State of Oklahoma et al., 

Civ. No. 81-786-T (W.D. Okla. 1982): 

The plaintiff, an employee of the Oklahoma 
Department of Human Services, filed suit in U.S. 
District Court against his employer, the State of 
Oklahoma and numerous state officials and 
employees, contending, inter -' alia that their 
refusal to provide him with a smoke-free workplace 
violated his rights under the First, Fifth, Ninth 
and Fourteenth Amendments. Citing FENSR and 
Gasper, discussed below, the court dismissed the 
plaintiff's suit, concluding that n[f]or the 
Constitution to be read to protect non-smokers 
from inhaling tobacco smoke would be to broaden 
the rights of the Constitution to limits 
heretofore unheard ofon Like the court in Gasper, 
the Kensell court noted that the results sought by 
the plaintiff might better be accomplished through 
the legislative process. 

5. Vickers v. Veterans Administration, 
No. (81-85V) (W.D. Wash., August 31, 1982): 

A U.S. District Court in Washington State ruled 
that a federal employee who is hypersensitive to 
tobacco smoke is "handicappedw within the meaning 
of the Rehabilitation Act, 29 U,S.C.§794. The 
court, however, found that the supervisor's 
reasonable efforts in this case to accomodate the 
employee's handicap satisfied the Act's 
requirement that federal agencies not discriminate 
against handicapped persons. No damages were 
awarded to the plaintiff. 

6. Smith v .  Western Electric Company, 
No. 44286 (Mo. Ct. of Appeals, Sept. 14, 1982):, 

The Missouri Court of Appeals held that an 
employer's common law duty to provide a 
reasonably safe workplace might include an 
obligation to ensure a smoke-free environment for 
employees sensitive to burning tobacco. The court 
did not base its decision on any statute but 
rather on the "well-settledw law that employers 
must protect employees from avoidable perils. 
Western Electric had contended that the federal 
Occupational Safety & Health Act preempted any 
state action on this issue. This decision will 
allow plaintiff the opportunity to prove his 
allegation at a trial. 
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8 7. Parodi v. Merit Systems PPotection Board, 

80-7671 (9th Cir., Oct. 21, 1982): 

Tht 
a 4  
c i ~  
wil 
Wh: 
in\ 
st2 
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ba: 

2 U.S. Court of Appeals for the 9th Circuit ruled 
government employee with a hypersensitivity to 
garette smoke must be given a smoke-free office 
;hin 60 days or be granted disability payments. 
ile acknowledging that most disability claims 
rolve a physical or mental limitation, the court 
3ted that an "environmental limitationw,such as 
-odivs hypersensitivity to smoke, may form the 
3is for an employee's disability. 

8. Hentzel v. The Singer Co., 
(Calif. Ct. of Appeals, Dec. 20, 1982): 

The California Court of Appeals found that an 
employee allegedly fired for insisting on a 
smoke-free workplace has the right to sue his 
former employer for damages. The decision, 
reversing a trial court's dismissal of the Henztel 
complaint, emphasized the need to protect employees 
who voiced dissatisfaction with allegedly hazardous 
working conditions. 

B. Private Actions to Prohibit or Restrict Smoking in 
-- 

Public Places 

1. Gasper v. Louisiana Stadium and Exposition District 
418 F. Supp. 716 (E.D. La. 1976), affld, 
F.2d 897 (5th Cir. 19781, cert. denied, 
439 U*S* 1079 (1979): 

Plaintiffs sued to compel the authorities who 
manage the Louisiana Superdome to prohibit smoking 
in the Superdome during sporting and other public 
events. In support of this request, the plaintiffs 
claimed a constitutional right to a smoke-free 
environment, relying on the First Amendment 
(freedom of speech), Fifth and Fourth Amendments 
(due process right to life and liberty) and Ninth 
Amendment (which protects so-called unspecific but 
"fundamentalt* rights). The district court 
unequivocally rejected each of these claims. The 
court of appeals affirmed this decision in all 
respects, while noting that the legislature, as 
opposed to a court, would have broad power to 
regulate smoking in public places. The Supreme 
Court denied the plaintiff's petition for review of 
the lower courts1 decisions. 
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2. Federal Employees for Non-Smokers Rights (FENSR) 

v. United States; 
446 F. Supp. 181 (D.D.C. 1.978), affld, 598 F. 2d 
310 (D.C. Cir.), - cert. denied, 4-S. 926 (1979). 

