
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Assessing the effect of Michigan’s smoke-free law on air quality 

inside restaurants and casinos: a before-and-after observational 

study 

AUTHORS Shamo, Farid; Wilson, Teri; Kiley, Janet; Repace, James 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Elizabeth Klein 
Ohio State University 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript, "Assessing the effect of the smoke-free law on air 
quality inside hospitality venues in Michigan: A before-and-after 
observational study" describes a systematic assessment of air 
quality monitoring (capturing PM2.5) in a set of bars, restaurants, 
and casinos in Michigan pre- and post- clean indoor air policy for the 
state of Michigan.  
 
The major limitation with this manuscript is the lack of contribution to 
the literature. It is well established from previous city, county, state, 
and country level analyses that PM2.5 dramatically decreases 
indoors following a smoke-free air law. It is unclear that the present 
study makes any unique contributions to the literature in this area. 
Consider whether a focus exclusively on casinos and their 
measurements compared to other hospitality businesses might be a 
more robust contribution to the literature, given the limited 
information on that business type. In particular, is there information 
on the risk to casino workers? Certainly the number of individuals 
who work in casinos is substantially higher than the number of 
employees within more traditional bar and restaurant environments. 
A quantification of this risk based on the pre- and post-data might be 
a more significant contribution to the literature, even if presented as 
a small case study.  
 
Minor issues:  
1. The language used could benefit from additional review for clarity 
and might benefit from professional editing.  
2. The use of a convenience sample of businesses is a major 
limitation, and should be more clearly defined. How were the 
individuals businesses identified for the sample within each 
community? Were business types considered, especially liquor 
licensed establishments? What about non-full-service restaurants 
(e.g., food establishments where you pay first, ala cafeteria style 
dining) -- were these included?  
3. More details on the protocol followed for each site would allow the 
reader to evaluate how systematic the evaluation was. For example, 
were repeat measurements conducted on the same day of the 
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week? Time of day?  
4. Be consistent in the use of subscript (or not) for PM2.5 within the 
manuscript.  
5. Discuss or address the issue of consent (or lackthereof) and why 
measures are captured without it.  
6. The discussion section is weak and should be revised to 
summarize the overall meaning of the present study in the context of 
the literature; it currently reads more like an annotated bibliography 
of previous studies without meaningful interpretation.  

 

REVIEWER Ute Mons 
German Cancer Research Center  
Heidelberg, Germany 

REVIEW RETURNED 23-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper reports results from a repeated assessment of air quality 
in restaurants and casinos before and after implementation of a 
state smoke-free law in Michigan, USA. Even though the study is not 
particularly original, its findings are nevertheless important from a 
public health perspective. The methods and statistical analyses 
seem appropriate. The paper therefore has the potential to be a nice 
report, but due to a quite unenthusiastic writing style and sloppy 
presentation, the paper is not as enjoyable to read as it could be. 
With the many typos, grammatical errors and the overall sloppiness, 
it is actually hard to believe that all co-authors gave their approval to 
the final version of the manuscript. I’d therefore recommend to 
critically and comprehensively revising the manuscript with respect 
to its readability in order to make it an article that is pleasant to read 
and that contains a message which is worth being published. (Even 
though this assessment might seem harsh, I trust that it is seen as 
constructive, because that is the spirit in which this review has been 
made.)  
 
 
Major points  
 
While the title of the paper refers to “hospitality venues”, only 
restaurants and casinos were included in the study, which do not 
give a full picture across all types of hospitality venues. I’d therefore 
recommend changing the title to say “restaurants and casinos” 
instead of “hospitality venues”.  
 
How were the venues selected? In the methods section, it is only 
mentioned that the restaurants were selected from 14 cities, while 
casinos were only selected from Detroit. In the discussion the 
sample is described as a convenience sample. Please give more 
detail in the methods section on how the sample of venues was 
selected. A table giving the distribution of venues over the cities and 
regions would also be quite informative.  
 
In the last paragraph on page 8, indoor air quality in restaurants is 
compared with the outdoor air quality in Michigan. Where do these 
numbers come from? Please describe in the methods section how 
these outdoor air quality data were obtained.  
In the second paragraph on page 11, the results of the study are 
used to calculate the average annual PM2.5 exposure in a full-time 
employee. Please describe the rationale and methods used for this 
calculation in the methods section.  
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Why are only the results for casinos depicted in figure 1? I’d 
recommend showing summary results (means before and after the 
law) by venue type and including restaurants also – this would 
strengthen the message of this figure.  
 
