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TO PROPOSED SMOKING BAN IN CARS

NYC C.L.A.S.H. is a city-based, but nationally active, true grassroots organization established in 2000 that seeks to defend the rights of adults who choose to smoke, private property, and civil liberties.  One way we do this is by exposing the anti-smoking lies (i.e. junk and purely emotional agenda-driven science).  Our organization sued New York City and State over the smoking bans and is currently sponsoring a suit against a tobacco sales ban policy on the state fairgrounds.  

(Please see our ad in today’s NY Sun)
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POSITION (On Principle)

“You do not have the freedom to do whatever you wish to your children in the areas of health and education.”

-- Lee Landor, Communications Director for Councilman Gennaro

(communication available upon request)

Our cars are private spaces and our children do not (yet) belong to the state.

By virtue of leaving the confines of your private home and taking your kid into the confines of your private car that is then driven along public roads, the state is alleging they now have jurisdiction over your kid and can keep you from exercising your parental autonomy.  Oversight of your child is now in their hands.

If obesity is the crisis they say it is and is "about to overtake" smoking as the "number one preventable cause of death" then no anti-smoker proponent can object to the argument that a parent feeding/allowing their kid too much "junk" food (this now includes juice and whole milk) is "abusing" or "murdering" their child. 

To be consistent, once you leave the confines of your private home and take your child in public then the state can put down rules on what and how much you can feed your child. If you're observed buying/feeding a child one cookie over the limit then you will be fined. Or, sticking to the car -- if you're seen going through Mickey D's drive-thru.

It's no different in terms of “It’s about protecting children’s health."  The protest “This isn’t about civil liberties at all,” in trying to narrow it down to the legal act of smoking only fails.   This is a civil liberties issue and you’re either for IT or against it.


(1)

If they can come into our cars they can come into our homes… for anything. 

The fact that a privately owned automobile happens to travel on the public roads makes it no less of private property as is one's home.  Banning smoking in privately owned cars "for the children" would be no different than determining to ban smoking in privately owned homes "for the children."  If the premise is "for the children" then how soon can we expect the same case made for our homes?  

Do not fall for the comparison to air bags, car seats and seatbelts as supportive of "just another car safety feature."  Those items are vehicle-specific -- to protect you from immediate dangers inherent in DRIVING a CAR.  Smoking is not vehicle-specific.  There are no seat belts on our couches.
  

This is not a health issue.  It's a private property issue.  And what’s being proposed is a dangerous step.  If you can ban it my car you can ban it in my home and then you can ban something else in my own home -- "for the children" of course. 

Cars are no less our private property than our homes.  The answer to the following questions must be demanded of our lawmakers and their instigators who masquerade as noble “Big Health” “for the children” (human shields for their war on smoking):

> How is this any different, in terms of our privacy and parental autonomy, than our private homes? 

> And when can we expect them there?  

> If not, then why not?  How is the car different?   

The fight is hardly about smoking, it’s about the lengths to which the government will intrude into your private legal decisions.  

C.L.A.S.H. does not advocate smoking around children or not.  We advocate as adult smokers who have watched our marginalization and ostracization from public life increasingly being expanded because this group has been deemed the politically correct group to hate and control.  This has led to an associated concern of ours -- private property rights and the invasion of privacy.  The most cherished symbols of freedom all too generously sacrificed by no more than my fellow man who has been given legislative power.   

Lawmakers like Councilman Gennaro are a greater threat than any cigarette smoke.  In general, this prospect should frighten everyone.

Those who condone inviting the health police into their cars over smoke should ask themselves if they'd allow the state to ban them from having "junk" food (as defined by the state of course) in their home if they have children. Maybe Councilman Gennaro (with NYC Health Commissioner Frieden) will want to send in his cops to make sure you don't have a can of Crisco in the house.

And what if you protest that you don't even feed that stuff to your kids? It's for adult use only? Well then, they’ll say the sheer presence is corrupting their morals.


