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The Iollowing rapore assssses the economlic impacts of thy
requlations propossd by the General Services Adminlstration

(GSA), imposing smoking restrictiona in GSA-controlled govermment

D, S T S

bulldlnge. The proposed requlacions sre analyzed, the potential
lmpaces of the smoking zeatrictiond az described in the G5a
rulemaking lpitiative are discussed, and the eoara of rhasa
impacte are then quantlfied, whets possibla. A adParate section
axamines the lmpast on ilndividuals of the proposed rule. A

sadtion-by-gedticn swmary follows,

Sact 1 Introduction

Section 17: COverview of tha GSA Proposal

The majar provisisne af the propoked rule are reviewed and
defipltianal problems and m;quitiua are discussad. Questions
are ralsed as to the exact speclficaticns of tha “"smoking args™
and the effectivencss of enforcement effgrts. Gthor questions are
raised and potential problems are highlighted, It is painted sot
that sovironmental tobacco smoke iy & minar conttlbutor to the

problem cf lpdesr alr pellut!on,
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Section IIT: Economie Impacts of the Propofed Requlations

U.s.

taxpayers wlll bear significant costs Lf the smoking
kan is imposed. Thix asction dizcusses these costs, lacluding the
coat of physical alterstions and signs, and productivity losses
in the public sector.

The petential corts af the non-ssohing  kegulatlcns are
substantlal. For exampla, if physical alteratlons costing Just
31,000

ares necassary at only half of the Wildings covepsd,

direct costs of $3.4 million will result. Productivity losses
among f{ederal government employess could coxt $105.8 million,
Dased on conservative sgtimates.

In summary, ehe 4lredt Coats to the Laxpayers are:

11} Produstivity Lossss (recura annually) $105.5 milllon
{2) Physical Alteratlons 3.4
1) Signa B.2

$1059.2 million

cost  estimates

It ix important to note that thexe do  not

number of affected federal employees. Data

Cover the antlre

limitatlons precludsd tatal goverage. CQur estimates are, there-
fore, very conservative,

In making 1tz propesed rules avajlakhle far public commant
{Eee 52 Fed. Reg, 188051, GSA a3serted that tha rejquliations are

net to resulk in an effect on kthe economy of more than

alkely
$10¢ milllon annually; the regulatory impact analysis required by
E.0. 12291 was therefore pat prepared. The above estimates sug-

Go5f chat GSA'S COSt datarminaticn was ip error, IZven & Conserva~
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tive estimate of the econcmic impact of the no-Emaking resula-
tions exceed $109 millisn, nearly 3106 milllon of which recuzs
annially amd  lficreases each ywar wilth lncreasss in federal
smployee compansaticn rates. Despite GSA's  assertions, ita
requlations do constituts & major Tule for the purposes of E.O.
12191,

Serrion 1V; Prohlble Shoking and the Trpact op Ipdiwiduals

Thera are cortaln inequities inherent in the smoking ban.
This ssction dlscusses the incredsed potential for abuse of
enforcement autherity Lf the smoking prohibitlons 4re institutes.
In addition, it pressnts evidence that Lllustrates Row minorities
and low= and moderace=incoma indlviduals sre more 1llkely to ba
charged with wiolating nuisance laws, and thus more affscted by
the sroking regulaticns.

bizpreparticnate impacts on low= 404 mederate-inccme public
sector employess azZe alse dlscussed apd supportsd by data detail-
ing smoking cumtams by acoupation and insome,

Section Yo _Sonclusion

The report actempted to gquantlfy the scopmmic effects of
scverely restrictlng smoklng LR GSA-controlled government Muilde
ings., The costs of imposing these cestricrione, estimated with
the moBt recently avallable data, sxcesd $109.2 =milliaf, and
would e bopne directly by U.S. taxpayers. Over 56 percent of
these costs will be incurred year after ysar, and increase with
inflation. The pegligible benefits of the regulatlions have alac

bean detailed, as have Lthe inequities of the plopesed rule.
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The General Secvices Mmipletration must conslder prisrivisn
in ites deliberaticns on chlx iseus. Qlvean tha ihaqultiss inherent

and

in the proposed ruls, the lack &f if enforcement mechanism,

xubstantial costs that will be impcsed on U.5. taxpayers, Afe

tha

such regulations worth the consequances?
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The Genaral Services Adminlstraticn [GSA) Ls considering o
rule [31 Ped, Rag. LEBOUS) which would restrict =moklng Ain  ail
GSh=controlled government bullaings. The economic impacts of the
proposed raguiatispd have hot been quantified in the dobate. yet
thay have the potentlal to Llmposs wsignificant costs on U.5.
tAXpaAyers.

