The benefits of smoke freerestaurants

The issueof smokinginrestaurantsisadif fi cult one:
for restaurateurs because they (at least seemingly)
can't satisfy both factions of the public, and for non-
smok ersbe causethe scopeof their lifestyleisof tenre
stricted to smokefree places.

How ever, thislat ter fact iswhat has made smoke free
restaurantsso prof it able. No mat ter how much money
an operator may put into separating the two factions,
nonsmokers will continue to gravitate toward 100%
smokefreeest eries, and saleswill continuetodwindle
for the smoky restau rant.

Restaurant operators are not totally to blame. For far
too long, society itself has tolerated a productwhich,
when enjoyed by its user, disperses toxic chemicals
intotheair that ei ther ir ri tate or disable nearby nonus
ers. Simply, nonsmok ersarenolonger will ingtotol er-
ateit, and they go elsewhere.

The migudgment is with operators who insist on not
losing even one smoker, no matter how many non-
smok ersarelost, and no mat ter what the health risksto
employees. However, the costs of not making the
move can be much higher than do ing so.

We estimate that every smoking customer will, over
time, chase away five nonsmoking customers. Of
course, the smok erskeep return ing and the non smok-
ersdonot, sorestaurateursareleft with afal se sense of
where their mgjority customer base redly is. The
smaller therestau rant, the higher the price they will

pay.

Historically, the tobacco industry has done an ex cel-
lent job of convincing restaurant operators that since
25% of the population are smokers, going smokefree
would cost them 25% of their busi ness. Clearly errone
ous, but it is easy to see why operators would balk at
mak ing suchadrastic change.

But why isn’t therestau rant op erator equally afraid of
losing the 75% who do not smoke? Because rather
than complain, these folks just quietly slip away to
cleaner air down the street. Op erators seethe smok ers
return; but they do not see the nonsmokers who stay
away, thus creating a false impression of where their
mar ket really is.

Whoisthewiser?

By allowing smoking at al, many restaurateurs have
painted them selvesinto acor ner by unwittingly cater
ing to a declining population of smokers while those
who aresmokefreeareex pandingtheir mar ket place.

Op eratorswho them selvessmoke, and even somewho
don’'t but have smoker lungs be cause of their work en-
vironment, seem extraordinarily slow at getting the

message.

Fortunately, increasing numbers of operators are un-
derstanding the health and financial benefitsof being
smokefree. Even operators who smoke, but nonethe
less put good business judgments ahead of personal
habits, arebeingwon over.

Many restaurateurs now recognize that a growing
number of nonsmok erswill nolonger tol er ateeatingin
asmoke-filled room. If not becoming smokefree, they
aregoing to great coststo try to separate the smok ers
— whilesim ply go ing smoke freewould cost zero dol-
lars. Cleanair can betol er ated by every body!

Depending ontheex tenttowhichthey recir culatethe
smoky air through the nonsmoking section, they may
or may not reducetheireof the non smoker. (They need
to know, how ever, that pro vid ing smok ing roomsand
sections increases the risk of the staff who serve the
smokers. This new concentration of smoke in the air
will signifi cantly increaseworker healthrisks, evenfor
thesmok ing staff.)

The facts are clear: if restaurants go smoke free the
right way, they will at least retaintheir cur rent level of
business, and will often increase it. Maybe only by
3-5%, but anin crease nonetheless:

» 76% of Wiscon sin adultsdo not smoke, and that
number isgrow ing.

o 20-30% of smokers prefer smokefree dining
(Galop and National Restaurant Association
polls).

» Most other smok erswill ac qui escetothesmoke
free eat ery at there quest of their friends or fam-

ily.



» Only 2-3% of thepopu lation aredie- hard smok-
ers who would actually avoid a smokefree res-
taurant.

» For every smoker a restaurant might lose, they
standtogaintwononsmok ersinreturn. (That’ sa
pretty good trade, and one that is substantiated
by therestaurantindustry’ sownpolls.)

» Waitresses, who work in restaurants which

allow smok ing, havefour timesthelung can cer
risk and nearly three timesthe heart dis easerisk
asdowomeninother oc cu pations(per auni ver-
sity of Cali for nia- San Fran cisco study).

» Since 1992, the number of smoke-free restau
rants in Wisconsin has grown from 65 to well
over 2000 today. Why would these restaurants
remainsmokefree, wereit not prof it able?

In over 200 U.S. com mu ni tiesand three states, smoke
freerestrictionshave beenim plemented with out aloss
of restaurant busi ness. Indeed, most smok ersdo not
quit eating in their favorite restaurant when it goes
smokefree, they just quit smok inginit.

What istheright way to con vert?