There are many stand-alone sentences followed by a line break 
(especially in the introduction and in the discussion) that should be 
combined to full paragraphs.  
 
Some results are already assessed and discussed in the results 
section (e.g. “As clearly shown, all the three casinos have unhealthy 
air quality in both periods, because of the exemption from the law.”) 
Please separate reporting and assessment/discussion of the data – 
report the data in the results section, and assess and discuss them 
in the discussion section.  
 
On page 12 (lines 29-32) you say that “although our sample size 
was relatively large but it may not be necessarily representative to 
all hospitality venues in the State of Michigan”. Why is that? Could 
that have led to a bias? Please also discuss the implications for the 
validity of the results.  
 
 
Minor points  
 
The results on casinos are not mentioned in the abstract. I suggest 
including a brief summary of the casino results in the abstract as 
well.  
 
The paragraph from lines 34 to 39 on page 4 seems misplaced. It’s 
not really connected to the content below or above and should be 
removed or moved to a place where it makes more sense.  
 
The aerosol monitor was a SidePak AM510, not a “SIDEPAK”, nor a 
“side pack”. Please be consistent with regards to the name of the 
device. The same applies to the term PM2.5, which is sometimes 
written as PM2.5 and sometimes written as PM2.5.  
 
In line 39 on page 11, the abbreviation NNAL is used which I think 
hasn’t been introduced before.  
 
Some sentences in the discussion seem quite far-reaching and/or 
need a reference to substantiate them:  
- “The PM2.5 was reduced in every venue that permitted smoking 
before the law was implemented.” (lines 39-42 on page 10) – Really 
in every venue? Even in the casinos? And where is that shown in 
the paper? As I read it, figure 1 even suggests otherwise.  
- “The exemptions in these laws have a negative impact on the 
health of the workers and the patrons.” (lines 42-45 on page 10) – 
How can you derive that from your data when you didn’t evaluate the 
health impact of the law on workers and patrons? If at all, you could 
argue that these laws could have a negative impact on the health of 
workers and patrons if you provide references that support such a 
statement.  
- “Similar results were found in a cross-sectional study [… which] 
showed a reduction by 82% in indoor air pollution in the locations 
subject to smoke-free air laws.” (last sentence on page 10/first 
sentence on page 11) – If that study was cross-sectional, it could not 
have shown a reduction. A cross-sectional study can only show that 
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indoor air pollution was lower in one place compared to another.  
- “Repace studied 8 hospitality venues […] before and after a 
statewide prohibition of smoking […] and found that about 90% of 
the fine particle pollution could be attributed to tobacco smoke.” 
(lines 22-28 on page 11) – What does that mean and how do these 
results fit into the other literature reported? Do you eventually mean 
that Repace also found a reduction of 90% after the implementation 
of the smoke-free law that he was evaluating?  
- “Not only in USA, but other countries found the same results […].” 
(line 51 on page 11) – Do you mean that comparable/similar results 
were found in studies from other countries? Please be more precise.  
- “There is no doubt within the international community that SHS 
causes heart disease, lung cancer, […].” (lines 13-15 on page 12)– 
Can you support that with a reference? There has been a great 
debate about the harmfulness of SHS in recent years so I’d be 
careful with such a far-reaching statement.  
- “PM2.5 is not specific for SHS only […] but SHS is considered the 
largest contributor to the indoor PM2.5 pollution.” (lines 34-40 on 
page 12) – Please provide a reference to support this.  

 

REVIEWER David Bohac 
Center for Energy and Environment, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-Mar-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Page 3, line 50. If space allows, include compliance results (e.g. no 
smoking observed after ban).  
 
Page 4, line 42. Note that outdoor PM2.5 similar to indoor after ban.  
 
Page 5. I recommend moving the background information on findings 
from other states that is currently included in the Discussion section 
(page 11, line 54 through page 13, line 6) into the Introduction section 
at page 5, line 32. You are providing information on SHS health risks in 
the Introduction. You should move the findings from other states there 
too. The Discussion section should only include a description of a 
comparison of your results to those from other studies.  
 
Page 5. You should include a description of casino SHS monitoring 
results in the Introduction section. Useful references include:  
Jiang, RT., Cheng, KC., Acevedo-Bolton, V., Klepeis, NE, Repace, JL, 
Ott, WR, Hildemann, LM, 2010. Measurement of fine particles and 
smoking activity in a statewide survey of 36 California Indian casinos. 
J. Exp. Sci. Env. Epidemiol (open access), 2010. 
doi:10.1038/jes.2009.75. 
http://www.nature.com/jes/journal/vaop/ncurrent/abs/jes200975a.htmlS.  
 