Several anti-smoking organizations, whose members 
included federal employees, sought to compel the 
federal government to prohibit smoking in federal 
facilities except in designated smoking areas. 
Plaintiffs asserted a private right of action under 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA), a 
deprivation of their First and Fifth Amendments 
rights (freedom of speech and right to due process) 
and a common law right to a smoke-free workplace. 
The district court, relying on the decision in 
Gasper, rejected the constitutional claims, held 
=SHA implies no private cause of action and 
found that it had no jurisdiction to consider the 
common law claim advanced by the plaintiffs in 
support of their demands. The court of appeals 
affirmed the district court decision and the 
Supreme Court refused to review the case. 

3. Church v. Brown, et. al., 
Civ. No.78-4073 (S.D. Ill. 1979): 

The plaintiff, an employee of Scott Air Force Base, 
brought this action in U.S. District Court alleging 
that the commander of the base and the United 
States had a duty, under both the common law and 
OSHA, to provide him with a smoke-free working 
environment. Accepting llwholeheartedlyll the 
analysis of the court in FENSR, the Church court 
found that it had no jurisdiction to consider the 
common law claim propounded by the plaintiff and 
rejected his OSHA claim, finding "that no private 
implied cause of action exists under OSHA,,." , 

4. GASP v. Mecklenburg County, 
256 S.E. 2d 477 (N.C. 1979): 

An anti-smoking group sought an injunction forcing 
county authorities to prohibit smoking in all 
county public buildings and places of work, 
relying, like the plaintiffs in FENSR and Gasper, 
on an alleged constitutional right to a smoke-free 
environment. The North Carolina Court of Appeals, 
citing FENSR and Gasper, held that no such 
constitutional right exists and dismissed the 
plaintiff's suit. 0 
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VI . LITIGATION c 
q C. Other Decisions 

1. Stevens v. Employment Security Commission 
(Iowa, Nov. 1976): 

An Iowa state court ruled eligible for unemployment 
benefits a woman whose health required that she 
accept a job only in a smoke-and-dust free 
environment. Suffering from asthma, the plaintiff 
quit her job because the cigarette smoke in her 
office allegedly aggravated her illness. Unable to 
find a job that met the conditions required by her 
health, she applied for unemployment benefits. The 
Employment Security Commission said her 
restrictions on possible employment had made her 
unavailable for work and ineligible for benefits. 
But a District Court in Iowa disagreed, saying her 
limitation was not so great as to to remove any 
possibility of employment. The court compared her 
situation to the cases where benefits were granted 
to persons limited to "light workw. 

2. Ellen L. Meyer v. C.P. Clare & Co., 
(Idaho Industrial Comm., Nov. 1978): 

Unemployment benefits were also granted to an Idaho 
worker who had quit because two cigar smokers were 
transferred into her work area. She could have 
been given a leave of absence until a suitable 
position opened, but no one told her of this 
option. According to the state industrial 
commission, her limited choice vwould compel a 
reasonable person to leave her employment." Thus 
she had good cause for quitting and was eligible 
for benefits, 

3. Alexandria Volunteer Fire Dept. v. City of * 
Alexandria, (E.D. VA, Dec. 13, 1982): 

A federal district court rejected a lawsuit by 
Alexandria volunteer firefighters which challenged 
a regulation requiring volunteer firefighters to 
meet city fire department standards, including no 
smoking. No violations of the due process or equal 
protection clauses were found in the requirement 
that the volunteers meet the same physical, mental 
and training standards that the professional 
firefighters must meet. 



VI. LITIGATION c c 
4. San Mateo County Fire Fighters, Local 2400 v. City 

of San Mateo, No. 268890 (Calif. Sup. Ct. Dec. 16, 
1982) : 

Stating the city may have violated a state law that 
requires local officials to negotiate working 
conditions, a superior court temporarily barred the 
city of San Mateo from enforcing a no-smoking 
policy for rookie firefighters. Under the court 
order, the city may continue to require fire 
department applicants to sign the no-smoking 
pledge, however, it would be unenforceable unless 
the temporary injunction is overturned at trial. 



