30 East Beaver Creek, Suite 104
( Richmond Hill, ON, L4B 1J2
Email: W5053.bellmobility.info@fonturinternational.com
FONTUR

April 10, 2014
DearMr. Wroblewski

RE: Bell Mobility Proposali 2312 North School Road
Our File W5053

Thank you fothe comments/concerngu havesentus regading the proposed installatiat 2312 North

School Road. FONTUR International on behalf of Bell Mobility received many comsnfrem

concerned residents residing in the Youngds Point
After receiving comments from all concerned neighbours, Bell Mobility and FONTUR International
discussegbossibilitiesto work with the communityhiat would bemost effectivancluding conducting a

meeting through mediation

Before | discuss thpossibilitiesBell is willing to offer, | would like todiscuss the site selection process
andconcerns regarding heathn d Heal t h Canadabés safety code 6

Site Selectiorand need

Radofrequency, network and engineering issues are key constraints that must be factored into locating
and designing a wireless installati@ther factors considered in thigesselection criteria include:

1 Land use planning considerations
o Sharng of existing telecommunication towers or facilities
Analyzing existing rooftops or water towers
Historic and environmental land use sensitivities
Aesthetic and landscaping preferences
Maximizing distance from residential and environmental protection
0 Locatesites that would obscure public views
Interested and willing landlords
Airport height restrictions
Site conditions
Soil type
Availability of electrical power
Ground space requirements
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The proposed | ocation was ¢ ar sfuirteménis whilendetingthee d t o a
Township of Sel.wWkerogation ofé¢hg tover neaimtains & f&ir distance from existing

residential dwellings. Furthermore, the tower base and compound would be screened by the existing
forestedand treedarea.The distance to the closest residential dweligngpproximately 475 metres from

the tower location.

The tower is designed to structurally handle at least three carriers. Realistically, however, there are only
two active carriers in this areaBell and Rogers. Rogers has not expressed interest in locating on this
tower at this timeBell Mobility has receivedlearancdrom Transport Canada and Navigation Canada. It
has been determined that no lighting will be required on this tower.
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he tower is indicated in the map above.
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The location selected is one that Bell Mobility feels best fits the criteria. Anywhere in the search ring
identified in figure 1 would improve the wireless coverage, howeretpcations outside those
highlighted in figure 2 did not meet the criteria in one or more ways.

Figure3:3dimeniona| mo d e | showing heavily tr7@ed ar ea
metre seHsupport bwer.

Figure 4:3-dimensional model showingroposed’0 metretower screened through existing vegetation.



It is part of I ndustry Canada and
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existing structures to limit the number of towers in a given &fefortunately, there are no existing

structures within Bell 6s search ri
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Residents have noted that there are existing towers in the area and hawe laskediottpdssible to
share space on those structufidse simpleanswer isBell already has equipment installed on those
towers or has their own installations neagsed on the radiofrequency design, a 70 metre tower can
only span coverage #5 kilometresEach tower has its own purpose and the purpose of thig iewo
improve the signal along Highway p&sserbyraffic andto householdbetween Deer Bay and Clear

Lake.
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Figure 5 Existing map of cell towers in the area. Bell currently has networks installed at Deer Bay Road

to the north and one on Preis Road to the south.

Health and Safety Code 6

Safety Code 6

You have mentioned thétt $cience and research into the effects of electromagnetic radiation is lagging
devel op3datety Codebfwad fitstgpubliskedliB7® d Was then eevised

behind the

in 1991,1999,again in 200%&nd scheduled for a new release in 2Eafety Code 6 is constantly under
review, and over the past 20 years has been the subject of several Royal Society of Canada (RSC) reports
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and reviewsThe Study reiewed over 40 years of peer reviewed research on the subject and concluded
that "exposure of the public to radiofrequency fields emitted from wireless telecommunication base
station transmitters is of sufficiently low intensity that biological or advezaéitheffects are not
anticipated"The most recent review released April 2, 2014 can be found here:

http://rsesrc.ca/efexpertpanels/rsaeports/reviewsafetycode6-potentiathealthrisksradiofrequency
fields-from

Further studies are available on the safety codes used around the world and the strict safety standards
governing broadcasting. | would direct your attentmiwo very good centrdsr research on this
subjectifirst from the World Health Organization web site:

(http://www.who.int/pekemf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index.htl

This site is probably one of the best in the world. It is straight forward and easy to understand. It also has
a good overview of the technology and a myriad of state of the art research on thelshbjgtteen

constantly stated that WHO has classifi#dR as a possible carcinogen. Howewarder the same group
classification of radiofrequency electromagnetic fields (Group 2B) identified by WHO includes the
following agents:

1 Pickled Vegetables

Talc-based body powder

Aloe Vera, whole leaf extract

Coconutoil diethanolamine condensate
Coffee

9 Dry cleaning (occupational exposures in)
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One of the most significant conclusions drawn from the enormous amount of research done by WHO,
which can be found on the web site is as follows:

LYy GKS | NBfectsaid medical appligations of nmSizing radiation

approximately 25,000 articles have been published over the past 30 years. Despite the feeling of

some people that more research needs to be done, scientific knowledge in this area is now more

extengve than for most chemicals. Based on a receqleipth review of the scientific literature,

the WHO concluded that current evidence does not confirm the existence of any health
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The secondeaferencd would invite you to investigatis the McLaughlin Centre for Population Health

Risk Assessment, Institute for Population Health, at the University of Ottawa. They are the foremost
Canadian researchers in the topic EMF in Canada. They can liedouhe web at

(http://www.rfcom.ca/primer/bases.shtml).