Repace, JL, 2009. Secondhand Smoke in Pennsylvania Casinos: A 
Study of Nonsmokers' Exposure, Dose, and Risk. American Journal of 
Public Health, 99(8): 1478–1485  
 
Repace, JL, Jiang RT, Acevedo-Bolton V, et al. 2011 Fine particle air 
pollution and secondhand smoke exposures and risks inside 66 U.S. 
casinos. Environ Res. 111(4):473-484.  
 
York, N, Lee, K, 2010. A baseline evaluation of casino air quality after 
enactment of Nevada’s clean indoor air act. Publ. Health Nurs. 27, 
158–163.  
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The Discussion section should include a comparison of the results from 
these studies to the measurements in the three Detroit casinos.  
 
Page 7, line 25. Specify whether the monitoring was conducted with the 
approval of the venue management or unannounced without their 
knowledge.  
 
Page 7, line 30. Ceiling height information was not reported or 
discussed in the report. Not necessary to mention that it was collected.  
 
Page 7, line 37. Specify the time of day and days of the week did the 
monitoring took place. Was any effort made to match the pre and post 
time of day and day of week for each venue or for the entire group? 
(this is described for the casinos, but not for the bars and restaurants)  
 
Page 8, line 24. The information for the number of persons and 
smokers is confusing. It appears that this is the total number of people 
and smokers for all of the venues combined. However, the label for 
people is "Average number of persons, P". Should that be total? Also, 
since the number of venues decreased by 1, it would be better to use 
the average number of people (38.0 and 53.4) instead of the total and 
the average number of smokers (2.58).  
 
Page 8, line 52. The definition of similar is "resembling without being 
identical". You don't need to include "almost" (same for page 9, line 
46).  
 
Page 9, line 40. Any explanation for the high post-ban concentration of 
182? What fraction of the post measurements had a indoor PM2.5 
concentration that was more than 5 or 10 ug/m3 greater than the 
outdoor?  
 
Page 9, line 44. Run on sentence.  
 
Page 9, line 51. EPA uses the term "Good" (not safe). This is the first 
place you reference the EPA outdoor air standard (ref 14). You should 
include reference 14 here.  
 
Page 10, line 56. Did you mean to reference the EPA Air Quality 
Index? If not, include a reference for the Michigan Air Quality Index.  
 
Page 11, line 15. You should note that 86 is likely a high estimate since 
the concentration for a Saturday evening is likely to be significantly 
higher than the average level for a 40 hour work period. The SHS 
concentration for a Saturday evening is likely to be the maximum for 
the week.  
 
Page 11, line 52. See previous comment about moving this text to the 
Introduction and only including a brief comparison of previous results to 
those for this project.  
 
Page 13, line 39. Depending on whether you matched the time of day 
and day of week for the pre and post periods, that could also be a 
limitation (although the larger number of people at the venues in the 
post period would suggest that any occupant related PM sources 
should have increased). Also, there was no mention of the time of year 
that the pre and post monitoring occurred. Did any of the venues open 
windows or doors to help ventilate the space during mild weather (more 
common in other countries, but does occur in US)? Some heating, 
cooling, and ventilation systems bring in extra outside air during certain 
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weather conditions to allow for "free" cooling. It isn't likely that this is a 
major contributor to your results, but should be mentioned.  
 
Cities is capitalized in a number of locations (e.g. page 5, line 46) 
where it probably should not be capitalized. An editor should identify 
those and recommend changes. Same comment for "Casinos". Also, 
be consistent with the spelling/capitalization of SidePak - the "S" and 
"P" capitalized with no space in between (see page 7 lines 11 and 41).  

 

 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

1. Reviewer Name Elizabeth Klein  

Institution and Country Ohio State University  

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’: None declared.  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below This manuscript, "Assessing the effect of the 

smoke-free law on air quality inside hospitality venues in Michigan: A before-and-after observational 

study" describes a systematic assessment of air quality monitoring (capturing PM2.5) in a set of bars, 

restaurants, and casinos in Michigan pre- and post- clean indoor air policy for the state of Michigan.  

