ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
Telecommunications (Mobile Phone Towers) Bill 2011 12 April 2012

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH AND AGEING PORTFOLIO

Question no: 1
OUTCOME 1: Population Health
Topic: International EMF standards comparison
Hansard Page: 29

Chair asked: If you do not think there are, [different international standards] how do we find
out. Can you take it on notice and provide us-

Answer:
Please find attached a paper by Rianne Stam of the Bilthoven National Institute for Public
Health and the Environment (The Netherlands), titled ‘Comparison of international policies

on electromagnetic fields (power frequency and radiofrequency fields)’.

Please note that ARPANSA contributed to the document regarding circumstances
in Australia but cannot vouch for the accuracy of information relating to other countries.
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This docurnent was prepared as part of a research project commissioned by the
Ministry of Infrastruciure and the Environment and the Ministry of Social Affairs
and Employment of the Netherlands. The information that forms the basis for this
summary was obtained from searches of governmental and scientific wabsites,
scientific publications, policy summaries by ather erganisations and personal
contacts with experts, The information was last updated In April 2011,

Introduction

Power frequency electromadnetic fields (EMF) are generated in the production,
transport, distribution and use of electricity. The frequency of alternating current
and the resulting EMF Is 50 hertz in Africa, most of Agia, Australia, Burope and
part of Seuth America and 60 hertz in the remainder of America, the Philippines,
Korea, Saudi-Arabia and part of Japan. Radiefrequency EMF are generated,
among cthers, by mobile telecommunication systesns, broadcasting transmitters,
radar instaliations, microwave ovens, certain medical applications and equipment
for electronic article surveiliance and identification,

In 1589, the Council of the European Union published a Recommendation
{1999/519/EC, further called 'the Recommendation’) on the limitation of exposure
of the general public to EMF (0 herlz to 309 digahertz). It contains basic
restrictions for the current density Induced in the hody by EMF and reference
levels for the strength of EMF outside the body (for valres at selected
frequencies, see Table 1), In 2004, the European Parllament and the Council
Issued a Directive (2004/40/EC, further called 'the Birective’ on the minimun
health and safety requirements regarding the exposure of workers to the risks
arising from physical agents (EMF). It contalns exposure Emit values for the
current density induced in the body by FMF and action values for the strength of
EMF outside the body (for values at selectad fraguencies, see Table 2}, The
Directive is currently undergoing revision and the deadline for transposition in
national legislation of U member states has been postpongd until 2012,

The limits in both the Recommendation and the Directive are derived from the
1998 Guidelings for limiting exposure to time-varying EMF by the International
Comraigsion on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection {ICNERP). ICNIRP has issued
new guideiines for EMF with frequencies between 1 hertz and 100 kiichertz in

B piscinimer: The author has taken care to obtsin correct and Up-to-date information from
relevant websites, pollcy documents ang expeits in the countries in question. However, no
rights can be deduced from any of the Information in this doecument. For further information
and corrections, please contack Dr. R. Stam, National Instituie for Public Health and the
Environment, the Methertands., B-maif: rianne.stam@eivin.n
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2010, but these have not yet led to changes in EU legistation. ICNIRP has
reconfirmed the validity of its 1998 guidelines for EMF with frequencies between
100 kilohertz and 300 glgahertz in @ 2009 statement. For the sake of consistency,
the terminology of the Recommendation and Directive is also ysed for equivalent
public and occupational exposure limits in national legistation in the present
summary, even If these are derived directly from ICNIRP or from other sources.