How soon until people like Ms. Landor propose that ALL children be taken away from ALL parents and sent to state run camps -- where they'll receive the "proper" protection -- until they are of age? 
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"I am just seeking every opportunity I can to denormalize smoking and to try to put it out of the reach of kids"

-- Councilman James F. Gennaro, August 14th, NY Sun
Therein lies the true agenda.  It’s more persecution of adults who choose to enjoy a legal product masquerading as something noble – “protecting the children.”  There is nothing noble about using your power to make people bend to your will through punitive coercion.

He’ll say it’s to send a message.  If smokers haven’t gotten the message by now he’s going to threaten them with criminality!?  Are adults who choose to smoke unable to venture outside our homes under threat of being persecuted?  Smokers are to be made prisoners in their home or risk the state taking ownership of our children merely because we venture onto a public road.

Only anti-smoking activists and lawmakers of the same stripe are championing for this

Who really wants this?  Is the public clamoring for this?  Or are the intolerants and the bullies in the position of power and belief that they should impose their will on others because they “know best” behind this?

GALLUP POLL (July 25, 2007):  More Smokers Feeling Harassed by Smoking Bans

Nearly half feel unjustly discriminated against by public smoking restrictions

http://www.galluppoll.com/content/?ci=28216

“ [A]s the percentage of Americans willing to ban smoking in various public places continues to creep up, close to half of smokers now say they feel unjustly discriminated against by society. 

“In 2001, only one-third of smokers felt unjustly discriminated against. This year, according to a July 12-15, 2007, Gallup survey, the figure is 47%. Barely half of smokers, 51%, now say that public smoking restrictions are justified, down from two-thirds six years ago.”

Gallup's Pulse of Democracy Tobacco and Smoking

http://www.galluppoll.com/content/default.aspx?ci=1717&pg=1

Urgency: Overall Importance as Political Issue

“The available poll data suggest there is no public demand for further regulation of tobacco or smoking in this country. The issue doesn't come up in polling on the most important issue facing the country, and Americans show limited support for expanded taxes or bans on smoking when asked about it directly. In the absence of a high degree of concern about second-hand smoke -- only 56% say second-hand smoke is very harmful to adults, compared with 84% who say smoking is very harmful to adults who smoke -- there seems to be a limited well from which potential public demand for more bans on smoking in public could spring. “

The Bottom Line

“Americans view adult smoking as people's right, their choice, and their responsibility. That sentiment works in smokers' favor when it comes to keeping tobacco legal and keeping smoking generally permissible in public. Americans oppose making smoking broadly illegal.”

Please see the attached commentary by Dr. Michael Siegel of Boston University.  He is a tobacco control researcher for over 20 years and supports workplace smoking bans.  His own research has been instrumental in influencing smoking ban laws nationwide.
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POSITION (On Science)

"You can't subject kids to 43 carcinogens and 250 poisonous chemicals and claim privacy. Get over it. Their right to privacy doesn't extend so far as to poisoning kids."

-- Councilman James F. Gennaro, August 14th, NY Sun 

FACT:  THE DOSE (concentration x duration) MAKES THE POISON.  EXPOSURE DOESN’T EQUAL HARM

Councilman Gennaro’s generalization is nothing but pure emotion.  There is nothing scientifically credible about his claim.  Suspend logic he pleads.  He’s telling you to accept the following:

1) Assume the air exchange rate in a vehicle is virtually nil.

2) Assume the car doesn't move.

3) Assume the occupants do not use the cooling/heating outside air vent the entire time.

4) Assume the windows remain shut the entire time.

5) Assume the driver chain smokes the entire time to offset the leaky seals around the doors and windows.

6) Assume all smoking parents share the same driving style.

 
An apt analogy to Councilman Gennaro’s claim would be to assert “radiation is toxic!” because he’s aiming to ban you from taking your child out during daylight.

And when smoking ban proponents start throwing around studies that say they “measured exposure by testing blood, urine or hair samples please remember THE DOSE MAKES THE POISON:

Centers for Disease Control: "The presence of a chemical in blood or urine does not necessarily indicate that the chemical will cause disease. Additional research is required to determine whether the levels reported are a cause for health concern." 