It is a condition of Beland any broadcasters licence that it must meet Safety Code 6. If Safety Code 6
changes after the current review then Bell must be compliant the very day it is implemented. There is not

a grace period or grandf at h e abroadrasterlcannmosneeetithesafBteg | | 6 s
code then they must shut off the transmitter. In public areas Bell is typically 10,000 times below the limit

of Safety Code 6. Even if the results of the review of Safety Code 6 where to suggest the output on


http://rsc-src.ca/en/expert-panels/rsc-reports/review-safety-code-6-potential-health-risks-radiofrequency-fields-from
http://rsc-src.ca/en/expert-panels/rsc-reports/review-safety-code-6-potential-health-risks-radiofrequency-fields-from
http://www.who.int/peh-emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index.html

broadcasbe reduced 1000 times Bell would have no issue meeting the code. This kind of reduction
would be unworkable for most other broadcast. A reduction of Safety Code 6 of 1000 times would make
virtually every AM FM and Television station in the country roumpliant.

There is a lack of understanding regarding the amount of el@etgmetic radiation being distributed by
towers of all kinds. While it is true that cell phone coverage is better than it was 10 years ago it is not
because there is more power outfsam cell phone towers. In faéh the past 10 years the output from
most tower s i n e8eddicéddy afaetorwfdh &dditom sell ghone towers in all

areas throughout Ontario typically account for only a small portion of radimbast emissions in a
given area.

Radio Frequency Exposure Levels:
Safety Code 6

Saftey Code & Level
(5.83 W/nv)

Power Density Limits (W/m?)

Figure 6 Comparison of electronic devices and their radio frequency exposure level in relation to Safety
Code 6 levels.

As mentioned previouslyhere are only two active carriers in this areBell and Rogers. Rogers has not
expressed interest in locating on this towahet time.However, if in the future another carrier were to
co-locate, there would be no change. This is bec8asety Code 6 is based on a cumulative

measurement. Therefore when an additional carrier is placed on a tower the Safety Code 6 measurement
is done accounting for all users on the tower cumulatively. The measurement is done based on the
maximum output the equipment can produce multiplied by three (to account for the three directions the
tower will broadcast). Even with a second or a third caatethe tower the output will be several

thousand times below Safety Code 6 and several million times below Safety Code 6 in any buildings in
the area.



Health

The signal from a carrier tower at a distance of thirty meters from the tower is ¢ineatdy,000 times

below this standardy the time the signal travels inside the homes in the area around the tower the signal
would be in excess of forty million (40,000,000) times below the safety ¢bde,the broadcast output

from a carria tower in a neighbourhodgD metres away would be significantéss than a cordless

phone,a baby monitaror any FM, AM, or Television signals that are available within a neighbouring

home at this present tim&s mentioned above, the closestidestial dwelling is 475 metrdsom the

proposed tower locatio he closest residential dwelling fratatchewanooka Court is 1.4 kilometres.

Health & Safety

How Safety Code 6 Works

Safety Code 6

Industry Canada monitors compliance
with Safety Code 6 - requirement of
licensing process for each individual
telecommunications facility

Developed by Health and Welfare
Canada as guideline to specify
maximum levels and exposure limits for
radio-frequency fields in range of 10
kHz to 300 GHz

Code applies to all telecommunications
facilities, including other broadcasting
stations, medical and industrial
devices, and consumer products

Figure7: Due to the resistance created by the air and ambient environmental radiation, by the time the
signal reaches the uséne strength has been further reduced to nanowatts (one thousand millionth of one
watt). Toprovide comparison to this, on a bright day the energy created by the sun on surface of the earth
is approximately 1 kilowatt pen’ (one thousand watts).



Telecommunication towers communicate mainly through radiofrequency (RF) waves, a form of energy in
the electromagnetic spectrum between FM radio waves and microwaves. Like FM radio waves,
microwaves, visible light, and he&®F wavesareforms of norionizing radiatiorwhich cannot break the
chemical bond in your DNA.

Figure 8 The electromagnetic spectru@ell phones and cell towers are radio waves.

There are many peer reviewed studies that have condlagtereis no evidence to prove health
effects associated from radiofrequency exposure. See chart below.

Review Conclusions
International Agency for Research on Cancer | Overall evaluation of RF fields as Group 2B
(IARC) 2013 carcinogen. The Working Group conchdl there

is limited evidencein humans for the
carcinogenicity of RFEMF based on positive
associations between glioma and acoustic neur
and exposure to REMF from wireless
telephones. Environmental exposure toRAF:

no solid data.

Norwegianlinstitute of Public Health (NIPH) 2012 The large total number of studies provides
evidencethat exposure to weak RF fields (i.e.,
exposure within ICNIRP* reference values) caug
adverse health effects. Some measurable
biological/ physiological effectsannot be ruled
out. There is no reason to recommend reduced
exposure to RF fields to reduce general concerr]
about the hazardous effects of electromagnetic

fields.
UK Health Protection Although a substantial amount of research has
Advisory Group on Noflonising Radiation been conducted in this area, thereo convincing
(AGNIR) 2012 evidencethat RF field exposure below guideline

levels causes health effects in adults or children|