A. Exposure of the general public
Power frequensy elactromagnetic flolds

European Unlon

Because the Recommendation Is not legally binding, EMF policy in member states
¢an be divided into three different approaches. In the first group of member
states the Recommendation has been transposed In binding national legislation,
This means that the basic restrictions and reference levels must be applied,
Member states in this group are the Czech Republic, Estonfa, Greece, Hungary,
Luxemboury, Portugal and Romania. Luxembourg also has a ministerial
recommendation not to create any new living spaces In the immediate vicinity of
overhead power lines (within 20 metres for 65 kilovolt lines and 30 metres for
100 to 220 kilovolt fines). In France the limits only apply to new or modified
instaliations. In Germany and Slovakia the reference levels In the
Recommendation are applied as de facto exposure Imits, without reference to
basic restrictions,

In the second group of member states, the natienal imits baged on the Europesn
Recommendation or ICNIRP are not binding, there are more lenlent kmits or there
iIs no regulation. Member states In this group are Austria, Cyprus, Denmark,
Firland, Irelend, Latvia, Maita, Netherlands and United Kingdom. In some of
these countries, a pracautionary policy has been advised, to which electricity
companies and government can voluntarily conform (see below). Spain has no
federal legislation for exposure of the general public to EMF of 50 hertz, but some
regional governments prohibit construction of new power lines near homes,
schools and public spaces.

In the third group of member states, there are stricter hasic restrictions and/or
reference levels based on the precautionary principle or due to public pressure.
Reference leveis are often applied as a de facto exposure limit that may not be
exceaded. However, there is a great diversity in particular ruleg and limits. A brief
surmrmary is therefore given per member state:

Belgium; The federal limit on lectric fiefd strength since 1987 eguals the
reference level in the Recommendation. In Flanders, a Decision on indoor
environments is in force since 2004 which limits the magnetic flux density in
homes and buildings accessibie to the public to 10% of the reference level in the
Recormmendation. .

Burgaria: Minimal distances between homes and power lines or substations are in
force depending on voltage. There are no other limits for exposure of the general
public to power frequency EMF except for fimits on emission by video screens, At
g distance of 50 centimetres from video screans, the limit for electric field
strength Is 0.5% of the reference level in the Recommendation (0.25% for
magrietic flux density).

Denmerk: The Danish National Board of Health (Sundhetsstyrelsen)
recommended in 1993 not to bulld new homes or children's institutions close to
power lines or new power lines close to homes or chilkdren's institutions. The exact
distance was left to pragmatic considerations, The recommendation was re-
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evaluated in 2007 and reaffirmed. The Danlsh electricity sector and local
government have agreed that measures at reasonable cost to reduce the
magnetic field must be investigated If the average exposure per year is higher
than 0.4 microtesla (0.4% of the reference level in the Recommendation). Like
the National Board of Health advice, the agreement applles only to new
developments,

Italy: The basic limits for magnetic flux density are identical with the reference
levels In the Recommendation. A 10 times lower ‘attention value' applies to
existing suations with exposure for rmore than 4 hours in homes, playgrounds
and schools, A 'quality goal' of 3% of the reference lavel applies to new
construction of homes, playgrounds or schools near power lines, substations or
transformers {or vice varsa). An aven stricter limit for magnetic flux density
{0.2% of the reference level) was adopted in three reglong before the federal law
came into force, This too applies to power lines near hames, schools and other
places where people may stay for more then 4 hours per day.

Lithuania; For electric fields of 50 heitz a limit of 10% of the reference leveal in
the Recommendation appiles to homes and a limit of 20% of the reference lavel
outside the home,

Netherlands: The Minlstry of Infrastructure and the Envirenment has
recommended that Jocal authorities and grid companies avold creating new
situations with long-term stay of children In areas close to overhead high-voltage
power fines with annually averaged magnetic flux density greater than

0.4 microtesla {0.4% of the referance level in the Recommendation). This advice
was given because of epidemiological studies that found an association between
residence near overhead power lines and childhood leukaemia,

Poland; A limit of 20% (electric field) or 75% (magnetic ffetd) of the reference
level in the Recommendation applies to areas with homes, hospltals, schools and
kindergartens.