Dartnell Institute of Business Research Target Survey 
Nationwide survey of 250 office administrators from the - 
U.S. and Canada. Results indicated the following- 

Companies with office smoking policies 30% 
Companies with anti-smoking campaigns 11% 
Companies offering incentives to quit 3% 

National Interagency Council on Smoking and Health Survey 
Nationwide survey of top-level management and medical 
officials in 3000 U.S. companies which revealed that 
approximately 15% of U.S. businesses have programs to 
encourage and assist their employees to quit smoking. In 
addition, one-third of the responding companies indicated an 
interest in developing or expanding smoking and health 
programs for their work force. 

Smoking in the Office: A Burning Issue 

Survey conducted by the Administrative Management Society's 
Committee of 500. Results of 302 respondents. Eight-four 
percent indicated that their company does not have an 
official policy regarding the rights of smokers and 
nonsmokers. Of the 47 (15.6%) of the companies which do 
have an official policy, 70.2% of these have the policy 
stated in writing in an employee manual or the like. Among 
those companies which do have an official policy, only five - .  

, 3 

(10.6%) forbid smoking in all office areas; 

Survey of New Jersey Employers 

Over 600 questionnaires were mailed to personnel officers of 
the top 100 New Jersey employers, the members of the 
occupational nurses association and about 33 employers who 
had attended the Governor's Conference on Smoking in 1979. 
Because the survey concentrated on large companies, 
companies with nurses and companies who had shown interest 
in the smoking problem, the results are most likely not 
representative. Furthermore, only 35 questionnaires were 
returned. That is a 6% response rate. However, while the 
findings are, no doubt, atypical, they do reveal what the 
survey was searching for--smoking prevention and cessation 
programs among New Jersey employers. 



* Survey of New Jersey Employers (continued) 

c Twenty-two or 63% of the respondents reported smoking 
restrictions of some sort. They are: 

American Hoechst Corp., N. Somerville 
C.R. Bard, Inc., Murray Hill 
Becton-Dickinson & Co., Rutherford . 
Celanese Technical Center, Summit 
Dean Equipment Co., Fairfield 
DuPont, Linden 
Educational Testing Service, Princeton 
Exxon Bayway Refinery, Linden 
Globe Products Co., Inc., Clifton 
Hoffman-LaRoche, Inc., Belvidere 
Johns-Manville, Manville 
Lehn & Fink Products Co., Belle Mead 
Leslie Co., Parsippany 
Magnetic Metals Corp., Camden 
McWilliams Force Co., Inc., Rockaway 
Midland-Ross Corp., New Brunswick 
Penick Corp., Lyndhurst 
Public Health Service/Div. of Fed. Empl. Health, Newark 
Public Health Service/Div. of Fed. Empl. Occ. Health, Belle 
Mead 
Revlon Dist. Center, Edison 
Scott Paper Co., Landisville 
3-M Co., Freehold 

\ 
Smoking Policies and Smoking Cessation Programs of Large 
Employers in Massachusetts 

Survey of 128 large employers. Eighty-four (66 percent) 
responded. Fifty-four (64 percent) had designated jobs or 
work areas in which smoking was prohibited usually because 
of potential danger to products or equipment. Seven (8 
percent) of the employers provided counseling, and 10 (12. 
percent) provided smoking cessation programs for those 
employees who desired to quit smoking. 



t The following information was obtafned from State Activities 
area directors who were asked to survey their states for 

.\ 
corporate smoking restriction policies. 