The major limitation with this manuscript is the lack of contribution to the literature. It is well 

established from previous city, county, state, and country level analyses that PM2.5 dramatically 

decreases indoors following a smoke-free air law. It is unclear that the present study makes any 

unique contributions to the literature in this area. Consider whether a focus exclusively on casinos and 

their measurements compared to other hospitality businesses might be a more robust contribution to 

the literature, given the limited information on that business type. In particular, is there information on 

the risk to casino workers? Certainly the number of individuals who work in casinos is substantially 

higher than the number of employees within more traditional bar and restaurant environments. A 

quantification of this risk based on the pre- and post-data might be a more significant contribution to 

the literature, even if presented as a small case study.  

Answer: Thanks for your comments, we revised the study totally and refocused to show the difference 

between the restaurants which were covered by the SFA law vs. the casinos which were exempted 

from the law and then their air quality has not improved because of that and concluded that 

exemptions form SFA law is bad thing to do.  

 

Minor issues:  

The language used could benefit from additional review for clarity and might benefit from professional 

editing.  

Answer: All the co-authors have reviewed the articles twice and edited and corrected everything 

(almost rewrote the paper again).  

 

The use of a convenience sample of businesses is a major limitation, and should be more clearly 

defined. How were the individuals businesses identified for the sample within each community? Were 

business types considered, especially liquor licensed establishments? What about non-full-service 

restaurants (e.g., food establishments where you pay first, ala cafeteria style dining) -- were these 

included?  

Answer: The restaurants were selected according to their smoking status i.e. they should allow 

smoking and had indoor seating to be considered, and also the full service restaurants were selected.  
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More details on the protocol followed for each site would allow the reader to evaluate how systematic 

the evaluation was. For example, were repeat measurements conducted on the same day of the 

week? Time of day?  

Answer: We trained the volunteers and instruct them to visit the restaurant during the high volume 

customer times such as week-end evenings but have not required them to visit the restaurants on the 

same time and same day.  

 

Be consistent in the use of subscript (or not) for PM2.5 within the manuscript.  

Answer: All those were corrected in a consistent manner throughout the manuscript, thank you so 

much.  

 

Discuss or address the issue of consent (or lackthereof) and why measures are captured without it.  

Answer: When we trained the volunteers, we asked them to enter the venue as paying customers, to 

be seated and ordered at least food or beverage, without the knowledge of the venue’s management. 

We thought this will avoid the pre-scheduled preparation bias.  

 

The discussion section is weak and should be revised to summarize the overall meaning of the 

present study in the context of the literature; it currently reads more like an annotated bibliography of 

previous studies without meaningful interpretation.  

Answer: We revised the discussion to reflect your concern, thank you.  

 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   

2. Reviewer Name Dr. Ute Mons  

Institution and Country German Cancer Research Center  

Heidelberg, Germany  

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’: None declared.  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below The paper reports results from a repeated 

assessment of air quality in restaurants and casinos before and after implementation of a state 

smoke-free law in Michigan, USA.  

Even though the study is not particularly original, its findings are nevertheless important from a public 

health perspective. The methods and statistical analyses seem appropriate. The paper therefore has 

the potential to be a nice report, but due to a quite unenthusiastic writing style and sloppy 

presentation, the paper is not as enjoyable to read as it could be. With the many typos, grammatical 

errors and the overall sloppiness, it is actually hard to believe that all co-authors gave their approval 

to the final version of the manuscript. I’d therefore recommend to critically and comprehensively 

revising the manuscript with respect to its readability in order to make it an article that is pleasant to 

read and that contains a message which is worth being published. (Even though this assessment 

might seem harsh, I trust that it is seen as constructive, because that is the spirit in which this review 

has been made.)  

Answer: Thank you so much, your comments gave all the co-authors the opportunity to revise and 

edit the entire manuscript. We corrected all the typos and grammatical errors.  

 

Major points  

 

While the title of the paper refers to “hospitality venues”, only restaurants and casinos were included 

in the study, which do not give a full picture across all types of hospitality venues. I’d therefore 

recommend changing the title to say “restaurants and casinos” instead of “hospitality venues”.  

Answer: We changed it to restaurants and casinos, thank you.  
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How were the venues selected? In the methods section, it is only mentioned that the restaurants were 

selected from 14 cities, while casinos were only selected from Detroit. In the discussion the sample is 

described as a convenience sample. Please give more detail in the methods section on how the 

sample of venues was selected. A table giving the distribution of venues over the cities and regions 

would also be quite informative.  