Stovenia: A limit of 10% of the reference level in the Recommendation applies for
new or modifled sources near homes, schools, kindergartens, hospitals, sanatoria,
playgrounds, parks, recreational areas, public buildings and buildings with a
tourist destination.

Sweden; In conjunction with the Environmental code and legislstion of 1954,
guidance for pelicy makers has been published which explaing how the
precautionary principle is to be applied to electric and magnetic fields of 50 hertz.
For existing situations, exposure to a magnetic flux density that differs strongly
from natural background (0.1% of the reference level in the Recommendation)
must be reduced when possible at reasonable cost and with reasonable
consequences. For new situations, an effort has to be mads to reduce the
exposure when desianing and constructing sources,

Other countifes

Different approaches to limiting exposure to power frequency EMF also exist
outside Europe. Under the Interim Guidelines for EMF of 50 hertz in Australia,
limits identical to the reference levels in the European Recommandation, but with
higher limits for short term exposures, are still in forca, The Australian Radiation
Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) is preparing & standard for fow
frequency fieids up to 3 kilohertz, The draft document includes an increase in the
public reference level for magnetic flux density to three times the reference level
in the European Recommendation. On the other hand, more attention is paid to
precautionary measures such as an obligation to investigate the possibility and

cost effectiveness of minimising exposure. The draft standard Iz still under raview.
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In Russia, general rules for the protection are set In a 199% framework law.
Exposure limits for specific frequency ranges are set In so-called "Hygienic-
epidarnicloglcal requirements'. The public exposure limit for electric and magnetic
fields of 50 hertz ts 10% of the reference lavel in the Eurspean Recormmendation.
The motivation for this is to prevent biolegical effects that are not seen as health
rigks in Western countries.

In Switzerland, an Ordinance on Non-lonising Radiation has been in force since
1998, Exposure limits identical to the reference levels in the European
Recommendation apply to all areas accessible to the public. A stricter,
precautisnary limit on magnetic flux density of 1% of the refarence level applies
to new instailations, uniess the owner can prove that the phase order has been
optimised and all technically possible and economically viable measures to reduce
exposure have been taken. For existing installations, the phase order has to be
optimised when the precautionary limit on magnetic fiux density is exceeded.

In the United States, no federal legislation is In force. In some states {Coloradn,
Connecticut, Hawall, Maryland, Ohio), variations on the 'prudent aveidance'
principle have been adopted. Thls means that exposure of the public to EMF of

60 hertz must be limited at reasonable cost. In other states, fixed limits for the
electric or magnetic field of power lines are set, varying from 20% to 240% of the
reference level in the European Recommendation (Florida, Minnesota, Morntana,
New Jersey, New York, Oregon).

Radiofrequency electromagnetic flelds

Evrvpaan Union

Because the Recommendation is not legally binding, EMF policy in member states
can be divided in three different approaches, In the first group of member states
the Recornmendation has been transposed in binding national legislation, Thiz
means that the basic restrictions and reference lavels must be applied. Member
states in this group are Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France,
Hungary, Ireland, Mafta, Portugal, Romania and Spain. The Spanish region of
Catalonia has stricter regulation than the federal government, In Germany and
Slovakia the reference levels have become de facto exposure Himits.

In the secord group of member states, the national limits based on the
Recormmendation or ICNIRP are not binding, thare are more lenlent limits or there
is no regulation. Member states In this group are Austria, Denmark, Latvia,
Netherlands, Sweden and United Kingdomn. In the United Kingdom
telecommunication companies have slgned up to a voluntary code to respact tha
provisions in the Recommendation,

In the third group of member states, there are stricter basic restrictions and/or
reference levels based on the precautionary principle or due to public pressure,
The limits chosen are sometimes based on the principie 'as low as reasonably
achievable without endangering service'. One practical choice can be the lower
fimit for interference in the European standards for electromagnetic compatibility
{for exampie in Belglum), In other countries the reasens for particular limits are
uniclear ot arbitrary {for example in Greece). In some member states these
stricter reference levels are applied as exposure imits that may not be exceeded.
Since there iy a great diversity In particular rules and limits, a brief summary is
ghven per member state:

Belglumn: A national decision on precautionary Hmits for transmitters between

10 megahertz and 10 gigahertz was declared unconstitutional and regulation left
to regional government. Subsequent Flermish legislation limits the electrical field
strength per antenna for telecommunication to 7% of the reference lavel in the
Recormnmendation In places of stay like homes, schools, rest homes and nurseries,

RIVM 11B/2011 LSO Sta

Page 4 of 13



The maximum exposure per location is 50% of the reference level for frequencies
between 10 megahertz and 10 gigahertz, The Brussals Region limits total
exposure in residences for frequencles between 100 Kiohertz and 360 tiigahertz
to a power density of 0.5% of the reference level in the Recommendation
{corresponding with 7% for the slectric field strength). For the same frequency
range, Wallonia sets a fixed limit for the electrical field strength per antenna in
residences which is 7% of the reference level at $00 hertz.

Buigaria: Fixed limits for electrical field strangth and power density are set. Their
percentage of the reference levels in the Recommendation decreases with
frequency. It is 2% for power density at 900 megahertz and lass than 2% for
higher frequencies,

Greece: The law on electronic communications sets basic restrictions of 70% of
those in the Recommendation and 60% when antenna stations are facated closer
than 300 metres from the property boundaries of schools, kindergartens,
hospltals or eldercare facilities, Installation of mobile phone antenna stations is
not allowed within the property boundaries of aforementioned facilities, Refarence
levels calculated from these two basic restrictions are 84% and 77% of the
reference levels in the Recommendation {70% and 60% for power density),

{taly: Under Italian law, reference levels have become de facto axposure fimits
that may not be exceeded. In contrast with the limits In the Recommendation,
these are fixed (not frequency dependent) between 3 megahertz and 3 gigahertz,
The exposure limit for magnetic field strength &t 900 megahertz is 45% of the
reference level in the Recommendation (22% for power densgity). In homes,
schools, playgrounds and places where people may stay for longer than 4 hours,
an 'attention value' for magnetic fisld strength applies that is 14% of the
reference leval in the Recommendation at 900 megaheriz (2% for power density).
The 'quality geal' for new installations is identical to the attention value,

Lithuania: There are fixed limits for power density at frequencies betwesan
300 megahertz and 300 gigahertz, The limit is 2% of the reference level in the
Recommendation at 900 megahertz and less than 2% for higher frequencies,

Luxembourg: Precautionary policy is applied to mobile telephony through a law on
classified locations and technical standards. These sat g fixed axposure limit for
the elactrical field strength of 3 volt per metre per antenna which is 7% of the
reference level in the Racommendation at 900 hertz. The ilmit for the total
number of antennas in one lozation eguals the reference lavel In the
Recommendation.

Poland: In locations that are accessible to the public, frequency-dependant
exposure lmits lower than the reference levels in the Recommendation are set for
electrical field strength and power density. At 900 megahertz the limit for
electrical field strength is 17% of the raference levef in the Recommaeandation

{2% for power density).

Slovenia; For fraquencies higher than 10 kilohertz, expuosure limits for electric and
magnetic field strength of 31% of the reference levels in the Recommandation
{10% for power density) apply in 'sensitive areas' {homes, schools, hospitals
etc.}. In all other iocations the reference levels in the Recommendation are
applied as de facto exposure limits that may not be exceeded.