American Council on Science and Health: "The presence in the body of a trace chemical generally signifies occupational or lifestyle-related exposure to that substance. Such a presence alone should not be overinterpreted as necessarily injurious to health, however. For the vast majority of exogenous chemicals (chemicals originating outside the body), there is no evidence to suggest that trace concentrations in the body present a risk to human health."

Regarding the numbers they pull out of a hat, please see the attached review of the California legislators’ claims who proposed the same ban.  When no two claims are alike, how can they be believed?
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FACT:  The latest Surgeon General’s report actually said this (on exposure to cigarette smoke in general):

Childhood Asthma Onset

The evidence is suggestive but not sufficient to infer a causal relationship between secondhand smoke exposure from parental smoking and the onset of childhood asthma.

-- Page 400

Respiratory Symptoms

The evidence is suggestive but not sufficient to infer a causal relationship between secondhand smoke exposure and acute respiratory symptoms including cough, wheeze, chest tightness, and difficulty breathing among persons with asthma.

The evidence is suggestive but not sufficient to infer a causal relationship between secondhand smoke exposure and acute respiratory symptoms including cough, wheeze, chest tightness, and difficulty breathing among healthy persons.

The evidence is suggestive but not sufficient to infer a causal relationship between secondhand smoke exposure and chronic respiratory symptoms.

Lung Function

The evidence is suggestive but not sufficient to infer a causal relationship between short-term
secondhand smoke exposure and an acute decline in lung function in persons with asthma.

The evidence is inadequate to infer the presence or absence of a causal relationship between short-term secondhand smoke exposure and an acute decline in lung function in healthy persons.

The evidence is suggestive but not sufficient to infer a causal relationship between chronic secondhand smoke exposure and a small decrement in lung function in the general population.
-- Pages 562-563

http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/secondhandsmoke/
FACT:  ONE OF THE LARGEST STUDIES CONDUCTED BY AN ARM OF THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION FOUND THIS
Conclusions: Our results indicate no association between childhood exposure to ETS and lung cancer risk. 

 --Paolo Boffetta, et al., World Health Organization/Int’l Agency for Research on Cancer. “Multicenter Case–Control Study of Exposure to Environmental Tobacco Smoke and Lung Cancer in Europe.” Journal of the National Cancer Institute, Vol. 90, No. 19, October 7, 1998.  pps 1440-1450

http://jnci.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/90/19/1440

In fact, this was the only statistically significant result and which, when interpreted correctly, found that ETS provided a protective effect.  Adults exposed in childhood were 22% less likely to develop lung cancer.
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FACT:  OTHER STUDIES HAVE FOUND NO INCREASED RISK OF HARM TO CHILDREN
Parents' Smoking Status Not Factor in Kids' Otitis Media

By Katrina Woznicki, MedPage Today Staff Writer 
June 21, 2005
http://www.medpagetoday.com/tbindex.cfm?tbid=1221&topicid=79
A Georgetown team, discovered this while seeking to show how smoking by parents affected children with otitis media.  Surprisingly, the number of infectious pathogens found in the children of smoking parents and the children of non-smoking was essentially the same, Itzhak Brook, M.D., and Alan E. Gober, M.D., reported in the June issue of Archives of Otolaryngology.

Does Civilization Cause Asthma?
Atlantic Monthly, May 1, 2000

http://www.cmch.tv/news/news.asp?id=124
Fernando Martinez, the director of respiratory sciences at the University of Arizona:” Like most people, I assumed tobacco smoke and pollution were the problem -- this was the politically correct way to think. But these factors turned out not to play a major role. In high-pollution areas, in low-pollution areas, among all ethnic groups, there was asthma. Clearly, something else was involved." 

Why are our children wheezing?
The Telegraph, June 8, 2001

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/health/main.jhtml?xml=/health/2001/06/08/hwheez08.xml
The number of pre-school children with wheezing disorders has doubled over the past 10 years. The rise in respiratory problems could not be linked to household risk factors such as passive smoking, gas cooking, pets or low parental education attainment because those factors declined over the period, the team reports [the findings, published in The Lancet].