- 
1. NO SMOKING CONTROLS 

ALABAMA 

Maxwell Air Force Base 

ARIZONA 

Best Western International 
The Greyhound Corp. 
Mountain Bell 
Phelps Dodge Corp. 
Ramada Inn 
U-Haul International 

CALIFORNIA 

Altec 
Baker International 
Blue Chip Stamp 
Clorox 
Crown Zellerbach 
Farmers Brothers 

c First American Financial 
First Executive 
Foremost-McKesson 
General Automation 
Hewlett Packard 
Kyocera 
MCA 
MSI Data 
Oak Industries 
Pennecorp Financial 
RB Industries 
Republic Corp 
Safeway Stores 
Science Applications 
Signal Co. 
Standard Oil 
Standard Pacific 



VIII.REPORTS FROM T(?IELD STAFF 
\ c 

1. NO SMOKING CONTROLS (continued) 

c CALIFORNIA (continued) 

Teledyne 
Times Mirror 
Transamerica 
Walt Disney Productions 
Whittaker 

GEORGIA 

Coca Cola 
Delta Airlines 
Georgia-Pacific Corp. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Wang Laboratories 

MICHIGAN 

Board of Water & Light 
Consumers Power 
Gerber 
K-Mart Corp. 
Oldsmobile 

c NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Congoleum Corp. 
Wheelabrator 

NEW YORK 

American Airlines 
Ashland Oil 
Bankers Trust 
Chemical Bank 
General Electric 
TRW 

OHIO - 
Academy of Nursing Homes 
Banc Ohio National Bank 
Battelle Memorial Institute 
Bob Evans Restaurant 
Bonded Oil Co. 
Dayton Power & Light 



7 r VII1,WEPORTS PROM T I E U D  STAFF c 
a 1. NO SMOKING CONTROLS ( c o n t i n u e d )  

e 

O H I O  ( c o n t  knuedl) - 
E. F. McDonald Corg. 
F r a n k l i n  County 
G e o r g i a - P a c i f i c  Corp. 
0.  P .  G a l l o  
She lby  Mutual Co. 
S t a t e  o f  OHlio 
Wendy's I n t e r n a t i o n a l  

TEXAS 

American General1 L i f e  I n s u r a n c e  Co. Home O f f i c e  
American S e c u r i t y  L i f e  Insuranlce Co. 
B r i t t a n i a  Manulfacturing Co. 
Cont in len ta l  I n s u r a n c e  
Data  G e n e r a l  
Eag le  S i g n a l  Corp. 
E.D.S. 
F a r a h  M m u f a c t u r i n g  
F i r e s t o n e  T i r e  and Rubber Co. 
FriDo-Lay I n c .  
Gene ra l  Foods I n c .  
G l a s t r o n  Boat Go. 
Home O f f i c e  
Hunt Wesson Foodis 
IBM 
Land OtLakes  
Lennox I n d u s t r i e s  Znlc. 
Motoro la  
Repub l i c  N a t i o n a l  L k f e  Insuranlce Co. 
Sou th l and  Corp . 
Tesoco Pe t ro l eum 
Texaco 
Union O i l  
U.S. Homes 
Wr ig l eyM a 
York A k r  C o n d i t i o n i n g  Div. of Borg Warner 

Kennecot M i n e r a l s  Go. 



V I I .  REPOR'IS FROM T J I E L D  STAFF c 
2. RESTRICTIONS FOR FIRE A N D  GENERAL SAFETY 

A R I Z O N A  

Cheuron, USA 

CALIFORNIA 

Hewlett Packardl 
Lankab i t  Corp. 

I 

INDIANA 

C h r y s l e r  Corp. 
C h e u r o l e t  MoUor D i v i s i o n  o f  General1 M ~ t o r s  Colrp. 
Ford Motor Co. 
Western E l e c t r i c  

KANSAS 

Ford Motor Co. 
G e n e r a l  E l e c t r i c  

KENTUCKY 

Ford Motor Co. 
General1 E l e c t r i c  

MAINE 

Bath I r o n  Works 
P 

MASSPGHUSETTS 

,5?2 - -. . y *v 

l r 6  . ,+' New England  Telephone 
..< 

. 
Western  E l e c t r i c  

MISSOURI 

Eag le -P icke r  I n d .  
- 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

DigiUal Corp. 



2. RESTRICTIONS FOR FIRE AND GENQRAL SAFETY ( c o n t i n u e d )  

LOUISIANA 

Ciba-Geigy Corp. 
Copolymer Rubber & Chem~ical Corp. 
Dow Chemical 
E t h y l  Corp. 
Mbnsanto Corp. 

