
Questions 
 
1) Which of the two approaches suggested in Section IV would be more desirable in 
terms of its scope for smoke-free initiative: a total ban on smoking in all enclosed 
public spaces and workplaces or a ban with exemptions granted to selected 
categories of venues? Please indicate the reason(s) for your choice. 
 
Undoubtedly, a total ban.  
 
I live in Spain, in the Community of Madrid to be precise, and what I have experienced at first 
hand in my day-to-day life is that exceptions lead not only to confusion (in addition to 
subterfuge or more brazen omissions), but also to less respect for smoke-free zones (few and 
far between in the first place) and contribute to confrontations amongst citizens: the smokers 
have become more aggressive and brazen with regard to non-smokers in those areas where, 
despite smoking being banned, a lack of vigilance and enforced compliance by those in 
charge means that smoking continues as normal: areas in shopping centres where smoking is 
permitted are not even separated in any way from the rest of the mall, train stations like the 
aberrant case of Atoche-Renfe in Madrid where even the security guards smoke on the 
platforms, etc. 
 
On top of this, exceptions such as those in the hotel and catering industry lead to shameful 
discrimination against particular groups of workers, turning them into second-class citizens 
not entitled to protection of their own health. A total ban would put an end to unfair 
competition and to differences between establishments obliged to become completely non-
smoking areas and those which can continue to allow smoking. This measure has been proven 
in other Member States of the EU to put an end to the fears of the hotel and catering industry 
about losing clients, as it puts all the establishments on an equal footing, refuting the 
arguments of that sector in Spain which assures us that it would have the opposite effect, 
despite not having any examples or data to base this on and looking after their own partisan 
interests only and not those of the persons concerned, i.e. hotel and catering staff and clients 
equally. 
 
A total ban would make monitoring and enforcing the law easier, as there would be no room 
for misinterpretations or infringements of points such as the separation of "smoking areas" 
and the conditions that have to be met. Plus it would avoid cases as shameful as those decrees 
enacted in the Communities of Madrid and Valencia, where instead of going a step further 
than Act 28/2005 – which, whatever way you look at it, was inadequate and full of 
absurdities, such as allowing minors into establishments where smoking is allowed while 
banning smoking in suitable areas in premises over 100 m2 - they took a step backwards and 
cleared the way for smoking in places like works canteens for reasons that had more to do 
with elections than with public health.  
 
2) Which of the policy options described in Section V would be the most desirable and 
appropriate for promoting smoke-free environments? What form of EU intervention 
do you consider necessary to achieve the smoke-free objectives?  
 
In the case of Spain, I am afraid that, unless there is legislation that is binding, it will be little 
less than useless. This last year and a half have shown that the administrations’ capacity for 
vigilance and willingness to enforce the Anti-Tobacco Act has been little short of ridiculous, 



with major differences between the various communities and a general feeling of apathy and 
permissibility that serves only to promote uncertainty and lack of compliance. 
 
In cases as recalcitrant as Spain, I think greater control by the EU would be desirable, even if 
it proved necessary to impose warnings and sanctions. Whatever type of measure that would 
force the Spanish Government to take this matter seriously and stop messing about.   
 
3) Are there any further quantitative or qualitative data on the health, social or 
economic impact of smoke-free policies which should be taken into account? 
 
I don’t think that any more studies or analyses are necessary – none of the information 
gathered to date leaves any room for doubt: tobacco is harmful to smokers and those around 
them; there are no safe thresholds for its risk-free consumption; it does not confer any benefits 
but it does entail a great danger of an addiction that is extremely difficult to overcome. Any 
new data that might emerge from new research would do no more than bear out what we 
already know and urge the adoption of tougher, more serious measures to regulate the 
distribution and consumption of tobacco. It has taken a long time - too long perhaps - to get 
this far and there is no need to further postpone the decisions that have to be taken, as that 
would only aggravate the existing problem.  
 
 
4) Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the Green Paper? 
 
I would be so bold as to suggest that, given that the education of society in general and the 
youngest members in particular, is a long-term task, exceptionally severe measures should be 
taken against unscrupulous vendors who sell tobacco to minors. They could be the smokers of 
the future and the sooner their addiction sets in, the more difficult it will be for them to quit 
and the more harm they will suffer, as well as the associated health problems, passive 
smoking, etc. Selling tobacco to minors should be more closely monitored, along with being 
punishable by hefty fines, including prison. The more severe the measures taken, the more 
sales to minors will dimish and the higher the age for starting smoking will be. 
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