Does tobacco smoke prevent atopic disorders? A study of two generations of Swedish residents

Hjern A, Hedberg A, Haglund B, Rosen M.  Clin Exp Allergy 2001 Jun;31(6):908-14

http://www.data-yard.net/30/asthma.htm
The prevalence of allergic asthma and allergic rhino-conjunctivitis decreased, in a dose-response manner (P = 0.03 and P = 0.004, respectively), with increasing exposure to tobacco smoke in the adult study population.  In a multivariate analysis, children of mothers who smoked at least 15 cigarettes a day tended to have lower odds for suffering from allergic rhino-conjunctivitis, allergic asthma, atopic eczema and food allergy, compared to children of mothers who had never smoked (ORs 0.6-0.7). Children of fathers who had smoked at least 15 cigarettes a day had a similar tendency (ORs 0.7-0.9).
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POSITION (On Enforcement)

In addition to my work with C.L.A.S.H., I am a retired NYC Police Officer, having served my 20 years in the 6-7 Precinct in Brooklyn South.

Gennaro is delusional if he thinks enforcement of his law is non-problematic and as he actually skirts the core issue by claiming the NYPD (allegedly) doesn't find it drains attention from other duties like fighting terror or by boasting it's been "enacted successfully" elsewhere.  There's a huge key difference between giving an okay, enactment, expectation of enforcement and actual active enforcement.  The first three do not guarantee the fourth.  Summonsing a motorist has always been left to an officer's discretion.  
 

Not only do the police certainly have more important things to do but he selectively ignores the police-community relations and manpower aspects of it.  Community relations between the police and the public have always been under some degree of strain.  How much more unpopular does he want the police to be viewed?  Smoking will be seen as an "excuse" to pull someone over.  Citing someone for engaging in what is an otherwise legal behavior will only add to the strain unnecessarily.  And most people who smoke are low to middle class.  It's just one more way the police will be seen as "picking" on blue-collar folk and minorities -- who will also once again be revenue meat for the city vultures who keep picking away at that class.
 

And who doesn't know by now that the NYPD is experiencing manpower shortages due to low starting pay coupled with high attrition.  Just covering traditional duties is difficult because the department is already stretched thin. One need only be reminded that the NYPD is considering cutting the highly successful Operation Impact that saturates high crime areas with officers because there's not enough to go around.  Yet Gennaro would have the police spending time on a car stop for a smoking violation instead of using that time patrolling in order to deter a robbery of someone's family member or, indeed, be on the look-out for terrorism.  Importantly, overlooked too is that for every summons contested in court is a day off patrol for an officer who will be reassigned to Traffic Court that day.  How many less -- of the already low number of officers -- on patrol that day?
 

Gennaro's proposal involves an irresponsible misuse of law enforcement resources, especially under today's conditions.  
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(APPENDIX A)

Anti-Smoking Movement in its Current State is Not Sustainable 

By Dr. Michael Siegel

http://tobaccoanalysis.blogspot.com/2006/05/in-my-view-anti-smoking-movement-in.html
 

Nothing is permanent. Including social movements. Like anything else, social movements come and go and they change over time.

In my view, the current anti-smoking movement is in an unsustainable state. Because it has transformed from a true grassroots social movement that was based in science and premised on the notion that it was presenting the truth and fighting the lies of the tobacco industry to a fanatical crusade in which the science doesn't matter and in which the truth is being distorted, leaving far less of a demarcation from the historical tactics of the tobacco industry, the foundations of the movement are unstable.

Ultimately, to sustain a social movement, you need to have the public's support. But when you are caught being dishonest, distorting the truth, exaggerating the science, and pursuing a fanatical agenda at almost all costs, then you are going to lose public credibility and the long-term sustainability of your movement comes into serious question.

I think the tobacco control movement is precisely at that point.

But there are several reasons why I'm afraid that we're going down the hill, rather than re-directing our course and propping ourselves back up.