Inall of our discussionswithrestaurant op erators, one
thing stands out loud and clear: those who go smoke
freequi etly do not fare aswell asthose who do so with
asplash.

If they sm ply hang asign say ing “Weare now smoke-
free,” the only peo plewho will know about it aretheir
current customers. While they may lose a handful of
thesefolks, they will usu ally regain the losses asword
slowly fil tersout that they are now smoke free.

But thisis afool ish waste of time and reve nues. Why
wait even oneday? They should hang alarge ban ner on
thebuildingsaying®Enjoy Smoke- FreeDining.” They
should boldly print it in every ad, build it up in radio
ads and seek out talk- show for mats.

Why not tell the world? Why keep it quiet until the
smok ersreach the door?Why avoid get ting theword to
the peo plewho would be at tracted by it? Evenif they
arejust passersby who no tice the ban ner, they are new
customerswhootherwisewouldn’texist!

Some operators erroneously believe that by doing it
qui etly, they will of fend fewer smok ers. But thosewho
will be offended will be of fended no mat ter how it is

done. The secret is an affirmative action to replace
them even beforethey arelost.

When op eratorsare bold about their new pol icy, word
getsout inrec ord time. They will begin seeing growth
inthreear eas: (1) Old customerswhowereprevi ously
chased away by thesmokewill beginreturningtotheir
once-favorite eatery; (2) new customers will be at-
tracted from the competitor down the street who still
allows smoking, and (3) nonsmokers who have
avoided restau rantsbe cause of the smoke prob lemwil|
startventuringout.

Its a win-win situation. Especialy for the lungs and
cashregister.

Smoke-fr ee Restaur ants:;
Profitsor Peril?

The health and financial benefits,
and how to maximize profits
when mak ingtheconver sion.

Sittinginanonsmokingsectionislikeswimmingin
thenon chlorin ated end of a swim ming pool.

In 1992 we begancol lecting thenamesof restaurants
that were smoke-free, and our first “dining guide’

began with agrand to tal of 65 restau rants. Weinter-
viewed many of thoseop eratorsandfound anex citing
parallel: rarely did a restaurant lose business when it
removed the ashtrays, and when it did it was only a
temporary dip. Themajor ity of op eratorsreportedthat
revenues either remained the same or increased
dightly.

As we took these success stories to other operators,
they slowly began making the same decision, and
today we have over 2000 in the state.

When we talk to restaurant operators, roughly 70%
want to eliminate smoking in their business. Many
want thegov ernmenttodoit, partly tolevel theplay ing
field to protect against losses and partly to remove
them selves asthe bad guy.

How ever, smoke- freeismorepopular by a4:1ratio, so
why wait for thegov ern ment to act and | osethe op por-
tu nity to beat your com peti tor to the punch? Why not
take advantage of an idea that has proven to increase



prof its?Why wait an other day toreducethework place
hazard and anti-marketing effects of secondhand
smoke when you can do it and in crease salestoday?

[ The main reason the 70% don’t con vert ontheir own
is because of the unfounded fear of lost sales, and in
some casesthey have old custom ersthey don’t want to
of fend. But these con cernsare un founded.]

Thetrick isto go smokefreewhilemaxi mizing prof its
and of fend ing thefew est number of smok ers. Keepin
mind that most of your smokers will under standyour
obli gationtoreducemajor work placehaz ardsandwill
remain long after the ash trays have been removed.
You'll bepleasantly sur prised.

Note: being smoke free does not offset lousy food!
Many nonsmokers still patronize smoky restaurants
with good food (athough less often today). So, why
would it stand that smokers will stay away from a
smoke- freerestau rant with good food?

It doesn’t. That smok ersarestill anunyielding popula
tionissim ply not true.

Inevery patron sur vey that we' veseentaken by restaur
rant op erators, the num bersare the same:

» 88%of patronsrangefromadamant nonsmok ers
toindif ferentsmokers,

* 9% would not be happy with the decision but
would not nec essar ily stay away, and

o only 3% are die-hard smokers who claim they
will never return (somewill never return, but so
what?).

Even more important than those numbers are the an-
swerstothefol lowing question:

New health stud iesshow that wait resseshave al most 4
timesthe lung can cer risk and over twicethe heart dis
easerisk whenwork inginrestaurantsthat al |ow smok-
ing. Given the significant health risks secondhand
smoke posesto our em ploy ees, if wewereto go smoke
free would you:

e _ Eat heremorefrequently?
* __ Eat here about the same?
* _ Eatherelessfrequently?

[Notethat two sig nifi cant groupsaremissing fromthis
survey: the nonsmoking customers you once had but
have no more, and your com peti tor’ spatronswho will
come over after you convert. Still, the numbers will
comeoutinfavor, and af ter conver sionold customers
will bethefirst toreturn.]