NEW JERSEY 

Engelhard  I n d u s t r i e s  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  F l a v o r s  & F r a g r a n c e s  

TEXAS 

A l l i e d  Chemical1 Corp. 
A u s t i n  WBlite Lime 
Exxon Co. USA 

A l l i e d  Corp. 
Dugont 

MEST VIRGINIA 

F.M.C. Corp. 
Union Carbdde Corp . 



3. OIHER R D S T R I C T L O M S  
4 

C A L I F O R N I A  

Bank o f  America1 
Employees n o t  p e r m i t t e d  t o  smoke a round cus tomers-  
o n l y  a t  b r e a k s .  

Caesalrs World 
Wb smoking i n  f r o n t  e x e c u t i v e  o f f i c e s  o r  a t  d e s k s .  

Conic  
S e g r e g a t e d  r e s t r o o m s  f o r  smokers  and nonsmokers.  i 

Cont inenta l l  A i r l i n e s  
Nb smoking f o r  crew members- e a c h  degalrtment makes its 
own r u l e s .  

FLuar 
S e g r e g a t e d  c a f e t e r i a  f o r  smokers  and nonsmokers.  

General1 Dlynamics 
. S e g r e g a t e d  c a f e t e r i a  and r e s t r o o m s  f o r  smokers  and 

nomsmoksrs. 

Kenn~ington Ltd  . 
No smoking a round f a b r i c s .  

Wabional Educaltion 
Each smoker i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  o r d e r  an  a i r  p u r i f i e r  f o r  
h i s / h e r  dlesk from t h e  purchalsin~g depa r tmen t .  

Wucorp Energy 
No smoking i n  r e c e p t i o n  a r e a .  

P5d - 
F l i g h t  c rews  and c o u n t e r  p e o p l e  a r e  n o t  a l l owed  Uo 
smoke; no r e s t r i c t i o n s  on o f f i c e  s t a f f .  

San  Daego Gas & E l e c t r i c  
No smoking a round cus tomers .  

S e c u r i t y  P a c i f i c  
No srnokinlg a round cus tomers  o r  i n  v a u l t  ; seg regaued  
c a g e t e r i a  f o r  smokers and nonsm~okers.  

Wells Fa rgo  
Managers make t h e i r  own r u l e s ;  s e g r e g a t e d  c a s e t e r i a ~  
f o r  smokers  alnd nonsmokers. 
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FIELD STAFF 

*). * 31. OTHER RESTRICTIONS ( c o n t i n u e d )  
'r 

c GEORGTA 

Georg ia -Pa lc i f ic  
Reques t s  t h e i r  r e c e p t i o n i s t  n o t  smoke w h i l e  a t  desk .  

D e l t a  
Leaves smoking d e c i s i o n  up t o  departmenlt heads .  

Iowa Department  o f  H e a l t h  
Pos t ed  a no smoking requesU i n  a l l  o f  i ts o f f i c e s .  

KANSAS 

S t a t e  Dept.  olf Health1 
Nb smoking e x c e p t  i n  d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s .  

Aulto Owners I n s u r a n c e  
I n d i v a d u a l  departmenlt heads  dletermine smokinlg p o l i c y .  

Mlei j e s s  I n c .  
No smoking when on f l o o r -  o n l y  a l l owed  d u r i n g  b reak .  

Mlichigan Bell  Te lephone  
Not alllowed where s o p h i s t i c a t e d  equlipment i s  used  n o r  
alre o p e r a t e r s  a l l owed  t o  smoke w h i l e  working-only on 
b reak .  

Mlichigan Sta te  U 1 n i v e r s i t y  
Head of a depa r tmen t  d e t e r m i n e s  thle i s s u e  i n  h i s / h e r  

. dlept. ; i f  d e p t .  head smokes- employes a l l owed  t o  
I 

smoke. If n o t ,  employees  can  n o t  smoke on t h e  job .*  
, 

K r a f t  I n c .  
R e s t r a c t e d  t o  d e s i g n a a e d  "Iboeaku a r e a s .  No smoking i n  
p l a n t .  

