Ventilation: No Solution

It is often claimed by the tobacco industry that ventilation will remove the effects of secondhand smoke in public places. Of course, the tobacco industry has a vested interest in maintaining and promoting smoking in public places as effective smokefree policies in public places can reduce smoking prevalence by up to 4%. 
 

However, some of the tobacco companies that endorse ventilation systems have felt obliged to issue disclaimers about ventilation systems being able to address the health effects of secondhand smoking.

Does Ventilation Work?

No. Tobacco smoke is a toxic mix of over 4,000 chemicals including over 50 cancer-causing agents. 

Ventilation may remove the smell of tobacco smoke but it does not eliminate all the cancer-causing particles and gases from the air. Just because the air is not visibly smoky, this does not mean it is safe from the invisible toxins produced by tobacco smoke. In the case of separate smoking areas with discrete ventilation systems, pollution levels may be slightly reduced but tobacco smoke drifts and staff will still have no choice but to breathe secondhand smoke. 

Research by D Kotzias and others at the European Commission Joint Research Centre’s INDOORTRON facility concluded that ”… changes in ventilation rates simulating conditions expected in many residential and commercial environments during smoking do not have a significant influence on the air concentration levels of ETS constituents, e.g. CO, NOx, aromatic compounds, nicotine. This suggests that efforts to reduce ETS originated indoor air pollution through higher ventilation rates in buildings, including residential areas and hospitality venues, would not lead to a meaningful improvement in indoor air quality. Moreover the results show that ‘wind tunnel’ like rates or other high rates of dilution ventilation would be expected to be required to achieve pollutant levels close to ambient air limit values”.  

In other words, for ventilation to have any significant effect, it would require tornado like quantities of ventilation to produce an acceptable risk to those exposed to secondhand smoking. 
The scientific evidence is that ventilation systems cannot eliminate the risk of disease or death from secondhand tobacco smoke. 

Ventilation is Very Costly
Ventilation systems can cost tens of thousands of pounds, without dealing effectively with the real health dangers secondhand smoke. Furthermore, the cost of maintaining and cleaning such systems is such that reports have shown that many proprietors left their ventilation systems switched off, as they found the running costs too high. 
 Poorly maintained ventilation systems are even less likely to be an effective means of reducing the effects of secondhand smoke. 
 Recent research in venues in Sydney, Australia, shows that designated “no-smoking” areas in the hospitality industry provide at best partial protection and at worst no protection at all against the damaging effects of secondhand smoke. 

Who Promotes Ventilation?
The tobacco industry and its front organisations (particularly FOREST) advocate "ventilation solutions" as a "reasonable" alternative to the establishment of smoke free workplaces. They understand that smokefree places reduce the consumption of cigarettes and have a vested interest in maintaining the smoking status quo. They seek to mislead the public by maintaining that ventilation systems effectively address the issue of secondhand smoke. And yet Philip Morris, the largest tobacco company in the world, admits on its website that ventilation systems are “…not shown to address the health effects of secondhand smoke.” 

The Solution?

The only way to eliminate the health risks from secondhand smoke is to implement completely smoke free workplace policies. This will protect all staff and customers from the harmful constituents of secondhand smoke. This is also the lowest cost option for employers seeking to safeguard the health of all employees and customers.
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