we feel that the GSA must consider the economic and  social
implications of this rule, tha costs and benefits expectad wa
Acerue re all affearsd pareiss, aAnd the broad quistions concern-
ing the proper rele of government and qoverrment regulation of
individual bwhavior before reachipg a #inal decision.

This study will review those sajor issues. In the following
repart, wa will discuss ths economlc impacts of the proponad
ragulations in general terms and gquantify eo the sxtent poazibls
the costs that will be imposed. Argumants and evidence will be
presented in copposition to the GSA proposal.

In this repat, we have attempied to lay €ut & comprehansive
&6t of arguments in svEpCrt ¢f our posltion. We have tried to
avold the emoticnalizm that surrounds an issus such as public
smoking and hava relisd on the ecoromic facts avallable to us.
Many of the argquments and cozk satimates are based on veriflable
data, while others are mare diffienlt to quantify. We have
decided, howaver, to Da as completa aj posgihle apd, thereicre,

to prepent all arquments that we fesal shculd ba conaidered.
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11. OVERVIEW OF THT GSM PROPOBAL
A Review of the Mador Pravisions of the Rem;lations
l. Coyerage

The rule ypder conslderation would amend the Code of Federal
Fequlatlons (41 (TR Part 101=20) to regulate s=moking in  all
federal bulldings controllad by the Genaral Services Admipniatra~
tioh (GSA). With the axceptions noted below, smoklng woylg be
problbited in "general office apace,™ which is defined aa "3paAce
occupled by perscnnel performing their dally work function,®
lncluding, but pot limited to, ADP areas, mall rooms, file rooms,
duplicating areas, court and Jury rooms, and office space. Smok-
ing is also to be banned antiraly in & varlety of other building
locatlons: auAitariums, clagsrooms, and conference rooms;
alevatera; <orridors, lobbies, and restroams; medical care
facilitles such as medical clinlGs and health units: libraries:
and hazardous areas (“locations where thers 1t a colleptism aof
Isadily Lgnitakle, combustabie materials®).

uUnder the prepassd ruls, agensy heads are given authority to
designaee  areax within the affecred bBulldings where smoking is
permitted. Private offlces may be declared g wocking areas, and
such areas are required to ba g4t azside ln cafeterias and wending
machine areas, However, nothing in the proposed requlations
preciudes agencies from adcprlng mors stringent smoking rules

than those called far in vhe GSA'R inltiakive.
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Alrhough théd varicus agancies are not FRqULIwd tO MAKe any
dxpendituras for structural changes 9 AcCamodate the
profarences of nonsmoking federal workers, dexignated Enoking
areas ara o ba idestliled by appropriate signs, and an  adequate
humbap cf ash trays or receptacles ars to ba provided Ln these
locations. In additien, "no smoXing® slons are to be posted in
411 elevarors and uniform signe stating "Ho Smoking EXCePt in
Dezignited Areaa™ are to he placed on or nest the eotrance Aoors
o all bulldings subject to the regulatlions.
2. pPenaltlex

o speciliic penzltles are provided for those whe violate the
law, although “agancias are ancouraged to davelop additicnal
guidelinas for Lnternal use for actlon whan violations of these
tegulaticns occur.*®

2. Enforgement

No spegillc enforcament mechanlsm ls estaBlished. hgency

heads ara prasumahly responsible for compliance.