Ask theex perts: Your customers!

Theresponsesto the sec ond op tion should beig nored.
What mat tersisthedif fer encebetweenoptionsland 3.
If the first exceeds the third by even one percentage
point, the results can mean only one thing: a gain in
business! Consistent with the National Restaurant
Association’ sown polls, the num bers are roughly:

» 56% will eat there more fre quently
o 27% will eat there lessfre quently

No matter how you cut it, that’s a 2:1 advantage for
smoke free. It is not unreasonable to expect that for
every smoker you lose, you can gain two non smok ers.
[Most busi nesspeo plewill ac cept that tradeany day.]

Successes in the smoke-free world are everywhere.
Thereason: theratio of non smok ers(76%) to smok ers
(24%) isanover whelming 3:1. Oneisanincreasingly
bigger pie to draw from and has fewer smoke-free
competitors, while the other is a declining market-
place.

Which operator is the smarter? Being smoke free
makes good business sense, even if you are a smoker
your self.

Going smokefree must bewell planned

Importantly, if you go smoke-free quietly, only your
current customers will know about it. Even your old
customersthat you previ ously | ost be cause of to bacco
smoke prob lemswill be un aware of your new smoke-
freepolicy. Don’'t keepitasecret!

To regain your old customers and get new ones from
your smoky com peti tors, you must tell theworld about
your new smoke- freepol icy. Ad ver tiseit. Placesigns
in the windows - the larger the better. Even a banner
across the front of your building, and a message on
your mar quee.

Don’tun der esti matethisvi tal step!



Deceptionwill backfire

We have seen some operators purposely omit their
smoke-free policy from their ads and coupons in the
hope that when smok ers are told at the door they will
not turn away. Perhaps some won't, this time. But if
they areof thefew strong ob jectors, they’ Il not be back

againany way.

Don't lose your opportunity to attract the population
who cares about dining in a smoke free setting! As
mentioned before, 88% of thepopulation e ther favor
smoke free dining, or are indifferent to it. Why miss
thisgroup with your adssim ply to at tract the small per-
cent age of smok erswho might stay af ter they gettothe
front door? It doesn’t make sense.

It sur prisesusthat someop eratorsfear that ad ver tising
a smoke free policy would turn away smokers, when
the smok ersyou’ d lose will belost any way. If youdo
itright, you'll re placethemwith non smok erseven be-
fore they are gone.

We've also seen afew restau rantsgo belly up and, to
the day they closed the doors, have refused to give
smoke-free a try. That’s not real smart. What would
they have to lose?

Astute operators know a month or two in advance
when they’ll have to close the doors. But how many
will say “ Gee, I’ve got nothing to lose. Why don't |
give this dumb idea a try. Even if an increasedoesn’t
occur, or doesn’t saveme, | can usetheexperi enceon
my next venture.” Why hasnot oneop erator triedthis
last-ditchstrategy?

A short ageof help?

We often hear that “most waitresses smoke,” and that
“help is hard to find.” Could it be that smoky restau
rantsareseverely limitingtheir work forceto the 24%
of the population who smoke, and that nonsmoking
workers avoid smoky restaurant jobs? Indeed that is
the case.

Smoke free restaurants have significant advantages
and can at tract the best of thework ers. Thereisclearly
asav ingsassoci ated withthisbenefit, aswell asasav-
ingsduetothelower ab senteeismratesof nonsmok ers.

First thingsfirst - Restau rant Worker Risks!

Don't ignore the facts, even restaurant operators face
these high risks. For operators who smoke, the added
to bacco con centration placesthem at even greater risk
than that which their habit cre ates!

Accordingtoastudy by Mi chael Siegel, M.D.,M.P.H.,
Uni ver sity of Cali for niain San Fran cisco:

» Restaurantenvironmental tobaccosmoke(ETS)
isabout 3-5timeshigher than typi cal work place
exposure (which adds both the smoke of the
worker with the smoke of the patrons).

» Restaurant employees’ ETS exposure is about
8-20 times higher than domestic exposure
(whereamem ber of thefamily smokes).

» Themostheavily ex posedrestaurantwork ersin
hale the benzo(a)pyrene equivalent of actively
smok ing 1 to 2 packs of cigarettes per day.

* A University of California study shows that
waitresses have the highest mortality of any
female occupational group. Compared to al
other women, they have amost 4 times the
expectedlung can cer mor tal ityand2 1/2times
theex pected heart diseasemor tal ity rate.

» Preliminary evidence suggests that waiters and
waitresses have about a 50-90% increased risk
of lung can cer thatismost likely at trib ut ableto
restau ranttobaccosmokeex posure.