N a t i o n a l  Bank o f  D e t r o i t  
Employees may n o t  smoke when i n  c o n t a c t  w i t h  
cus tomers .  

S t a t e  o f  Michigan 
Some depa r tmen t  healds d e t e r m i n e  whlether smoKinlg w i l l  
be alUowed i n  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  d e p a r t m e n t s .  

Pony Lama Boot Co. 
No smoking p e r m i t t e d  i n  open o f f i c e s ;  l e f t  t o  
d l i s c r e t i o n  olf p l a n t  manager. 



VPII.REPORTS FROM FXELD STAFF 

* p H  * 3. OTHER RESTRICTTOWS ( con t inued j l  

NEW JERSEY 

C' Pru Pack CasualUy D i v i s i o n  o f  P ru lden t i a l  I n s u r a n c e  Co. 
No smoking i n  c a f e t e r i a  o r  d i n i n g  room. Allowed i n  
work area of  e a c h  employee.  

B e l l  Labs 
No smoking i n  d i n i n g  rooms, c a f e t e r i a  or a u d i t o r i u m .  
Smoking permlit t ied i n  employees '  work a r e a .  

NEW YORK 

G e n e r a l  Mills 
S e g r e g a t e d  c a f e t e r i a  f o r  smokers  anld nonsmokers.  

IBM - 
S e g r e g a t e d  c a f f e t e r i a  f o r  smokers  and nonsmokers.  

O H I O  - 
C.E. P r i c e  @ompan,y 

Does n o t  h i r e  smokers ,  

Abel S t a t i o n e r s  & O f f i c e  S u p p l i e r s  
Owner an t i - smoking .  R e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  o f f i c e s ,  
showrooms, walrehouses; smoking p e r m i t t e d  o n l y  i n  
d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s .  

A i r t r o n  

% 
No smoking s i g n s  all o v e r  o f f i c e ;  s p e c i f i e s  

'-- , a ? 8  non-smokers i n  employment ads;  a lpp l i e s  o n l y  t o  
* .  c l e r i c a l  and n o t  p l a n t  workers .  

. , . * 
Dunlop T i r e  & Rubber Gorp. 

No srnokinlg i n  warehouses  o r  manufac tu r ing  f a c i l i t i e s  % 

e x c e p t  i n  d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s ,  

Kraft I n c .  
R e s t r i c t e d  Uo d e s i g n a t e d  "breakqt  areas; no smoking i n  
p l a n t s .  



VII. REPORTS FROM ? IELD STAFF 

@ .* * 3. OTHER RESTRICTIONS ( c o n t i n u e d ) ~  

TEXAS ( c o n t i n u e d )  

Mary Kay Cosmet ics  
No smoking i n  manlufacturing a r e a s  o r  warehouses .  

Reserve  L i f e  I n s u r a n c e  Co. Home O f f i c e  
S e g r e g a t e d  c a f e t e r i a  f o r  smokers and nonsmokers. 

Texas I n s t r u m e n t s  
No o v e r a l l  p o l i c y ;  m a j o r i t y  r u l e s  i n  smoking p o l i c y  i n  - -  
c o n f e r e n c e  rooms. 

Union Chemical Dlivision o f  Union O i l  
Air c l e a n i n g  d e v i c e  i s  p rov ided  f o r  e a c h  smoking 
employee.  

Weiners1  Dept .  S t o r e  
Has p r i n t e d  employee p o l i c y -  smoking a l l o w e d  o n ~ l y  in - 

b r e a k  a r e a l .  

Utah Power and L i g h t  Co. 
Emplolyees smoke o n l y  in pr iva l te  o f f i c e s  and o t h e r  
d e s i g n a t e d  s m ~ k i n g  a r e a s  which  i n c l u d e  r e s t r o o m s ,  
employee l o u n g e s  and c a f e t e r i a .  



VIII. WBPOlRTS PROM TI 'IELD STAFF 
f i  , * '  4. TOTAL SMOKING BAN 

CALIFORNIA c'! - 

Intermark 
No smoking in corporate office. 

Dep&. of Health 
No smoking allowed in all of  ius o f f i c e s ;  bein~g 
contested by State Employees Unionl. 