n. Definlrional Prohiers
1. Definition of the Jesjgnated smakxing area

As writeen, che proposed rule contalns cartain asdiguisles
and definivional problems that will ersate difficulties in come
pllance and enforésament. Some very lmpartant guestloos &urrcund
the definition of & “"smokling® area. Wo gquidelines are given az to
What arrangements must De RMade to implement the EMoxking restric-
tions. Ipn & federal office, does the law require that smoking and
nonzmoking woIkers be separated? Will iv Da Mecessary to  inzeall

phyalcal bDarriers and smokesramoval dsevices to reduce tha amount
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of wmcke in areas adjacent

ta demignated sDOKLGY AIGAE? WAL
proportion of the 2ioer space of an ¢ffice way be wer spids for
mmokers? What arraigements are to ba made for members of the
public who visit Govermment bulldings? What constitutes the
"reasonably smoRe-frme snvirenment* that the regulations intend
to provide lor federal employees? The only guidance given is that
in designating smoking areax Ln cafeteriss, the size of the space
ser  aside stall be based upon an astimate of the number of smak-
ing and nonsmoklng patrons served. Tha vagus language in the rule
may result in standards whizh vary from Bullding to building, or
from offica w8 sffice, and, therefore, cause unequal trestzgnt af
gavearnment workers.
2. Epforgemert and Penalbisy

The rule presumably gives enfOrcement sutharity Lo agency
regula-
the axtant of complisnce wicth the rule will ul-

heads, Rut imposes no penslties on thocs who viglata the
tions. Thus.
timately depend on existing good manners ant consideration of

others. One Ccary ali9 iragine, however, i¢cenarlos 1o which fedmral

security offlcers and other law enforcemernt persosnsl smusd, i=

agdicion to their responsibillitieg for protesting the zafety and
Droperty of federal emploYees, as well a=s for guarding classified
information, be required to ensure that 1ndividuals swoke only ln
dasignated areas. Suzh priorities should be resxamiped.

3. lnequities in Covepage

“he GSA's propased rule applies to 4pproximately 6,800
fedrral buildings In the U.5.% This ia a small percentsage of the
real property owned and leased By the Goverfment. In 1933, far

exdnple, civil agencies of the U.S. occuplied 95,830 federally-

pere
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owned Tullaings wathln the 50 avates, comprising 760,604,145

aquare feat of floor arsa.? This mbéans thar federal employecs
will De treatwd uraqually depending on whather or oot they happen
to work in 4 GSA-controlled bullding. Less than 10 percent of
U.£. Government buildings will be subject to the GSA regulations.

4. Tobagco Smoke Contpibutes Little to Indoor ajp
Pgllution

Alrhough health complaints zeseciated with poor indoor air
quality have been lncreacing in recent years, relatively few of
thets have lnvolved environmental tobacep smoke. For exanpls, the
Hational lnatitute for Occupatliconal Safety and Health (NIiG5H)
compistad 203 indoor air QUAlLLItY avaluatisns through Odcember
1933, 134 (75,9 percent) of which ilnvolved governdent and private
business offices of tha type subiest to GSA's proposed rule.? as
the figuraa in ths accompanylng table show, in cnly 4, or 2
percaent, of the investigations was cligaretre smokipg :qlnma o be
& contributer to poor indoar alr quality.“ Even this low Elgure
overastimates the impact of environmental tobaces mmoke on indoor
air quality pecause tha NIOSH gtudy did net include iks ipves-
tigations of asbegtop-relatsd problems ln workplace settlnqs.s
Slmilarly, high lavels of eénvironmental tobacce amake have peen
determined to be the lmnedlate cause of indoar alr problems i
only 5, or 4 percent, of the 125 major-buildings investigared
cetween 18961 and early 1986 by a private company, AGCVA Atlantic
Inc., that spocializes in the study of Lindoor air pcllul;.i.on.‘
Indesd, ACYVA has detsmmined that in cases‘vhere high accumula=-
tions of snvironmental tobacco smoke have bean found, an  excess

of Fungl and bacterla also has been present in the bulldlng's

=
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Complatad MIOTH Indeor Adr Quallty
Inveatigationa by Type of Problem
| through Decesber 15833

Problem Pumbher Percent
Contamloation (inaida} b1 17.7
+ tontaminatlon [ocutaide) 21 10.3
Contaplnation (building fabria) 7 3.4
Inadequats vencilatien 98 48.1
Hyperaansicivicy pneumonieis [ 3.0
Cigarects pmoking [ 2.0
Bumidity ] 4.4
Folme/illumination P 1.0
Scables 1 0.5
Unknown ) 19 9.4
TOIAL 2 100.0

Source: Jamas Mellum gy a). (1964), p. 4
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VANTLlALion aystem: thess mlcroorganisms usually aze fownd to be
the primary causss of the complaints reported oy the qccupmu.’

Environmental tobacco smoxe la 0ot & major costributor o
pooxr  indeor alr quality. The GSh should copsidsr giving higher
priority to m:mg factors that have besn f¢und to be much
more important in  Aindoor alr pollution -- asbastos, bactaris,
fungl, czone, taxtils And fidergiass flbera, to name & few.
c. Conglusion

To summarlze, the GEA's propesed rule 1s an 1ll-concelved
attempt £o regulate personal behavior. Among ies other problems,
the rule’ss-Daswd-on-the—fau)ty Dremtze~—that-- smokers —coneume
miamalunﬁﬁﬁimmwﬁnuim
vagus language on what standards agencies ata to mest in lm-
blementing the no-smoking policy, and it lsposes no panalties an
thoss who violate the regulaticns.

In adqlelon te these items, 11.5. taxpayers will ba forced to
bear slgnificant coxts axsoclated with compliance. The costa are
outlined and explained in Jecelen ITI.
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Ill. ECONDMIC

Thass who want to ban smoking at the workplace or restrice
amoking to designated swoking mreads ¢laim that these actlons will
decrease absantselsm among smokers snd ln general increase worker
produceivity. The atudies cited by those faveorlng smoking
restrictions are lnconcliualve at Dest. Te the contiary, thare Ls
substantlial emplirical evidence suggesting that workers who smoke
are meye produrrive than thair nonemoking callaagues.

Repults reported in a recent Minnesota study showed that
amoxers ars 1.5 percent more productive than nnnsuokers.' This
dees not of course mean that evcr?_ﬂvxker-lhnuld =eke, Lt merely
sujgests that if smeXers ace not allowed £o smoXe on the job
there will be a decraase in thelr productivity.

A recent study by Response Analysie Corporation [RAT) feund
that &5 percent of flrae-level supervisors thought thare was
elther no eifect or & positive sffece on productivity from per-
mitting ecccasional smoking while Hnrhing.g In adaltion, only six
percent af the supervisors felt that a weaking ben would increase
productivity. The AAC gtudy alpo found that two-thirds of the
supervisors surveyed falt morale would dscrease with a moking
pan, which surely would reduce productlvity. Other researchers
have found that smoking ia used to alleviate stress, anxiety, and
boredemt, Which 1f true wouid Lhcrease the productive capacity of

10

WOLKeLS. (Based on the flndings in these two studlcs, Response

18-
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Analysiz Csrpapdtien has concluded that productivily 1lncreases
will #ot come about by inmtltuking smoking bans.)

By banning or restricting smoking in the workplace, advo-
cates belleve that absenteelsm will decTedse thersdy Incressing
Productivity., This argument ignores the faet tkat the absentesism
rate of mookers, hewevsr it fcmpares with that of nonsmoXers, is
unlikely te be jnflusnced by the proposed requlations besause
smokers would be free toc ymoke both on the 3ob An any desigqnated
mmoking araas and during thelr ponwatklng hours.

Fur the game Iedson, the argurent that the regulations will
Tefult la  Llnmurdnce Cost mavings is srroneocus. The GiA proposal
oniy restriets the bimes and places whers fedaral employees may
Emuke == At Bost, the requlaticns will pravent some workers from
smoking for 8 hours per day, So, aven if 1t wers true that
EmoXers wAkKE® BGIe clalhs  agalnat govermmanesgronsorsd lealth
iOoRUTARCE Progrims than nonsmoxers, the GSA inltlavive will pot
lowe: these costs: fedaral workers who smoke can conelnue to do
25 at alternative hours and locations.

The assumption that restricting of banning &moking in  the
workpiace will increase productlvity seems to be false. In
reality, il smoking bans are instivtuted, there i reasen o
believe that such actlons will entall significant cosks to
emaloyars.

A, productivity Iosses

A3 was mentioned earller, the taxpayers will face subgtans
tial costx if the propesed restrictions on smoking in GSA-
consrolled bulldings are adoptsd. The majer sourze of these cosce

is the potential leas ln federal worker productlvity that wsuld
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occur 1f employses afe not allowed to smoke at EReif workalte. To
comply with tha Iagulaticns as writtsn, it #ay be Hecessary to
ban smoklng completaly in mihy open offiece spaces ocoupled by
both amokers and nohamokars. and in the areas of GSA bulldings to
which the genaral publlic aas access. If .Il.l.ch regulations are
prescribed, banning emoking in work spaces, thad it may be neceg-
sary o0 give “smpking breaks® o fedsrsl employees. Such bresks
ar¢ costly because they remult ia lose work time and, <thsrefors,
lcat productian,

A rough estimate of these productivity loszes can be madn by
conaldaring aome conservative numbars, GSA-managed Dulldiage
house approximacely 347,000 tadaral varkcu.“ About 232,400 of
*hesm  work A0 GiAFical  Jaba, and 149,900 azs clamalfiad as
profassianal and teshnical wcrktn."z As of 198}, the most recent
year for which deteiled data are avalilable, federsl employeez in
Ehéss  two coccupational categories were pald average annual
salagies of 314,400 and 327,411, respoctively, which translate
inta hourly wages of $7.20 and $13.71, assuming 250 sight-hour

WOIkdaYy per year. 1)

Figures published by the Jeurpal of oOccupationai Mediclre
zuggest Lthat J8.0 pertent of clerical, and 30.7 of professional
and technical workers smoke, If the locidence of smoking ameny
government amployees is the same as 4D the civilian workforce as
a whoie, then the proposed ban on amoking in GSA butldings will
affect BE,312 clerks, and 46,019 profeasishal and technigal
empiayees. Under the assumption that smeklog employees would be
givan two ren~mioute smoking breaks, the lost work time would pe

24 minuves per Aay per smoking employwe. Valuing the lost time on
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the Basin of 1983 compenzation rates, and agaln assuming a1 258-
day work year, ylelds $10%3.6 million ax an estimare of the dcllar
value of annual productivity lossas. Note thae this cost will
GTGW YRAT after Year with incTeases in quvermment compensaticn
rates. Note aleo that the $105.5 millien figuee is quite conserv-
ative. It doss not account for the possibility that breaks would
be granted to nonsmokers iy a matter of eguity. Extending the
break time ¢ #ll clericals, for exampls, would cost tha tax-
Paysts an additional $B86.4 millisam, ralsing the valua of logt
work time frem $105.6 million to 31%2.0 milllon. Imeluding wther
arplovess obviously adds to these costs.

The estimate of 5105.6 millicn in productivity loszes is
Dased on two princlpal assumprions. Firet, it vas azsumed that
the incidence of smoking among clerical 4nd professional and
technlcal workers in the publie sedtor ik egual to the national
averages in those job categories. This assunpticn tends to ypder-
state the productivity less to the extent that the incidence of
emykifng amony government workers may exceed the pational average.
Second, 1t was assumed that aF & Iesult of the law smokers will
be given twe ten-miiute amoking breaks per day. It is of  2sucse
poasible that the number and length of breaks allowed will be
moZe Gr less than has been gssumed. If mvdkers are given only one
ten-miaute break pér day, for example, the cost to taxpayers of
lest productivity will be $52.8 million anrually. A range of
estimates for these loszes undep alternative assumptions concern-
ing the number of workers affectad and the number and length of
smoking breaks allowed is glven in the following table.

-13-
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Productivity Lowses Undor Vaclouy ASuUmptions Em:eming iYpoy
of Affectsd Eaployses and Number and Langth of Smokling Breakst

T s My e e - .

ona Ona Two )
Emploveds Fiva-Minyte Tes-Minure Ten-Minute Fifisac=-Mipuey
Mfscted Break Break Brasky Breaks
Clericals ,
who f
smoke ¥ 13.25 b 26.49 5 52.%9 £ 43.48 i
t
Al '
clearicals ¥ 34,05 $ £9.71 £13%.44 $209.16 i
Frofessional apd i
technical werksrs N
wha smake ¢ 13,24 LI B [ - FPE] ] P07 i
Claricals and t
prolsasional «nd
technical warkears
Who amokg $ 246,39 § 3.7 110%,57 §13s.28 :
ALl clericals plua
profesaianal and )
tachnical workers .
wWho Emoke ¥ 48.00 $ 96.01 $192.02 3IBE,. D] F
*Milllons of 1982 dollars. i
i
|
9
y
-ld=
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The main poimt, howaver, is that ever AF Zormal mmoxing
breaks are nst inatituted ifor instance, amokers Ay De& required
te Emeke only during existing coffes and lunch breaks), kmoking
srployses will ba lmss productive at thelr worksites. For ax-
arple, they may Lake more, orf longer, trips to the watnf founraln
or restroom. Such factors can saslly translate into ten of twenky
minutes of lost productive work time per day, geperaring costs on
tha order of magnituds we have estimated,

it is lmportant to emphaBiZt that Our comt &sbimate is
conservative. The §1905.6 million figure doee nor include tha cost
of procductivity loxsss for federsl blus-esllir employees workling
in the atfected bulldinga, Toe incidence of smoking asong ko=
dividuale employad Ln such joba la much highet than for white-
esllar otcupatlona [{ses Appendlx A), mo Lncluding them would
tAlse the cost of the GSA requlations substantlally,

B. Physical Altevations and Signs

In astlmating the sconamic Impact of instltutlng smeking
restrictions in GSA buildings, productivity losser are just the
tip of the icedarg. The taxpayers would be forcsd to besar addi~
tional sests In the farm of the expenses aszociated with posting
eigns and making the physical alteratiaqns to the workplace necag-~
sary te establish smoklnyg acess that accommodate ponsmokers. The
propased rule affects about 6,300 faderal buildlngs.l‘ If physi=-
cal alterations costing Just $1,08J are pecessary at only half of
these sites, the @ost wiil be §3.4 million. Moreover, the put-
chase of one $25 sign for each building entrance that specifies
that amoking is prohibited except in desigmated sream.wlll =ast a

total of $L70,000. Obviously, thess are coasarvitive esiimates.
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Hore than one algn will be required par facllley {facilitles, forp
crample, with multiple Aastrances). Also, besides the value of
lasy work time, there will be other preductivity costx arising
tram the p-atcn_\‘.i.ll segTegation of smokers and nonﬁ-nun.

c. Add sts _ '

The ban on smoking in GSA bulldings would antall other costs
which ars mors dlfficult to quaneify. PFor exasple, agency heads
and other sdministrative perxonnsl will faca the problem of
resolving disputes batvesn employess stemming from the rule’s
lack of guldelines concerning what rconstitutes a "reazonably
smake-free environment for those working [in] and vieiting GSA-
controlled uildinge.” An IMportant seamsent of the federal wark
force im coversd by collective Barghining sgremments, some of
which may have provisions pertaloing to smoking whila others do
pot. 1f amoking in _general offlce spacas ware prohibited as
outlined in the proposad rule, 1t 1s ressonable to afsuma that
contractual provisions waould have to be pegotiated 1n thoss
insrances where ths contract is pow silent on smoking. Mormaver,
because existing contrisiz cannct ba abrogated with a rule, pre-
exirting contracts would prevall, leading to & forced Lnequity
between workers covered by goniractd and thase not covered.

Regulatlons guch a3 Emoking prohibiticnz alwiys increasa
interdisciplinary proceedings, causing additional costs for both
the union repregentatives and the adminlsrracive personnel in
terms of time and pecple involved ln the resolution of discipli-
hary prodesdings against employeezx for violation of the GSA's

non-smokling provislon.
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Iv iz alse Inportant to analyte the impact that thess
regulations would have on emploves relatlons for thogs rployees
without collective bargalnlng agraewents. In these aityatiens,
smployees are covardd by pearsonsel ryles and regulations anforced
by tha O2fice of Parscnnel Managemant. Agency heads and other
administrative officers ara uxually resporsible for empiloyes
relations on & day to day basis. It 1k cbvious that the GSA's
regulations will create additional personnel problema for these
managers, Conslder £s¢ 4 moment a very conservative estirats af
what the rule goyld cost ip time far Pesscnnsl problemy  pramining
from iex imposition.

Thers are approximavely €87,000 aoplovess working in GSA-
eantrolled bulldings. Aasume that only 10V, or 88,700 qf these
¢mployses evar have any parsonnel probless Aweming from the
impasition of the hon-smeking provision apd that for thosa 88,700
workers the parsennel problema which de arise over a YyRAr  take
only one diay to be resoived., One day per ywar amounts to 709,800
haurs per year for sdditional perscrnel Manigement time devores
to resolving mmoking p:ohliu.s.

The average compentatisn for a professional and teghnlcal
worker is $13.71 an hour and for a clerical worker is 3$7.20 an
hour. Involving these two empleywey in zesalutlon of disputss
Whith take one hour will cost $20.91 in loxt  time, Multiplying
$20.31 tlmes the total hours spent in rasalving these disputes
{709,600 hours) provides an estimava o2 cost equal to $14.8
mililen per year. Again, this is based an very conservative
assumptlons. It weuld not be unresscnable to assyme That tRo

actual coEt for resolution of personngl problems stemming frem
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impomlilon of smoking probibltions would be  significanmtly
greakes.
. Summa ey
U.5. taxpayers wvill b forced to bear significant direct
coats from impaaition of the smoking restrictions in GSA Dbuiide
ings. Even our c<ongervative estimata totals $169.2 million
without loclusion of any estimate of legal costs resulting frea
the serlogs ambiguities of the propoied rule. Ia most situations,
smoking-ralated problems Are  resslved voluntarily. Thus, taxe
pavers ira being sukad to bear a large burden for no Adisconcer-
pible Dhnalit.

Tha next sectlon will discuss the ilnequitable effects of tha
tule on ipdividualn.

==
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Iv. ERCHIBITING SMOXING AND THE TMPACT ON YNDIVIDUALS

Major taxpayer costs have been ldentified An the previous
discussaicn. Here, we will highlight some of the ipequities ips
herent in banning smoking.

Gne lasue that the GSA Ehould ba awars of i3 the fact thar a
pieponderanca of individuals charged with wiolating nulsance laws
are pinority er low-lacome lndlviduals. Evidence suggests thag
the pradabiliey of a minority or a low-lacome persen being clited
for a smoking viclation is much grester than the probablility of a
wall-drassed suburbanite. We have some avidence Lo corroborats
this agsertion. For example, Chicage inatitutsd a Smoker's Court
to hear cases lnvolving violations of the Clty’'s antle-smoking
ordinancas. Approximacely ninety percent of those who were ar-
rasted for violating thase nonsmoking laws wers membars of
minority and lew-lncome groups. Also, lo Mew York, mors than
55,000 surmenses were issued TO DETEODS who allegedly vidlated
health Code regulations such as  the nsn-smaking ordlnance. of
these 55,000 summonses nDearly 40,000 were issued ra Blacks and
Hilplnics.is

Hot only are minorities and lew-lncome individusls more
likely to De clted Eor violatloos, the dlsruption re their lives
for thege viclaticos is likely to be mich grearear than it is for
other lpndividuals. Take just osne example from the Chicage
Emoxer's Court history. In 1975, a woman was arrested for smoking

oh one of the Clty's elevated trains. She was unable to pest the
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required $i0 bood and was forced ko spand the night in 31.1.1.“
Mokt people would agroe that spending time i jall for & violas=
tion of a non-Emoking regulation Le punlabmsct pot befittlng tha
erime.,

There ara ather aspects of the rule which ars disturbipg. It
would pronibltr mmoking in open workplaces, but weyld alliow
private gfficex to De designated az amoking ateay. In a law
affice, the artorneys will not be affectad but the typists, #ile
clerks, and receptionists will., This 1izt goes eB. Ak thix
reveals, the sanctlors proposed by this rule will ba direcred
disproportionately at low- and moderate-income individuals and
the resuits are discrimlnatory.

Thie unfairness is supported by data on the smoking habits
of the population according to ccoupation, A tlose lock at avall-
able data indicates that there are significant varlations in
smoking habita by occupaticn and that the actual impact of the
rule wlil be much greater upon cerbalp categories of workers than
9n cthera.

Tables 1 and 2 (see Appendix M) thow by detallsd oecupatien
parcantagez of pergons who rmake. Thase nymbarg damsnstrate that
the effect of the proposed emoking ban will be felt Ly occupa-
tions which traditlionally are referred to as blue-collar. It is
clear that the proposed rule will have a disproporticnate impact
upan low- and moderate-incoma federal workers.

Data on smoking by income clasa supports this contentlen.
Table 3 {gas Appandix A} shews the percantage of smekers hy
incoma according to the latext survey (15B0) conducted Ly the

Naticnal Centsr for Health Sratisvies. As the data reveal, the




percensage of pacple who smoke Datween the ages of 25 aod 65

fajls as jpoome lncryanes. Tor sxample, over half of the 15-44
year=olds who sarn less than 37,000 snmoke, whila only 2354 of

thore earning over 525,000 wooka. As thae data lllustrats, tha
incldence of smoking ls highesr among lowsr-income groups.

in summary, application of smoking restriccions in GSA
builaings may have & disproportionate impact opn low- and
modsraterincome federal employess.
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V. CONCLUSTON

This rapott BAR steemptad o quantify the major effects of
imposltg smoking prohibitions in GSA-gontrolled bulldings, has
dlacusied the economic Lmpacts of such pronibitions and hag
reviewed tha lsiue of environmental telacco ke Ln terms of the
nesd for government regulation.

The conclusieh is  that the praposed rule ls unwarTanted.
Selentifie evidence suggests that snvironmental tobaces smocke is
a trivial contributor to the problem of indoor alr pollution, the
CostE AS&oCiated with complying with tha regulatians are ob=
vigusly much @ors thap the $10¢ slllien required Ty F.O. 12291 to
be considered a major rule, and the individuals who are supposed
ta ba "protectsd® by the regulations == federal employees == are
opposed to their promulgation wlthout substastial l':}m\qu.:":r
orher effscts are inequitabla: low- and moderate-incoma federal
workers ara the mest likely group to be directly affected and the
regqulations apply '@ only a small portion of Iederal buildings.
AL tha came time, the benefirs of the rule are negligible: Lo~
stances of ;nukinq-:allted problame in ua!kﬁlann: are few and
where they occur, veluntary effocks by bahigers and sspleyess can
resolve these problems op.n case-hy-cage basls without arbitrary
government regulaticn. '

“he GSA mumt consider priorities in its deliberavions cn
thit issus. Given the imequitles inberent in the proposed ruie,
the lack of an enforcement méchanizm, and the slgnificant costs

trhat will be imposed on taxpayers, such regulatlsme are not worth

the GONSEJuUORcHN.
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Brceitage & Smoker

Category

Garage Laborsrs

Cooka (Not Privats Rousshold)
Majntanance Paimters
Preasmen and Plateprinters
Aato Mechanics

Assemblecy

Buyers, Btore

Ehipping and Recelving Clerks
2arsonnel, LaDOr Aslations
Draltsmen

Accountants and huditors
Architects '

Lawyers

Compogitors and Typesetters
Enginsara, Asronautical

Engineers, Rlactrical

Source: Sterling, T., and Weinkam, J., "Smoking Characterlstics
by Type of Employment,™ Journal of gecuparional, Medicine,

able

Taljed onal Cate

50,5
57.5
56.3
£5.7
54,8
52.7
2.3
30.¢

369

YR

ETR
32.3
.30.3
1%.3
6.2
20,3

18 {11}, 1476, pp. Tdi=754.
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able 2

rcentage Female Smokers

Categury

Waltreeses

suipping and Receiving Clerka
Durars, STore

Assemblers

Bookkeapers

Hucvew, Frofessional

Laundry asd Drycleaning Operativaes
Secretariex

Accountants and Auditcrs
Stencgraphers

Fayroll and Timekeeping Ciarks
Tachnielans, Medical and Dental
Plementary Sahool Teachers

Librarians

tource: Sae Table 1.

tall on Cax

Percentage Smokers

498
43.%
46.5%
136
35,6
.4
3.3
37.8
in. 8
28.4
4.4
11.%
19.4
16.4
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Table 3 3
Fercentage of Smokers by Incomed
Less than £7,000 = §15,000 -
Age Group $7,00C $14,59%35 §2¢6,535 $25,000+
17 = 13 0.0 27.9% 23.0% 17.3%
20=24 17,8 408 30.5 33
25-34 45.% 41.5 36.3 29.0
I5= 44 51.4 41.8 3.2 15.9 !
‘5"5 lﬂ.l )30' J.’h.l 11.0 3
4he 174 .0 15.4 6.2
g"
* Unpublished data from the Rational Health Interview Survey,
Kational Center for Bealth Statistics. Survey interviews
took place during last six months of 1340, .
!
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