Spain: The Spanish autonomic region of Catalonia has exposure limits for electric

and magnetic field strength that are 65% of those in the Recommendation
(44% for power density) and minimal distances to antennas.
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Othar countries

Industrialised countries outside the EU also have different ways of limiting
exposure of the public to radiofrequency EMF. The mandatory basic restrictions
and reference levels in Australia's radiation protection standard are identical to
those in the European Recommeandation

In Russia, general conditions for protection of the population are set in a 1999
frarmework law. Limits for specific frequency ranges are set in subsequent
‘Hygienic-epldemniological requirements'. The exposure limit for power density for
EMF with frequencies between 300 megahertz and 200 gigahertz s 2% of the
reference levels in the European Recommendation, The reason is to prevent
biological effects that are not generally seen as a haalth risk in Western countries.

In Switzerfand, an ordinance on non-lonising radlation Is in force since 2000,
Mandatory exposure limits identical to the reference levels in the
Recommendation apply In all areas accessible to the public. A stricter,
precautionary limit for the electrical fleld strength of 10% of the reference level in
the Recommendation applies to mobile phone masts, A frequency-dependent
exposure limit for electrical field strength of 11% to 3% of the reference level
applies to other trangmitters and to radai.

The federal legisiation for radio transmitters in the United States sots basic
restrictions identical to that in the Recommendation. The refarence levels are
higher, because a different model Is used to calculate themn, At 900 megahertz the
difference is 18% for electric and magnetic fleld strength (33% for power
density}. In the United States the basic restriction only applies to portable devices
clase to the body. The reference levels are applied as de facto exposure fimits for
non-partable devices,

B. Gcoupational exposure
Power fraquency electromagnetic fieldy

Eurgpean Union

Because the Directlve allows member states to set stricter exposure limits and
because the deadline for transposition has been postponed, there is still a variety
of regulation in place. The exposisre lirnit values and action values of the 2004
Directive have already been transposed In the national legislation of the Czach
Republic, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Romarda and Slovakia. The Itallan law comes
into force in 2012,

There is as yet no national legislation with binding mite for EMF of 50 hertz at
work in Ausiria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Firland, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Irefand, Maita, Netherlands, Poriugal, Slovents, Spain and
United Kingdom. Sorne member states have voluntary recommendations or
standards from government, professlonal associations or insurers, which can be
used by the health and safety inspectorate as a measure for adequate control of
EMF risks (Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, France, Hungary, Malta, United Kingdom).
The limits set by professional associations in Germrany are 2 to 3 tirmes higher
than the action values in the Directive, but under strict safety conditions,

In sorne member states, national legislation is still in force with stricter or more
fenient limits than those in the Directive. In Luxemboury and Bulgaria, the fimit
for electrical field strength for brief exposures (several minutes) is respectively
2.1 and 2.5 times the action value in the Directive. For lohger exposures the limit
is haif of the action value in the Directive. In Pofand, the magnetic field limit is
ong half of the action value in the Directive and there are also time-integrated
exposure limits. In Sweden, the precautionary principle i the environmental code
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and regulation should also be applied to expusure of workers to EMF at 50 hertz.
Exposure that clearly diverges from the long-term average for a particular
working environment should be avoided when possible at reasonable cost and
with reasonable consequences.

Other countries

Under Australia's guidelines exposure limits Identical to the action values bn the
Directive are set for the whole working day. For shorter perlods with a8 maximum
of 2 hours, exposure may be higher (three times the action value for elactric field
strength, ten times for magnetic flux density). In the draft standard for low
frequency EMF by ARPANSA, the magnetic flux density reference levels at

30 hertz are higher than the action values In the Birective {3, 6 and 18 times
higher for the head, torso and limbs, respectively). The electric fiald strength
reference levels at 50 hertz are identical to the action values in the Directive for
normal circumstances but they are doubled under controlled conditions.