Answer: The restaurants were selected according to their smoking status i.e. they should allow 

smoking and had indoor seating to be considered, and also the full service restaurants were selected. 

While the three casinos in the city of Detroit were selected because they are the only casinos in 

Michigan that were exempted by the Michigan legislature.  

We revised table-2 and added all the cities and its own results, thank you.  

 

In the last paragraph on page 8, indoor air quality in restaurants is compared with the outdoor air 

quality in Michigan. Where do these numbers come from? Please describe in the methods section 

how these outdoor air quality data were obtained.  

Answer: It is measured using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Federal Reference 

Method (http://www.epa.gov/airdata/). We added the explanation for the outdoor air quality in the 

method.  

 

In the second paragraph on page 11, the results of the study are used to calculate the average annual 

PM2.5 exposure in a full-time employee. Please describe the rationale and methods used for this 

calculation in the methods section.  

Answer: We have added the calculation method and the rationale in the method.  

 

Why are only the results for casinos depicted in figure 1? I’d recommend showing summary results 

(means before and after the law) by venue type and including restaurants also – this would strengthen 

the message of this figure.  

Answer: We have revised figure 1 to show both, the casinos and the restaurants, great comment 

thank you so much.  

 

There are many stand-alone sentences followed by a line break (especially in the introduction and in 

the discussion) that should be combined to full paragraphs.  

Answer: We revised and edited the entire manuscript.  

 

Some results are already assessed and discussed in the results section (e.g. “As clearly shown, all 

the three casinos have unhealthy air quality in both periods, because of the exemption from the law.”) 

Please separate reporting and assessment/discussion of the data – report the data in the results 

section, and assess and discuss them in the discussion section.  

Answer: Thank you so much, this is a great point, we have corrected all these concerns.  

 

On page 12 (lines 29-32) you say that “although our sample size was relatively large but it may not be 

necessarily representative to all hospitality venues in the State of Michigan”. Why is that? Could that 

have led to a bias? Please also discuss the implications for the validity of the results.  

Answer: We have revised the limitations after the “Abstract” as the BMJ open is requiring and we 

corrected the sentence; it is because of the convenience selection of the sample.  

 

Minor points  

 

The results on casinos are not mentioned in the abstract. I suggest including a brief summary of the 

casino results in the abstract as well.  

Answer: Thank you, we have revised the abstract to include the casinos.  

 

The paragraph from lines 34 to 39 on page 4 seems misplaced. It’s not really connected to the 
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content below or above and should be removed or moved to a place where it makes more sense.  

Answer: We revised the entire manuscript thank you for your comments.  

 

The aerosol monitor was a SidePak AM510, not a “SIDEPAK”, nor a “side pack”. Please be consistent 

with regards to the name of the device. The same applies to the term PM2.5, which is sometimes 

written as PM2.5 and sometimes written as PM2.5.  

Answer: We have corrected all the names consistently, thank you.  

 

In line 39 on page 11, the abbreviation NNAL is used which I think hasn’t been introduced before.  

Answer: 4-(Methylnitrosamino)-1-(3-pyridyl)-1-butanol (NNAL); it is added in the manuscript.  

 

Some sentences in the discussion seem quite far-reaching and/or need a reference to substantiate 

them:  

- “The PM2.5 was reduced in every venue that permitted smoking before the law was implemented.” 

(Lines 39-42 on page 10) – Really in every venue? Even in the casinos? And where is that shown in 

the paper? As I read it, figure 1 even suggests otherwise.  

- “The exemptions in these laws have a negative impact on the health of the workers and the 

patrons.” (lines 42-45 on page 10) – How can you derive that from your data when you didn’t evaluate 

the health impact of the law on workers and patrons? If at all, you could argue that these laws could 

have a negative impact on the health of workers and patrons if you provide references that support 

such a statement.  

Answer: The entire manuscript is revised and we took care of all your concerns, thank you so much.  

 

- “Similar results were found in a cross-sectional study [… which] showed a reduction by 82% in 

indoor air pollution in the locations subject to smoke-free air laws.” (last sentence on page 10/first 

sentence on page 11) – If that study was cross-sectional, it could not have shown a reduction. A 

cross-sectional study can only show that indoor air pollution was lower in one place compared to 

another.  

Answer: It is corrected, you are correct it is less by…, not a reduction in….etc.  

- “Repace studied 8 hospitality venues in Delaware State […] before and after a statewide prohibition 

of smoking […] and found that about 90% of the fine particle pollution could be attributed to tobacco 

smoke.”  

What does that mean and how do these results fit into the other literature reported?  

Do you eventually mean that Repace also found a reduction of 90% after the implementation of the 

smoke-free law that he was evaluating?  

Answer: Mr. Repace is one of the co-authors, he corrected that statement, thank you so much.  

 

 

- “Not only in USA, but other countries found the same results […].” (line 51 on page 11) – Do you 

mean that comparable/similar results were found in studies from other countries? Please be more 

precise.  

Answer: Yes, it is the study that show the impact of the Scotland smoking ban on the health of the bar 

employee, sorry about that, it really was not clear. It is revised to be more clear.  

 

 

- “There is no doubt within the international community that SHS causes heart disease, lung cancer, 

[…].” (lines 13-15 on page 12)– Can you support that with a reference? There has been a great 

debate about the harmfulness of SHS in recent years so I’d be careful with such a far-reaching 

statement.  

Answer: We revise the entire manuscript but below are the studies :  

9 studies on SHS exposure as a cause of lung cancer: (Brownson et al.1992); (Stockwell et al. 1994); 

Liu et al. 1993); (Fontham et al.1994); (Wang et al. 1994); (Kabat et al. 1995); (Cardenas et al. 1997); 
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(Boffetta et al. 1998); (Jockel et al. 1998).  

 

Other studies on death from CHD due to SHS exposure: (Helsing et al. 1989); (Hirayama 1990); (Hole 

et al. 1989); (Humble et al. 1990); (Steenland et al. 1996); ( Kawachi et al. 1997)  

All above studies were the base evidence of the Surgeon General Report 2006 (reference # 1 in my 

list)  

 

 

 

- “PM2.5 is not specific for SHS only […] but SHS is considered the largest contributor to the indoor 

PM2.5 pollution.” (lines 34-40 on page 12) – Please provide a reference to support this.  

Answer: We revised the entire manuscript.  

This paragraph is found in this reference, but we preferred to remove this sentence from our 

manuscript after the revision. thanks.  

1. Exposure Analysis, W Ott, A C Steinemann, and L A Wallace, Eds. CRC Press (2007) at : 

http://www.repace.com/pdf/EXPOSURE_TO_SECONDHAND_SMOKE.pdf  

 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

 

3. Reviewer Name David Bohac  

Institution and Country Center for Energy and Environment, USA  

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’: None  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below Page 3, line 50.  

If space allows, include compliance results (e.g. no smoking observed after ban).  

Answer: We revised the manuscript and it shows now this, thank you.  

 

Page 4, line 42. Note that outdoor PM2.5 similar to indoor after ban.  

Answer: Yes, this is clarified more in the revised manuscript.  

 

Page 5. I recommend moving the background information on findings from other states that is 

currently included in the Discussion section (page 11, line 54 through page 13, line 6) into the 

Introduction section at page 5, line 32. You are providing information on SHS health risks in the 

Introduction. You should move the findings from other states there too. The Discussion section should 

only include a description of a comparison of your results to those from other studies.  

Answer: We corrected them all in the new revised manuscript, thank you for your comments.  

 

Page 5. You should include a description of casino SHS monitoring results in the Introduction section. 

Useful references include:  

 

Jiang, RT., Cheng, KC., Acevedo-Bolton, V., Klepeis, NE, Repace, JL, Ott, WR, Hildemann, LM, 

2010. Measurement of fine particles and smoking activity in a statewide survey of 36 California Indian 

casinos. J. Exp. Sci. Env. Epidemiol (open access), 2010. doi:10.1038/jes.2009.75. 

http://www.nature.com/jes/journal/vaop/ncurrent/abs/jes200975a.htmlS.  

Answer: We have this reference in our paper as # 13. We added description of the casino SHS in the 

introduction.  

 

Repace, JL, 2009. Secondhand Smoke in Pennsylvania Casinos: A Study of Nonsmokers' Exposure, 

Dose, and Risk. American Journal of Public Health, 99(8): 1478–1485  

Answer: We added this reference as #23  
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Repace, JL, Jiang RT, Acevedo-Bolton V, et al. 2011 Fine particle air pollution and secondhand 

smoke exposures and risks inside 66 U.S. casinos. Environ Res. 111(4):473-484.  

Answer: Added this reference as # 8  

 

York, N, Lee, K, 2010. A baseline evaluation of casino air quality after enactment of Nevada’s clean 

indoor air act. Publ. Health Nurs. 27, 158–163.  