» The mutagenic potency of restaurant airis5-10
timesthat of “highrisk” in dustrial work places.

Note 1: Restaurant air contains six times the carbon
monoxide that you'd in hale standinginthemid dle of
Cadlifornia’s busiest freeway! While the health risks
alone are compelling reasons to convert, increased
sales and profits can be had for those who convert
today. Don’'t wait.

Note 2: Tavern owners who have many multiples
higher lev els of to bacco smokein their work envi ron-
ment should be very concerned. These are employee
“classactionlaw suits’ waitingto hap pen. Thisindus
try needs a major over haul of itsthink ing on to bacco
smoke.

For the same reason you wouldn’t allow someone to
spray radon or asbestos dust in your restaurant, you
shouldn’'t allow the dispersement of toxic tobacco
carcinogens.



TheMany Benefitsof SmokeFree

* Nonsmok ersdonotlingerfor cof feerefills.

» Patronturnoverisfaster.

» Nonsmok erswill morefrequently stay toenjoy
desert or an after- dinner drink.

» Nonsmok erswill not get an gry and walk out be-
causeof delaysget tingasmoke- freetable.

* Nomorelost or brokenashtrays.

» Cigarette burns on furniture and carpets are
elimi nated.

» Curtains, wals, floors and upholstery need
fewer cleaningsandreplacements.

» Reservations and seating are simplified with
only one class of seating, and no single em-
ployee feels shortchanged by hisgher table as-
sign ment.

* Restaurants do not become teenage smoking
densor hang outs.

» Employee absenteeism is reduced, and em-
ployeeproductivityisincreased.

» ‘Therisks of adevastatingfirearesubstantially
reduced, likely reducing insurance premiums.
(14.2% of restaurant fires are caused by smok-
ing, per National FirePrevention Association).

» Patronandemployeeli abil ity risksarereduced.

» Patronsand em ploy eesalikewill be much hap-
pier, and they will dine out morefre quently asa
result (36% more, ac cordingtotheMadi son, WI

survey).

Thesuc cessful way to go smokefree:

Take a survey of your customers in advance to show
them that they are part of thedeci sion. Let them know
that you areonly consid ering thismoveinor der tore
ducethehealth haz ardsfor your em ploy ees, who must
breathethe en vi ron mental air 40 hours per week.

Ask them if they would eat there “more of ten, less of-
ten, or about the same” if you become 100% smoke
free.

» Once decided, give two weeks advance notice
with asign at thedoor and ontabletents. Letthe
ideasettlein.

o Advertise. Advertise. Advertise! (And,no,I’'m
notintheadver tising busi ness.)

* Inyour ads or cou pons, your smoke- freepol icy
should be 80% aslarge asyour restau rant name.
Don’'tkeepitasecret!

» Send press releases to radio, TV and newspa
pers.

* Run10- secondradio/TV spotstout ingyour new
smoke-freepol icy.

» Getonradiotalk shows, evenif it createscontro-
versy (but stressthe health is sues).

» Cdlintonewspaper “sound off” col umns.

» Place a large banner on your storefront saying:
“Smoke- FreeDining!”

» Write aletter to the editor of your local paper
explaining why youmadethisdeci sion.

» Letyour smok erstake hometheash trays.

» Have a “recycling” party to have fun with the
idea.

» Don't fear controversy. Promote it! The more
peo pletalk ing about it the bet ter. Even the com
plaints from smokers will work in your favor.
L et them sound off inthe pressand onradio; it’ll
fur ther spread theword.

e Show unhappy smokers the health statistics
leadingtoyour deci sion, and ask for their under
standing. (Avail ablefrom WISH)

* Never, never, never make this a smoker versus
non smoker issue. Itisahealthissueonly!

» Alwaysrelateyour deci siontothesafety of your
em ploy ees(rather than the comfort of your non
smok ing patrons). Smok erscanem pathizewith
the health risks of your staff, but they will be
offended if they fed that you' ve chosen non-
smoker busi nessover smoker busi ness.

Al thoughmany smok ersmay prefer smoke- free
dining, don't needlessly upset the others. Smart
planning will let you save al but a few of the
heaviest smokers (the few that created most of
the smoke any way).

Don't get hung up onthe potential lossof thedie- hard
smok erswho com plain and com plain. They will try to
wear you down, and they are the problemsinthefirst
place. We estimate that every smoker, in repeated
visits, will ultimately chase away five nonsmokers.
That’ s not avery good trade.

Operatorshavehistori cally beenfooled by theratio of
their smoker versus nonsmoker patrons. Remember
that it is not the smoker who is being of fended by the
air quality, it's the nonsmoker. The smokers will
continuecoming back, anditisthispopulationthat the
op erator mostly “sees.”