Even higher limits are recommended by the American College of General and
Industrial Hygiens in the United States, but there is no national leqislation. In
Switzertand, the federal law on accldent insurance glves general rules to prevent
iliness caused by physical agents. The national accident insurer has specified that
exposure limits identical to the action values in the Directive may not be
exceeded. Russia has set exposure limits for workers that are stricter than the
action values in the Directive. The average magnetic flux density In an 8-hour
working day may not exceed a limit of 20% of the action value in the Directive.
During shorter periods of time exposure may be higher {up to four times the
action value for less than one hour),

Radiofrequency electromagnetic fields

Eyropean Union

Because the European Directive allows member states to set stricter BXpoOsUre
limits and because the deadline for transposition has been postponed, there is stiil
a variety of regulation in place. The exposurs limit values and actlon values of the
2004 Directive have already been transposed In the national legislation of Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania and Siovalis. The Italian
tegislation will come into force in 2012, In Finfend, a declsion of the Ministry of
Social Affalrs and Health from 1991 is still in force which sets exposure link
values and actlon values jdentical to those in the Directive.

There is as yet no national leglslation with binding limits for radicfrequency EMF
at work in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Irefand, Mafta, Netherlands, Portugal, Stoveniz, Spain and United Kingdom, Some
member states have voluntary recommandations or standards from government,
professional associations or insurers, which can be used by the health and safety
inspectorate as 4 measura for adenuate control of EMF risks {Austria, Denmark,
France, Germany, Hungary, Malta, Unfted Kingdom).

Bulgaria has set a fixed exposure limit for power density at frequencies above

300 megahertz which Is Jower than the action values in the Directive (44% of the
action value at 900 megahartz). Estonia has a limit on electric field strength at
frequencies above 30 megahertz of roughly 50% of the action value in the
Directive {25% for power density). Exposure limits under controlled conditions are
comparable 1o or higher than the action values in the Directive. Luxembourg has
safety regulations for transmitters with exposure limits equal to the reference
lavels for the general public in the Recommendation,

Poland has limits for electric and magnetic fleld strength lower than the action

values in the Directive (22% of the action value at 200 megahertz), There ara
also time-dependent ifmits as & precaution against possible long-term effects. In
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Sweden, legislation with a fixed limit for electrical field strength is still in force
(67% of the action value in the Directive at 900 megahertz).

Other couniries

Austrafia's radiation protection standard sets exposure limit values which are
virtually identical to those in the Directive, Russia sets exposure limits for
radiofrequency EMF that are stricter than the action valyes In the Directive, The
relevant 'Hygienlc-epidemiological requirements’ set a limit for power density at
frequencies above 300 megahertz which is 44% of the action valug in the
Directive at 900 hertz. There is also a time-dependent imit for power density. In
Switzerland, the fedaral law on accident insurance gives general rules to prevent
iliness caused by physical agents. The national accident Insurer has specified that
exposure limits identical to the action values In the Directive may not be
exceaded,

The exposure fimit values in the federal legislation for transmitters the United
States are identical to those in the Directive. The action values for electric and
magnetic field strength are 17% higher than those in the Directive (33% for
power density), because a different model is used to calculate them. The same
exposure Hmit values and action values are used in the standardisation treaty for
protection of military personnel in NATO. The exposure limit values in the United
States only apply to portable devices close to the body. The actlon values are
applied as de facto exposure mits for non-partable devices.
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ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
Telecommunications (Mobile Phone Towers) Bill 2011 12 April 2012

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH AND AGEING PORTFOLIO

Question no: 2
OUTCOME 1: Population Health
Topic: ARPANS Act review — consultant details
Hansard Page: 29

Senator Bob Brown asked: Dr Larsson, you said that ARPANSA is under potential review
by a consultant that has now been identified. Who is that?

Answer:
The Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency is not under review.
The Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Act 1998 is currently under review.

The Department of Health and Ageing has engaged a consultant, Communio Pty Ltd, to carry
out the review of the Act.