Answer: Thanks for these important references  

 

 

 

Page 7, line 25. Specify whether the monitoring was conducted with the approval of the venue 

management or unannounced without their knowledge.  

Answer: When we trained the volunteers, we asked them to enter the venue as paying customers, to 

be seated and ordered food or beverage, without the knowledge of the venue’s management. We 

thought this will avoid the pre-scheduled preparation bias.  

 

Page 7, line 30. Ceiling height information was not reported or discussed in the report. Not necessary 

to mention that it was collected.  

Answer: We added that. Thank you  

 

 

Page 7, line 37. Specify the time of day and days of the week did the monitoring took place. Was any 

effort made to match the pre and post time of day and day of week for each venue or for the entire 

group? (this is described for the casinos, but not for the bars and restaurants)  

Answer: We trained the volunteers and instruct them to visit the restaurant during the high volume 

customer times such as week-end evenings but not required to visit them on the same time and same 

day.  

 

Page 8, line 24. The information for the number of persons and smokers is confusing. It appears that 

this is the total number of people and smokers for all of the venues combined. However, the label for 

people is "Average number of persons, P". Should that be total? Also, since the number of venues 

decreased by 1, it would be better to use the average number of people (38.0 and 53.4) instead of the 

total and the average number of smokers (2.58).  

Answer: It is the total number persons, and it is corrected, thank you so much. The volunteers have 

not observed any smoking in the post-law in restaurants.  

 

Page 8, line 52. The definition of similar is "resembling without being identical". You don't need to 

include "almost" (same for page 9, line 46).  

Answer: It is corrected.  

 

Page 9, line 40. Any explanation for the high post-ban concentration of 182? What fraction of the post 

measurements had a indoor PM2.5 concentration that was more than 5 or 10 ug/m3 greater than the 

outdoor?  

Answer: This is in one of the restaurants in Sault Ste. Marie city, 1 out of the 6 restaurants, that did 

not see a reduction in PM2.5 (182 ug/m3) because it had oil candles and a smoky grill which created 

new sources of indoor air pollution.  

 

Page 9, line 44. Run on sentence.  

Answer: Done  
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Page 9, line 51. EPA uses the term "Good" (not safe). This is the first place you reference the EPA 

outdoor air standard (ref 14). You should include reference 14 here.  

Answer: The correction is done.  

 

Page 10, line 56. Did you mean to reference the EPA Air Quality Index? If not, include a reference for 

the Michigan Air Quality Index.  

Answer: Yes, it is the EPA Air Quality Index.  

 

Page 11, line 15. You should note that 86 is likely a high estimate since the concentration for a 

Saturday evening is likely to be significantly higher than the average level for a 40 hour work period. 

The SHS concentration for a Saturday evening is likely to be the maximum for the week.  

Answer: That is right, we tried to monitor during the busy time.  

 

Page 11, line 52. See previous comment about moving this text to the Introduction and only including 

a brief comparison of previous results to those for this project.  

Answer: Done during the revision  

 

 

Page 13, line 39. Depending on whether you matched the time of day and day of week for the pre and 

post periods, that could also be a limitation (although the larger number of people at the venues in the 

post period would suggest that any occupant related PM sources should have increased). Also, there 

was no mention of the time of year that the pre and post monitoring occurred. Did any of the venues 

open windows or doors to help ventilate the space during mild weather (more common in other 

countries, but does occur in US)? Some heating, cooling, and ventilation systems bring in extra 

outside air during certain weather conditions to allow for "free" cooling. It isn't likely that this is a major 

contributor to your results, but should be mentioned.  

Answer: We added those to the limitations of the study.  

 

Cities is capitalized in a number of locations (e.g. page 5, line 46) where it probably should not be 

capitalized. An editor should identify those and recommend changes. Same comment for "Casinos". 

Also, be consistent with the spelling/capitalization of SidePak - the "S" and "P" capitalized with no 

space in between (see page 7 lines 11 and 41).  

Answer: The entire manuscript is revised and all the spellings were corrected. The SidePak is written 

like this by all the literatures and from the manufacturers. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Ute Mons 
German Cancer Research Center (DKFZ)  
Heidelberg, Germany 

REVIEW RETURNED 08-May-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I appreciate the substantial revisions that the authors have done to 
their manuscript, and I feel that it has improved significantly. I have a 
few remaining comments, though.  
 