But operators fail to see the nonsmokers who quietly
dlip away to cleaner air and never return. Thus, op era-
tors are left with a false sense of who their market
realy is.

By vir tueof thesmoking pol icy, thesmok erscontinue
to return and continue to chase away other nonsmok-
ers. To the detriment of their cash register, operators
inadvertently drive their market toward the declining
24% of the smok ers. This does not seem to be avery
goodlong- term strat egy.

Only a state law or local or di nancesbanningsmoking
in restaurants will save them from being ultimately
overrun by this deadly product and future employee
law suits. Despitetherestaurantassociation’ sposi tion,
op eratorsshould unitebehind uni ver sal lawsban ning
thiswork placehaz ard.

Why not have a clean air environment that 100% of
your patronscan breathe? Why ex cludeany patrons at
al?

When we hear smoke- freerestau rant
op eratorsboast that busi nessisup, and
operatorswhoal lowsmokingcomplain
that reve nuesaredown, itisnot hardto

see which way thetrend isgo ing.

|f you arereally looking for
an excuse, try one of these....

We'retoo small to haveanon smok ing section!

Think about it. If your restaurant is really that small,
should you evenal low smok ing at all?

Thesmaller therestau rant, thelessair spacethereisto
dissipate the smoke, and the more nonsmoking cus-
tomersyouwill chaseaway. Guar anteed!

Remember: Nonsmok ersrepresent 74.9% of theadult
population. Why limit your marketplace to the 25%
who smoke and the few nonsmokers who don’t mind
beingaroundsmok ers?

Why not expand your market to the 74.9% who are
nonsmok ers, plusthefourth of thesmok erswho prefer
smoke free dining themselves, and the few smokers
whowill gripebut con tinuecoming back be causethey
like your food?

Don’t bury your head in the sand on thisis sue.
Do your math. That’ s over 90% of the mar ket!

Smoke-freerestau rantsar en’tdoingsowell!

That’s exactly what the tobacco industry would want
you to believe, but it’ snot true.

In Wisconsin, we've grown from 65 smoke-free
restaurantsin Wisconsinin 1992, to over 2000 to day!
Do you think these operators would continue being
smokefreeif itwer en't prof it able?

Virtualy al of the smoke- freerestaurantsin Wiscon
sinhavereported unaf fected or increasedrevenuesasa
result of removing the ash trays. Some have experi-
enced sig nifi cant in creases (when they go smoke free
withasplash). Only ahand ful havereported problems,
and these could have been avoided with smarter plan-
ning. Even if sales remain the same, a decrease in
cleaning costswill still yield anin creasein prof its.

| can't af ford to lose even one customer!

Wrong! You can afford to lose any customer who
chases away other customers on a continuing basis.
Smokers chase away nonsmok ers, and assmok ersre-
turn they chase away even more nonsmokers. A seri-
ous, repetitive cycle sets into place, sometimes
resultinginclosingthedoors.

Why do restaurant operators fear losing even one
smoker, yet they canig norethe many nonsmok erslost
because of that smoker? We esti matethat, be cause of
thisrepeti tivecy cle, eachsmoking customer will event
tually cost the average restaurant five nonsmokers in
exchange. Is it a wise decision to allow this trend to
continue?

Il win my smoke- freecom peti tor’ ssmok ers!

That's real smart. For every smoker you get of his,
he'll get two of your nonsmokers. The math doesn’t
seemtobeinyour favor. And, what’ sgoing to hap pen
when your customer baseis 100% smok ers?



In Madison (WI) on State Street, as more and more
restaurants went smoke free, the hard-core smokers
migrated to the few eateries that would still allow
them. But then, these owners started to lose even
smok erswho could nolonger stand it— until they, too,
joined the smokefreetrend. Whilethey did ul ti mately
switch, it cost them busi nessbeforethey madethe con
ver sion. Thereisno reasonto let that hap pento you.

| can’t af fordto of fend any of my smok ers!

Now come on. Bet ter to ask, can you af ford to of fend
the 76% of thepopulationwhoarenonsmok ers?Think
about it.

First, you're assuming that al smokers will be
offended by asmoke- freepol icy, whenthat isnot even
closetobeing cor rect. About one- forth of smok erspre
fer smoke-free dining, and a large number will sit in
thenon smok ing sectionwith their friendsand family.
Only 2-3% of the entire population are hard-core
smok erswhowill stay away fromasmoke- freeeat ery.
Andfor every smoker you could lose, you stand to gain
two nonsmok ersintheir place. That kind of mathison
your side. Don't let that 2-3% de stroy your logic.

Secondly, smokers are becoming increasingly aware
of the problems created by their tobacco habit. They
can’tsmokeinmov ies, retail stores, theatersor planes,
andthey under standwhy they arefinding fewer restar
rantsin which to smoke. Be sides, most smok ersdon’t
quit eating in their favorite restaurant when it goes
smoke free, they just quit smok ing init.

Most of my custom ersaresmok ers!

First, that’ s probably not cor rect, but if itis, you arein
even deeper trou ble than are most of your col |eagues.
If you have allowed your smoking clientele to take
over your establishment, you and your staff are at
greater healthrisk than ever before. Un der nor mal cir-
cum stances, wait resses are only at four times the risk
of devel opinglung can cer. What isit with ahigher ra-
tio of smok ers?

Alsoimpor tant, if you havelost that many nonsmok ers
already, you should be poised to regain a greater
number of them when you do go smoke-free! And a
number of your smoky com peti tor’ spatrons, aswell.

Wewant to accommo dateall of our customers!

That’ swhat the to bacco in dustry wantsyou to do, too,
and Philip Morris and R.J. Reynolds even provide
decals for your doors to show your customers how
“ accommodating” you areto smok ers.

Butdon’'tkidyour self into believing that thiswill work
in your favor. What smokers and nonsmokers choose
tobreatheintotheir lungsaremutually ex clusive. One
wants clean air; the other wants tobacco smoke. You
can not sat isfy them both.

As well, these signs will actually lead to increased
smoking in your establishment (exactly what the in-
dustry wants), witharesultingdecreaseinnonsmoking
patrons. Don't let the tobacco industry trick you into
putting their profits ahead of your own. Many non-
smokers will avoid (even boycott) restaurants that
encouragesmok ingwiththesetobacco- industry signs.

My custom ersdon’t com plain about the smoke!

Few will. Only 1 in 25 nonsmokers will speak out
when offended by tobacco smoke. Most nhonsmokers
just qui etly walk away to anon smok ing restau rant —
and the op erator never knowswhy they’ veleft. Si lent
losses, indeed.

However, since some smokers com plain when not al-
lowedtolight up, op eratorsareof tenleft withthefalse
im pressionthat they aresat isfy ing morepeo ple by al-
lowing smok ingandreducing com plaints, wheninfact
they have only reduced the number of peo pleto com
plain.

The owner is a smoker!

That may be true. But it’s our guess that the owner is
also (or wantsto be) agood busi ness per son, and if re-
moving the ashtrays increased revenues, that owner
would sat isfy hisor her smok ing habit elsewhere.

Besides, there is only one thing worse than having a
patron light up and ruin your meal: it's having the
owner or an employee do it. Even if smoking is al-
lowed in a restaurant, it is absolutely foolhardy for
ownersor em ploy eesto contrib utetotheproblemand
themselveschaseaway nonsmok ers.



Smok ershaverights, too!

Of coursethey do, but they do not havetherighttodis
perseinto the air aknown toxic sub stancefor oth ersto
breathe— regardlessof how long the practicehasbeen
tol eratedinour soci ety. Y ouwouldn’tlet nonsmok ers
disperse radon, asbestos or any other annoying sub-

stanceinto the air; why must you al low smok ersto do
it?

To the contrary, nonsmokers (but mostly, your em-
ployees) do have the right to breathe clean, safe air.
That right isguar an teed by both stateand fed eral laws,
you have an obligation to provide it, and restaurant
operatorswill seeincreasingnumbersof law suitsfrom
employ eesif they fail to ad dressthissafety issue.

Im por tantly, em ploy eesmust breathethesmoky air 40
hours per week, and the cumulative effect can be
deadly. It is precisely be cause of em ployee safety that
most smokers understand why you’ ve made the decr-
sionto go smokefree. Few, if any at al, will chal lenge
adeci sion based onem ployee safety.

Why not havecleanair, which every body can breathe?
| can’t af ford to make any changes!
Canyou redly af ford not to?

If things are not going well, being smoke free will
likely make them bet ter. It could even make the dif fer-
ence between staying in business and closing the
doors. Ironically, we've seen numerous restaurants
closetheir doors, while at thesametimerefusingtotry
something new, likeasmoke- freepol icy, toturnthings
around. Does that make any business sense? Is it any
wonder thatthefail ureratefor restaurantsissohigh?

If busi nessisal ready good, areyou not opentomaking
it better? We've even had some say that “business is
too good,” and they couldn’t stand to make it any bet-
ter! Well, then, how about just making it safer and
cleaner with outlosing any busi ness?

I’mwaitingfor it to be comelaw!
Why wait until the play ingfieldislev eled, whenyou

can capi tal izeonthetrend and gain acom peti tiveedge
beforeevery body elseisdoingittoo?

The restaurants in Madison that led the smoke-free
trend, long before the ordinance was passed, devel-
oped a loya following that remained even after the
ordinancelev eledtheplay ingfield.

Y ou, too, can be aleader and capitalize on this profit-
able trend. Don't be the last one to make the move.

Andour favor ite.....
We' vegot to befair to every body

Isit really “fair” to force nonsmokers (and your em-
ploy ees) to breathe sec ond hand to bacco smoke, just so
you can be “fair” to smokers? Is it fair to force non-
smok ersto sit on the patio, so smok erscanlight upin-
side? Isn't maximum fairness providing everybody
clean, safeairtobreathewhileenjoy ingtheir dinner?

TheNational RestaurantAssociationfindings...

According to a February 12, 1993 memo from the
NRA to its members, citing a New York Times/CBS
poll regardingsmokinginrestaurants:

A full 67% of those polled favor a complete ban on
smoking in all public places — including 39% of
current smok ers, 74% of former smok ers, and 78% of
those who never smoked.

According to a study fielded by the National Restau
rant AssociationinJanuary 1993,

» 56% of adults said they would be more likely to
gotoarestaurant that vol untar ily banned smok-
ing as opposed to one that continued to permit
smok ing, and

o 26% would be less likely to go to a restaurant
that voluntarily banned smoking as opposed to
onethat continuedto per mit smoking.

Now pluginyour cal culator!

If you are not smokefree, you arelosing busi nessyou
need not lose. While the above illustrates a 215%
greater (56% vs. 26%) preference for smoke free din-
ing, evenif theformer ex ceeded thelat ter by only 1%,
it would translateto anin creasein sales!!! For every
smoker who would eat there less frequently, two
nonsmokers will take their place. That resultsin a
gain no mat ter what lan guage you speak.



Smoke-free Bars?
Barswith nonsmoking sections?

Not out of therealm of possi bil ity...

For far too long, restaurant operators have assumed
that banning smok ing intheir eat ery would cost them
busi ness. Now they arelearning that most smok ersdo
not quiteat ingintheir favor iterestaurant whenit goes
smoke-free, they just quit smoking in it. Smokers
really don’t have to light up every wherethey go, they
just do be causethey areal lowed to.

Bar owners have traditionally felt the same concern,
per haps being even more cau tious be causeit so of ten
seems that a large percentage of bar customers are
smok ers. But they must real izethat nonsmokersarenot
necessarily nondrinkers; they just seem that way be-
cause most nonsmok ersavoid smoky barsat all costs.

AccordingtoaSan Jose (CA) State Uni ver sity study,
on a “per person”’ basis, one smoker will consume
twice the level of acohol than one nonsmoker.
However, nonsmok ersout number smok ersby 3:1.

Think about that: Usingthe3:1 numeri cal ad vantageof
nonsmokers, for every three beers downed by three
non smok ers, two beersare downed by onesmoker. No
mat ter how you cut it, thenon smoker mar ket isgreater
than the smoker mar ket! Asagroup, non smok erscon-
sume 60% of the total alcohol market. That isasig-
nifi cant over sight being made by most bar and lounge
own ers, and alot of mar ket to chase away.

Moreover, ownersmust rec og nizethedireshort ageof
smoke- freebarsinmost cities. Takingad vantageof the
larger nonsmoker marketplace and advertising your
new smoke-free bar will surely draw nonsmoking
patrons away from your competitors, and your food
sales should increase even more. Nonsmokers are
desperate for good placesto go where they will not be
assaulted by to bacco smoke.

The fact is, smok ers chase away non smok ers, bothin
thebar and restau rant set tings. Asthe smoker returns,
thecy clerepeatsand even morenon smok ersarelost.
This creates the significant imbalance bar operators
see between smokers and nonsmokers. The attrition
rate of nonsmokers is high and the effects harmful to
employees and costly to the cash register. It makesno
senseto let thiscontinue.

Any smokecanbedetrimental....

Nonsmok ershavevari ousdegreesof sensi tivity. Some
aretotally disabled by smoke, and can not breatheinits
presence. Some have asthma. Some are only sensitive
and develop watery eyes, sneeze or get stuffed-up
heads. Some are neither, but are simply offended by
the mere pres ence of smokeintheair.

Nonetheless, every body inthesecategorieshavemade
alife choiceto not breathe to bacco smoke, and they go
out of their way to patronizenonsmok ingfacili ties.

That leaves the bars with the smokers, the few non-
smokers who are indifferent about smoke, and those
who have just quit smoking themselves and thus are
not yet both ered by the smell.

Butthemajor ity of nonsmok ersareavast mar ket place
that smoky bars and restaurants will ssmply lose as
more and more places go smoke free. In fact, WISH’s
goal istodi vert asmany non smok ersfrom smoky res
taurants as we can, and send them to smoke-free res-
taurants instead. We hope to create a major market
shift toward smoke-free restaurants in order to give
owners of smoky restaurants financial reason to
change.

When smoke is even allowed in a building, it perme
atestheair and patronsin the non smok ing section can
still go home with residual tobacco odor on their
clothesand in their hair. When non smok ers get home,
they know all too well that they’ve been in a smoky
restaurant. Just one cigarette from a discourteous
smoker isenough to en gulf 100 nearby non smok ers.

Thetrendisfirm. Most non smok erswill, inthefuture,
favorandpatronizethetotally smoke- freefacili tiesbe
fore settling on one with a smoky bar. Smoky places
will bethelast re sort to many.

Importantly, changes in bar smoking policies can be
madewithout sacri ficingany of your smoker busi ness.
Although it might be gutsy to make a “bar-only” set-
ting smoke-free, there are compromises that can and
should be made.



Smoke- FreeBar swith at tached restaurants

Most barsthat are apart of arestau rant can and should
go smoke free. If an operator determines that being
smoke-free will increase the food marketplace, going
smoke freein the bar ex tendsjust one more serv iceto
the new non smok ing patronsthusat tracted.

As with the restaurant decision the same fears exist
here. But so can the results. Restaurantownerswhose
busi nessincreasesonly moder ately whengoing smoke
free, are very likely not receiving the full impact of
their new pol icy be causethey left the bar smoky.

After getting new nonsmokers into the restaurant for
din ner, many of these patrons avoid the smoky bar —
both while waiting for their table and for after-dinner
drinks. It seems awaste to see these non smok erswalk
past the bar on their way out, maybe even going to a
smoke- free bar el sewhereintown.

In cases where non smok ers go out to eat and thento a
bar, they can cometo your place for both if your bar is
also smoke free. You'll attract new customers both
fromrestaurant and bar com peti tors.

Bar-Only settings
Oh, butyou say, “ most of my bar customerssmok e!”

Is there really any wonder as to why nonsmokers are
avoiding your smoky bar? Many nonsmokers abso
lutely refuse to go into smoky bars. Probably half of
the adult popu lation stay away from bars, and that isa
significant loss of marketplace, when it need not be
lost at all.

Evenwithout goingtotally smokefree, bar ownerscan
increase sales by tapping the vast nonsmoker mar ket
place. And yes, even without giving up the “heavy
smoker” mar ket place, if they really want to keep it.

How? First, by getting the words “ventilation and re-
circulation” outof theirvocabulary. Think“ exhaust!”

Separate the bar into smoking and nonsmoking sec-
tionsand placeaheavy ex haust fan at thesmok ing end
to extract the smoke totally out of the building. The
clean air will then travel through the nonsmoking
section, then the smoking section, and then out of the
building. Don’trecir culatethesmoky air!

Every body will bepleased withthisar rangement, even
thesmok ers.

Yes, this will increase heating and ventilation costs,
but thein creased nonsmoker mar ket placeshould more
than off set those costs. Or, you could de cidejust to go
100% smokefree, whichin volvesno ad di tional struc-
tural costs.

There is no good reason why the smok ers need 100%
of your bar area, and most would rather have the non-
smok ersaway from them any way.

Note, how ever, that evenif the above sug gestion does
satisfy smokers and nonsmokers, it does not remove
thesig nifi cant health risk im posed on the staff.

Employerliability?

If you thought the air sup ply was bad in the restau rant
setting, braceyour self. It slikely tri plethat inthebar.

According to the University of California, restaurant
envi ronmental tobaccosmoke(ETS) isabout 3-5times
higher than typical workplace exposure; restaurant
employ ees’ ETSex posureis8-20timeshigher than“at
home” ex posure; themost heav ily ex posedrestaurant
workers inhale the benzo(a)pyrene equivalent of
actively smok ing 1to 2 packsof cigarettesper day, and
wait resseshavethehighest mor tal ity of any female oc
upational group (with aimost 4 times the lung cancer
mortality and 2 1/2 times the expected heart disease
mortal ity rate).

How does all of thistranslatetothebar tender? Or
to the owner who runsthe bar?

We don’'t know the an swersyet, but it cer tainly can’'t
be good. And it sure could be a deadly mistaketoig-
noretheissuejust becauseyouhaven’'tdevel opedlung
cancer or emphy semayet.

Visit the online Smoke Free Dining Guide at:
www.wish-wi.org/RestaurantSearch.asp
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