Contact details for Communio:

Communio Group Corporate Office
Level 3, 221 Miller Street NorthSydney NSW 2060
Postal Address:

PO Box 1796

North Sydney NSW 2059
Phone: + 61 (2) 9922 4666
Facsimile: + 61 (2) 9922 7666



ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
Telecommunications (Mobile Phone Towers) Bill 2011 12 April 2012

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH AND AGEING PORTFOLIO

Question no: 3
OUTCOME 1: Population Health
Topic: Radiation Health Committee agreement on revision of a standard
Hansard Page: 30

Senator Bob Brown asked: Can you give the committee a single case in which there has been
an agreement to set a new standard without agreement from all the participants in that
committee?

Answer:
No.

This answer is based on the following assumptions:

e that Senator Brown was referring to agreement from *all jurisdictions’ rather than “all
participants’; and

e that Senator Brown intended ‘setting a standard’ to mean endorsing it at a national
level.

Standards are developed and approved by the Radiation Health Committee by a majority
vote. Noting that nine of the thirteen members who comprise the Radiation Health
Committee represent regulatory authorities from the jurisdictions, it is theoretically possible
that ARPANSA could publish a radiation protection standard that has not been agreed to by
all jurisdictions; however, it is unlikely that the standard would be endorsed for national
adoption.

Radiation Health Committee practice is that a standard intended for national adoption is not
approved until all jurisdictional regulatory members have endorsed it. Any objections are
usually dealt with during the development process so that the final version is acceptable to
all jurisdictions.

For a standard to be endorsed at the national level and be listed in the National Directory for
Radiation Protection, approval from the Australian Health Ministers Advisory Council and
the Australian Health Ministers' Conference is required. VVoting within both groups is by
consensus. Theoretically, if they were not able to reach a satisfactory agreement, the standard
would be referred back to ARPANSA and the Radiation Health Committee for further
development.



ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
Telecommunications (Mobile Phone Towers) Bill 2011 12 April 2012

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH AND AGEING PORTFOLIO

Question no: 4
OUTCOME 1: Population Health

Topic: Technical reasons for Switzerland’s decision to have a different standard to that
decided by Australia

Hansard Page: 33

Chair asked: | am interested in it. I am not asking you to get involved in the political reasons,
but there would have to be a reasoning. We would not send a political expert to get us the
reasoning. | am sure ARPANSA would be capable of going over and having a look at the
technical reasons and the politics as to why the Swiss came to that decision. If it is not
political then it is purely technical. You need to tell us that. That is my view.

Answer:

Switzerland has a Federal Law relating to Protection of the Environment dating from 1983.
It is not specific to electromagnetic radiation but aims to protect against nuisances or harmful
impacts. In accordance with its precautionary principles, non-ionising radiation must be
limited to the lowest level that is technically and operationally possible and economically
acceptable, and at least to a level that is neither harmful nor a nuisance to humans or the
environment.

To satisfy this requirement, in 1999 Switzerland enacted an ordinance relating to protection
from non-ionising radiation that introduces Exposure Limit Values based on the same
ICNIRP (1998) Guidelines as were used for the ARPANSA Standard. These limits, assessed
against cumulative exposures from all sources, must be respected at all places accessible to
the general public.

To address the precautionary requirements of the Protection of the Environment law, the
ordinance also includes Installation Limit Values that apply, in ‘sensitive locations’ to the
exposures produced by a single installation, such as a single mobile phone base station, a
broadcast transmitter, or electrical infrastructure. These are based on practical experience of
what has been achieved previously.

The Installation Limit Values for a single mobile phone base station, or multiple base stations
on the same building, are set at about 1% of the Exposure Limit Values (expressed in power
units). The Installation Limit VValues are assessed on the full power corresponding to
maximum speech and data traffic but not on the cumulative exposure from multiple
installations. They are assessed only at ‘sensitive sites’, namely rooms in buildings that are
regularly occupied by persons for prolonged periods, designated children’s playgrounds and
undeveloped sites for which the above uses are permitted.



The explanatory report for the ordinance provides examples of scientific study results that
suggest the existence of non-thermal effects below current exposure limits but do not derive
the Installation Limit Values from these results. