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intent that this would be a major expenditure for those that
would need to do something to comply. |t anpunts to a best
effort. If you have...those, as | said before, those that have
15 or nmore enployeesare the ones that woul d be affected, they
nust devel op a smoking policy. An enployee can designate their
area nonsmoki ng, which an enpl oyee can do now. Fjfty percent of
the cafeteria, |lunch roomand | ounge space nust be nonsnoki ng.
This, in all practical effect, is what it is pow. If you're
under 1200 square feet, which is the present |law, you do not
have to have that. You can designate the whole area snoking, if
you so desire. So it has no inpact under 1,200 square feet alndd
e

under . Bar s and restaurants, in spite of what you' ve been
to believe, are not affected by this. There is a present policy
now, that policy will continue. The only wa tﬁey would be

impacted on this is if they had 15 or nore enpl oyees, then they
woul d be required to have a smoking policy and to have a defi ned
nonsnoki ng area. The one thing it does is makes it ¢lear that
you cannot penalize nonsnokers whorequire.a nonsmoking work
area. This mght be an area that is a bone of contention in the
law, but, to ne, this...a nonsnoker should have rights 55 well
as a smoker, and it should not be an issue as to V\hetﬁer t hey
have a right to exert that influence or to assert their
authority in thisarea. This sinply says that they may do so,
that they will not be penalized if they do, they will not be
ostracized if they do,and, in a lot of ways, | think it ought
to nmake for a nore conpati ble work place, because the em ployer
now may be reluctant to have a definition of a snoking/no
snoking area, not sure whether he will have the back of the |
behind him Even though he has many requests for this, they" re
not sure whether they really should or shouldn't do jt, or if
they do, will | have a suit. This sjnply says that they will
be, with 15 or nore enployees, need to have a definition of a
snoki ng policy and should feel confortable in providing an area.
And t hat, i f a nonsmoker does raise the issue, they have every
right, just as a snoker has today, to snmoke, 3 nonsmoker would
have the right to have asnpoke-free work place.  Now I' ve not
gone into all of the areas of the passive snoke, in some ways
consider this alnost aside of the point, because nmany have nade
other issues out of this. But we have a lot of research,
especially sirce 1986, showing the affects of passive snoke on
others. And we know that we have a declining amount of gsmokers
inthe United States today. |t seemed |ogical to me when | took
the bill that if 25, even if 27 percent are snokers, then the
other 72 to 75 percent that are nonsnmokers ought to be sure that
they have a right to sone clean air, too. As | said, it's not
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