Draft Snmoking NI Order 2006 econsultation on-line response
Queens Universtity Response No. 2

QL: YES

Qla: Good to see inclusion of all types of cigarettes

@: YES

@a: If you wish to comment, please do so here

®Ba: YES
@b: YES
@c: YES
@d: YES

@e: No, this is about protecting the health of workers why should there
be inequality.

- State prisons in California are now snoke free.

- Private clubs, Crown Buildings etc. Should NOT be exenpt

: NO

Aa: Penalties should be higher and |inked with inflation.
Burden of proof should be on the defendant rather than the prosecution.

@&: NO

a: why fixed penalties? difficult to inplenent, need to have real
deterrents. Restrictions of snoking on busses etc. worked wthout fixed
penal ti es.

Q6: YES

@a: They have skilled staff who al ready enforce hygi ene and ot her
public health |egislation

Q7: YES

Qra: Raise the age in conjunction with conprehensive Snoke free
Pol i ci es.

@B: No

Q@: Yes

Q10: No

Ql1: No

QL2: Benefits will accrue to staff in work places which have
traditionally enpl oyed staff from | ower socioeconom ¢ groups. These
staff may currently be exposed to high levels of second hand snoke and
their health will benefit.

Q13: No

QL4: No



Ql5:

t he

QL6:
QL7:
Q18:

use

The BMJ paper by Shane Allwight re Air Quality in Irish Pubs after
ban

Good wor k
No
Gal | aghers possible inmpact on R&D. 1'm sure this conmpany al ready

fume extraction cupboards to renove the toxic tobacco snoke from

their researchers.

QL9:

Production of signs at the start anyway should be centralised to

ensure uniformty with no cost at the start, perhaps introducing a cost
at a later date.

QO:
Q1
@2:
Q3:
Q4:

Yes
Yes
No
No

The rights of workers to avoid tobacco snoke shoul d be paranount.