I’m not sure whether the term “intervention design study” (abstract) 
is appropriate in this study, for which the authors were probably not 
the ones to plan and implement the “intervention”.  
 
The paper has improved greatly regarding readability and clarity. 
There are however a few remaining typos that need revision (e.g. 
connect sentences on page 4/line 51 as well as on page 6/line 49). 
Please also consistently report results in the past tense (e.g. page 
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10, lines 20 and 30). You also don’t need to give variable names or 
abbreviations in the table, which aren’t used in the text (“P”, “ns”, 
“Das” in table 1). A final check for language and readability is 
recommended.  
 
On page 6/lines 10-15, it is written that restaurants were monitored 
“before and then again after implementation of the law for PM2.5 in 
a smoke free environment”. With stating that restaurants were 
monitored in a smoke-free environment after the law, you are either 
prematurely reporting results, or you are implying that restaurants 
were deliberately monitored when being smoke-free. So please 
delete that part of the sentence.  
 
With regards to the estimation of the excess amount of PM2.5 of a 
full time casino employee, I’d recommend reporting how you did this 
calculation in the methods section (data and assumptions used), but 
detailing what you did in the results section. In the methods section it 
would be sufficient to state that you estimated the annual excess 
exposure of a full time casino employee by using data on the 
average Detroit outdoor background PM2.5 exposure and your own 
measurements of PM2.5 exposure in Casinos, by assuming working 
times of 8 hours/day on 250 days/year. All the rest (formulas, 
calculations) could be moved to the results section.  
 
The results for casinos are not really mentioned in the results 
section; table 3 is shown but not commented on. You should at least 
briefly describe the results on casinos which are shown in table 2 
and figure 1.  
 
Please report the study’s limitations in the discussion section of the 
main text. Especially the limitations arising from the convenience 
sample, and tobacco smoke not being the only source of PM2.5 
exposure should be discussed. The latter probably also explains 
why one restaurant had a post-law maximum PM2.5 exposure of 
182, please discuss this issue in the text.  

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer Name: Dr. Ute Mons  

Institution and Country German Cancer Research Center (DKFZ) Heidelberg, Germany  

I appreciate the substantial revisions that the authors have done to their manuscript, and I feel that it 

has improved significantly. I have a few remaining comments, though.  

Answer: Thank you so much, your comments were great and has a major role in improving the 

manuscript.  

 

1. I’m not sure whether the term “intervention design study” (abstract) is appropriate in this study, for 

which the authors were probably not the ones to plan and implement the “intervention”.  

Answer: Corrected  

 

2. The paper has improved greatly regarding readability and clarity. There are however a few 

remaining typos that need revision (e.g. connect sentences on page 4/line 51 as well as on page 

6/line 49).  

Answer: Corrected  

 

3. Please also consistently report results in the past tense (e.g. page 10, lines 20 and 30).  

Answer: Corrected  
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4. You also don’t need to give variable names or abbreviations in the table, which aren’t used in the 

text (“P”, “ns”, “Das” in table 1)  

Answer: Corrected  

 

5. On page 6/lines 10-15, it is written that restaurants were monitored “before and then again after 

implementation of the law for PM2.5 in a smoke free environment”. With stating that restaurants were 

monitored in a smoke-free environment after the law, you are either prematurely reporting results, or 

you are implying that restaurants were deliberately monitored when being smoke-free. So please 

delete that part of the sentence.  

Answer: Corrected  

 

6. With regards to the estimation of the excess amount of PM2.5 of a full time casino employee, I’d 

recommend reporting how you did this calculation in the methods section (data and assumptions 

used), but detailing what you did in the results section. In the methods section it would be sufficient to 

state that you estimated the annual excess exposure of a full time casino employee by using data on 

the average Detroit outdoor background PM2.5 exposure and your own measurements of PM2.5 

exposure in Casinos, by assuming working times of 8 hours/day on 250 days/year. All the rest 

(formulas, calculations) could be moved to the results section.  

Answer: Corrected  

 

7. The results for casinos are not really mentioned in the results section; table 3 is shown but not 

commented on. You should at least briefly describe the results on casinos which are shown in table 2 

and figure 1.  

Answer: Corrected  

 

8. Please report the study’s limitations in the discussion section of the main text. Especially the 

limitations arising from the convenience sample, and tobacco smoke not being the only source of 

PM2.5 exposure should be discussed. The latter probably also explains why one restaurant had a 

post-law maximum PM2.5 exposure of 182, please discuss this issue in the text.  

Answer: Corrected 
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