First of all, it has become virtually impossible to express any dissent in the movement. It has become impossible to challenge the existing dogma of the movement. It is not possible to even suggest that claims being made by anti-smoking groups may not be correct. To do so results in being censored, attacked, ridiculed, disrespected, and blacklisted.

A movement that has lost its ability to maintain any checks and balances cannot be long sustained. There are no longer any mechanisms in place that help to keep the movement in check and to prevent it from spiraling out of control down the road to fanaticism.

Second of all, the movement has become divorced from the science. There is no longer a concern about scientific integrity or accuracy in the movement. The ends are all that matter and the science cannot be allowed to get in the way. If some group makes a claim that is a little far-fetched, it doesn't matter, because in the end, we're protecting the kids. If a group proposes an intervention to reduce smoking that goes too far, it doesn't matter either, because it's all about protecting the children. The means can no longer be challenged. The end is all that matters.

It is really the fact that the science is no longer important that concerns me the most personally. Possibly this is because I view myself first and foremost to be a scientist and to pride myself on scientific integrity. But also I think this is important because I think the science has been the mantelpiece for the entire movement for more than 50 years. Ever since the 1964 Surgeon General's report, it has really been the science of the effects of tobacco smoke that has served as the glue holding the whole movement together. Take away that glue and things start to fall apart.

Third of all, the truth is no longer the chief differentiation between us and the tobacco companies. To me, that was the one thing that always separated us from the industry. We had the truth on our side. Now, there have been just too many examples of anti-smoking groups misleading and deceiving (if not lying to) their constituents and the public to credibly claim that we have staked out the truth as our unifying value. The lines of separation between us and the tobacco industry in terms of the tactics we are using to accomplish our goal have been narrowed and the truth is no longer a virtue to which we, uniquely, can lay claim.



Fourth, we seem to have blinders on that are increasingly restricting our field of vision, so that we can see less and less of our world for what it is. We seem to be able to see only a narrow portion of that world - that which pertains to smoking and secondhand smoke. To address the sole problem which we see, we are increasingly willing to sacrifice other values we hold dear. The latest one to fall is the value of family - now, we are willing, apparently, to separate children from their parents in order to "protect" them from what we see as a hazard more dangerous than not being with their loving parents.

Essentially, what all of this adds up to is the disconnection of what is now the highly-paid, institutionalized anti-smoking crusade from the bounds of public health. We are on unfamiliar territory which is soon going to become hostile. The roots holding us firmly in place have been severed and we are now vulnerable to the winds that can change quickly from one direction to the other.

No - it hasn't happened yet. The wind is still blowing in a favorable direction. But without the roots holding us in place, all it is going to take is a change in direction of that wind to blow us away.

Scientific integrity and accuracy, the truth, a broad view of the public's health, an expansive appreciation of social values, and a willingness to consider alternate views were once the roots holding our movement in place. Without these roots, the tree cannot sustain itself for long.

Is the anti-smoking movement going to disappear? Of course not. But we are going to wake up in a couple of years and find that the movement is a shadow of its former self.

Now, for once, I see the urgency of passing as many smoke-free laws as we can, and as quickly as we can. We have a limited amount of time and a lot of people to cover. How to expedite the process? I have the solution. Two minutes. That's the ticket. Convince people that just 2 minutes of secondhand smoke is enough to clog coronary arteries and cause heart attacks. It's only 3 minutes less than the current anti-smoking claim, but those 3 minutes would make a world of difference in our efforts to promote these laws.

And I can tell you from experience - no one would challenge us. At least no group from within the movement.

Sure, it's a stretch. But we have lives to save and children to protect. This is no time to let the science get in our way.

-----------------------

 

You can read other such entries on Dr. Siegel's blog at http://tobaccoanalysis.blogspot.com
(APPENDIX B)
THE BIRTH OF A CAR SMOKING BAN PROPOSAL

Lawmakers throw out scary numbers.

But when no two claims are alike, how can they be believed?

A look at California:

I think I found the link (not source exactly -- that's another interesting mystery) between California Sen. Ortiz's quote and her acquirement of such information. If I'm right, for starters it illustrates that politicians are talking about and floating policy over things they don't even understand. 

