
Mr. Moyor qnd Assembly,

T f eel l ike f must ogoin remind you thot the current ordinon ce in ef f ect
protects the heolth of those children 18 ond under. Those before you hove
done their duty to protect individuqls who otherwiseare not old enough to
moke their own decisions (sorry to lump you 18 yeor olds in with those stil l in
diopers).

Smokers, olso known os your neighbors ond friends, should not be furned into
second-clqss citizens for using o legol product; especiolly when the f ree
morket offers both smoking ond non-smoking environments for employees
ond customers to choose f rom. As f ond mony others see it , there is
obsolutely nothing wrong with keeping o ploce ovoilqble for smokers to
qssemble when rhere ore so mqny other ploces thot ore smoke f ree.
Smoking bons restrict consumer choice ond infringe upon property rights.
The community is better servedwhen businesses, employees, qnd consumers
ore of lowed to self-regulate ond reqch qccommodotions omong themselves,
rqther thon punishing some by legislotive f orce.

For you to vote in fovor of this omendment suggests thqt you believe thqt
your non-smoking friends don't hqve enough intelligenceto stoy out of bors
thot of low smoking. Don't you think thot f qnd others over etghteenyears
of oge hove enough common sense to stoy owoy from second hond smoke?
Why do youf eel thot you must profect me ond why do you believe thqt it is
more importont to do so thqn to protect the property rights of onother
neighbor? Without o doubt, f ond oll the others concerned, don't need you
to protect our heqlth; but we truly needyou to protect the property rights
of bor ond lodge owners ond further,the property rights of citizens of
5itkq.

A young womon testif ied lost week thot she "wqnted" the bors to be smoke
free so thqt she could go there qnd hqve q drink without inholing second
hond smoke. T heard o bond member comploin thot his wife hqd to leqve o
bor becouseshebecame hoorse after afew hours.

f honestly connot understqnd the qttitude of o person who thinks thot their
"wqnts" supersede the property rights of qnother citizen. ft 's olmost like
these people, who purposef ully enler o smoking estoblishmenl, ore qll of o



sudden now "victims". fn oll my yeors f hove never seen onyone f orcefully
dragged or pushed into q bor (olthough I have seen a f ew forcef ully dragged
out for one reason or onother).

If you ore voting in fovor of the qmendment becouse o friend or o musicol
group osked you to on the premise thct they wont bors to be smoke free so
thot they cqn go there ond hove o drink, donce or listen to music without
inholing second hond smoke, you should be emborrqssed. fs theirlyour
desire for q bor or lodge to be smoke free enough to justify the use of
police powers to enforce smoking bons on privote property? f would
certoinly expect not. rf o person knowingly ond willingly went to o smoke-
f illed bqr, then they believed thebenefits of the environment were greater
thon the costs of breothing in ond smelling like smoke.

f hqve heord severql times thot o personol freedom ends when the heolth of
onother person is negotively aff ected (or some such trivio). Any person
using this reoson to support the qmendment to discontinue smoking in bors
ond lodges is disingenuous ond using it qs o smoke screen. Again, not one
person is forced to enler these buildings.

f must return to the point f mode earlier-nobody hqs to be qround smoke.
People don't hove to go to o bor or restouront. They should either leorn how
to cook or mix drinks themselves or they should open up their own business!

Consider this. r hove hoy f ever just like 30% of the populotion. When r
visit the "form" ot the old mill site r usuolly end up leoving rhere with red
eyes, sneezing qnd nosol congestion. Would T ever consider osking the
ossembly to poss on ordinonce to protect me? No, never.

ft would be more agreeable to mony of us if you just encouraged these f ew
remoining businesses thot ollow smoking on the premises to 9o smoke free.
f would encourage you to support tox credits ond other finonciql incentives
for businesses to enoct non-smoking policies insteqd of trompling on their oll
importont property rights.

ff you intend on voting in fovor of this omendment ond it posses, ond if you
qre truthfully ond honestly concerned obout public heolth, r would then
expecl you to write qn ordinqnce bonning the sqle of qlcohol in Sitko, lest



you be o hypocrite.There is no need for me to mention oll the problems in
our society coused solely from the drinking of booze.

Consider this. The minimum reqsonoble distonce of tO f eet would instontly
put sidewolk smokers into the street. The woy the ordinqnce reods, every
business in the community will hove o smoke f ree zone which extends ten
f eet (10') from "ent?ences, windows qnd ventilotion systems of oll work sites
of public ploces where smoking is prohibitedby this chopter". since there
qre so mony businesses thqt qre side-by-side downtown on Lincoln Street
ond thot the sidewolks qre not ten feet wide, qll smokers would need to wolk
down the street in order to hove o cigorette. f cqn envision them os they
weove in qnd out of lhe restricted zones.

And not only thot, every "owner, manager, operotor or employee" of any
business must police their own smoke f ree zones. ff o person mistakenly
smokes closer thqn ten f eet from the entrqnce, window or vent of o
business, the owner is REQUIRED to qddress the issue or face o fine qnd
perhops the loss of his permit/license lo operote. Are there ony other
ordinqnces written thqt includes this droconiqn mondote? The complexity of
this section, 9.2o.o55 Violqtions ond Penolties, worronts thot the whole
qmendment gets thrown out.

ft is understondqble thqt one con get caught up in the politicol correctness
of the qnti-smoking movement. some people csnnever overcomepeer
Pressure. f encourqgeyou to not let the emotion of the doy inf luence you to
vote in fovor of the omendment. f osk thqt you support the ever importont
property rights of individuols, os thqt is your duty. Don't toke rights from
some tobenefit othens especiolly when it is not necesssry.

Regords,
George Eliqson


