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Prohibiting smoking in pedestrian plazas and public parks

I mostly quote, and with some slight changes, someone else when I say that:

Anti-Smokerism is a crusade that has been inflated by both exaggeration and downright malfeasance, fueled by the awarding of fat grants and salaries to any scientist who'll produce the "right" results. 

The Anti-Smoker "scientific" community is a tight clique of like-minded scientists and bureaucrats, who give each other jobs, publish each other's papers -- and conspire to shut out any point of view that threatens to derail their agenda and/or gravy train. 

Such behavior from scientists is a travesty. 

In the end, grievous harm will have been done not just to individual scientists' reputations, but to the once-sterling reputation of science itself. For that, we will all suffer.

/quote
Count Health Commissioner Farley among them.  
Approve this proposal and you will be guilty of foisting an edict upon the public built upon a fraud to satisfy a personal craving that can now only be described as religious in nature, not Public Health.
NYC officials rest most of their case for this ban on two hardly conclusive studies (1, 2) from which the following two talking points, carefully crafted to prey on the ignorant to deceive them to win this game, have emerged:

First:  A person sitting within three feet of a smoker outside can be exposed to levels of secondhand smoke similar to those experienced indoors. 

This lie for effect comes from what’s called the Stanford study.  As a man of science and key advisory proponent, Dr. Farley must KNOW that without accounting for quantity of cigarettes smoked and duration of exposure this statement is false. The author of this research himself has said, “When the cigarette goes out the smoke is gone, not like in a bar where it hangs around for hours,” and admitted the brevity of exposure served to make it inordinately difficult to ascertain the actual health risk.  
He chooses to be dishonest with the public by failing to divulge the researcher’s full conclusion.  That is, if you are upwind from a smoker – even if sitting right next to him! -- or six feet away “you’ll get no exposure to the outdoor smoke.” (3)
Having now been informed of this, if your preference is still to deprive one group of their liberty over advising Walk Away to the other, it becomes perverted on its face considering the country we live in.
Second:  More than half of non-smoking New Yorkers (57%) have elevated levels of cotinine, a by-product of nicotine, in their blood.
This figure comes from blood tests taken in 2004, thus out-dated, so how do we know it’s still true? Yet shhhh, don’t tell anyone, right? Honesty sacrificed for the fear effect.  Regardless, it’s hardly the whole equation and men like Dr. Farley know that.  Proof of exposure says absolutely nothing about the risk level for harm due to that exposure.  The gold standard in toxicology is the Dose Makes the Poison.  To quote the CDC itself:  "The presence of a chemical in blood or urine does not necessarily indicate that the chemical will cause disease." (4)  That goes for exposure to tobacco smoke too.  “No safe level” has been no more than a politically motivated statement, not grounded in anything resembling respectable science.  To put the statement in question in proper perspective, you might as well say that 57% of NYC residents were caught in the rain without their umbrellas.  Okay. How many drowned?
I think you know your entire scientific case for this ban disintegrates upon exposure to sunlight.  So why don’t you just come clean and end this charade by admitting this has zero to do with protecting anyone from exposure to smoke and all to do with the mayor’s and your desire to exert control over an individual’s free will to engage in legal behavior through coercive governing.  The enactment of personal bias into law.  It’s depraved.
Approve this and soon I’ll be here again testifying against your plan to ban smoking in homes.  Well I don’t think so.  This is where we draw the line.  It’s time to flip the script.  The danger is now absolutely you, not me.  It’s this behavior by government that’s toxic and nasty.  It stinks.  Compared to what we’re witnessing today, cigarette smoke smells like roses.  The shame to bear is yours, not mine. There is more dignity in smoking this cigarette than in the game of malice disguised as virtue being played here. The right to be intolerant ends where our civil liberties begin. The informed choice to use a legal product is normal.  What you’re doing here today is the aberration.   When the law is an ass then it’s our duty to revolt.  Pass this, go ahead.  We will not comply and those who respect the promise of freedom and individualism in this country – rather than your self-aggrandizing collectivist ideology of a “healthy city” that you think allows you to turn us into your lab rats -- will give us this pass.  You’re only deluding yourselves if you think they don’t outnumber the squeaky wheels in this room.
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