Let's first review Sen. Ortiz' statement: "Children are effectively smoking a pack and a half a day for every hour they are exposed to smoke in a car." 

I found the following information reproduced a number of times on several different versions of what they call "Analyses" over a bill. This car smoking ban bill has been floated since 2004 and found it on an Analyses from that year. But there it was again just this June:

Senate Health Committee Analyses
Deborah V. Ortiz, Chair
Bill AB 379
June 28, 2006
http://info.sen.ca.gov/pub/bill/ ...9_sen_comm.html

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 

The California Medical Association Foundation notes that exposure to secondhand smoke in an automobile is especially dangerous for a child. A child spending one hour in a 
smoke-filled vehicle could be exposed to as much cancer-causing chemicals as individuals smoking 17 to 35 filter-tipped cigarettes.

My assumption is this was HER source.

So I went looking for the actual source with the CMAF and found this little fact sheet of theirs called “Poisoning Our Children: The Unknown Dangers of Second-hand Smoke” at  http://www.calmedfoundation.org/rxchange/pdfs/otherpdfs/search=%22%22California%20Medical%20Asso

And claimed at the bottom: "Compiled by Prescription for Change, a project of the California Medical Association Foundation funded under grant #: 00-90381 through the California Department of Health Services – Tobacco Control Section."

Included on the sheet was this:

A child spending only one hour in a smoke-filled vehicle may be exposed to as much dimethyl-nitrosamine, a very potent cancer-causing chemical, as if he or she had actually
smoked 17- 35 filter tip cigarettes.

(So Dr. Siegel, you hit on a piece of it in your blog entry regarding the individual constituent nitrosodimethylamine)

But very interesting was that they footnoted that item and cited THEIR source for it as coming from the Benton County Health Dept. in Oregon (as was even the title of their fact sheet footnoted to the same!)

The footnoted link for it is http://www.co.benton.or.us/healt...hdp/ 2ndhand.htm but it's dead. And I couldn't find it elsewhere on that site. But I did find a reproduction of it courtesy of some other site called Unsolved Mysteries at http://www.unsolvedmysteries.com.../ usm152032.html

And noted at the end of it was: 

Produced by: Benton County Health Department Community Health 530 NW 27th Street Corvallis, Oregon 97330 757-6835 

Special thanks to the Benton County Tobacco Coalition, the Oregon Health Division, the American Academy of Otolaryngology, and the American Society of Pediatric Otolaryngology. This leaflet is published as a public service and may be freely used or copied. 

And that's where the trail grows cold. Benton County Health Dept. didn't cite THEIR source for it and I can't find any study on it.

But look at the trail and how the source of this information isn't even recorded correctly (attribution) in a legislative document! First it's the prestigious sounding CMA? Only to find out THEY lifted it from little ole Benton County?? Who got it from where?

And look at how Ortiz easily managed to put it into words she liked and believes to be correct.

One more point of interest is what Koretz, the sponsor of the bill, himself said about kids' exposure in cars in the ContraCosta Times on June 29th: 

A child exposed to one hour in a smoking room or car is inhaling as many dangerous chemicals as if he or she smoked 10 or more cigarettes, according to the Mayo Clinic."

Now it's the Mayo Clinic? And a room OR a car? And now only TEN or more?

I'd say that these two need to get together to get their stories straight but why should they? Who but us are paying attention that they have to worry about contradictions OR torturing results/words of (unnamed) studies to fit their agenda?
   

Apparently, Ortiz has been poisoning the public with this crap for a couple of months:

Comment on SpeakEasyForum, July 2, 2006:

Ortiz of California was on whatever show John Kasich is on and she's on the bandwagon in CA to ban smoking in cars if there's a kid in a car seat.

My daughter came in and asked me a question just as Ortiz was saying this so I could be wrong, but I think I heard her say that if a kid is in a car for 1 hour with a smoker the kid inhales the equivalent of 25 filtered cigarettes.


And I looked up the Mayo Clinic and sure enough they carry the information Koretz cited:

A child who spends just one hour in a very smoky room is inhaling as many dangerous chemicals as if he or she smoked 10 or more cigarettes. 
http://www.mayoclinic.com/health/secondhand-smoke/CC00023

Hmmm, anyone see the word "car" in there anywhere?

And they also failed to cite their source. What? They just keep copying off each other and no real study that arrived at that exists? Also, this is how you get "All the health organizations say..." as if they all ran their own study and came up with the same thing (sheesh).

But don't get me wrong anyone, by citing the information myself I'm not saying that I think that whatever information they're using is scientifically sound for even it's original intent. This is merely bloodhound work.


Here's how we put an end to what constituent it COULD be that they SHOULD have MEANT and who inhales what and how much and whether the windows are open or closed... because apparently none of that seems to be of any importance anymore when you have dueling information -- both posited as fact by the equally convinced of the statement -- that throws all of those considerations out the (car?) window...

In searching for further material re Ortiz's claim I found this:

Secondhand Smoke in the Home: Children as the “Captive Smoker”
Tobacco Public Policy Center at Capital University Law School
Last Updated 10/6/2005

http://www.law.capital.edu/tobacco/youthandtobacco/SecondhandSmokeInHomeFactSheet.pdf
http://www.tobaccofreeohio.org/c...les/ ACFDD45.pdf
Smoke in the home/vehicle:

Living in a pack-a-day smoker’s home for 24 hours is comparable to smoking three cigarettes.[6]

Riding in the car with a smoker for one hour is comparable to smoking four cigarettes.[8]

[6] Tobacco-Free Ohio, The Accidental Smoker (2004),  [dead link]

[8] Tobacco-Free Ohio, supra note 6

(Note: Site no longer exists. Now SmokeFree Ohio)

(And who makes up SmokeFreeOhio that says such things?

SmokeFreeOhio is a campaign by the American Cancer Society in collaboration with the American Heart Association, American Lung Association, the Ohio Health Commissioners Association, the Ohio Hospital Association, the Ohio State Medical Association, the Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, and other supporting organizations to create smoke-free public places and workplaces in the state of Ohio.) 


So I look up the SmokeFreeOhio citation, as noted by TPPC, which states it's from a paper called the "Accidental Smoker". The actual link to it is at http://www.smokefreeohio.org/oh/about/documents/SFO_ .Accidental.pdf but it loads badly. So I also found it (much better copy) at http://www.clevelandclinic.org/health/Wordofmouth/summer3.asp

However, the first one at least tells you where THEY (Ohio) got it from:

The Accidental Smoker:
You don’t smoke. But if you’re sitting near someone who does, you’re still breathing the cancer-causing chemicals. A study by Katherine Hammond, a professor at the University of California,
Berkeley, explored how much a non-smoker might inhale in a variety of situations. Here are the results.

HOWEVER, I found another copy of it here (http://www.cleanairkc.com/docs/The_Facts/Health/The) that said:

The preceding is based on research by Katherine Hammond, Professor of Environmental Health Sciences with the University of California at Berkeley. The study was originally published in 2001 by Mike Royer in the Journal Gazette Newspaper (accidental.p65, 5-1-2003)
Mike Royer? Who's that? Neither he nor his article can be found on-line and I can't find any study by Hammond that contains anything that resembles her findings. It's not that I doubt she's responsible for it but why don't any of these number of anti-smoking sites note the title of the ORIGINAL source or where it could be found? Why are they all so vague? That's a rhetorical question.

So let's review:

Ortiz, by way of CMA, by way of Benton County, Oregon, claim "Children are effectively smoking a pack and a half a day for every hour they are exposed to smoke in a car." And don't tell them they're wrong.

TCCP, by way of SmokeFreeOhio, by way of Royer, by way of Hammond claim "Riding in the car with a smoker for one hour is comparable to smoking four cigarettes." And don't tell them they're wrong.

Either number is anti-smoking gospel by virtue of the anti-smoking group printing it in their material. Which sure makes conversation over how the former was arrived at while the latter is claimed too moot. And it makes for politicians to grasp at either depending on which one they come across or are fed first.

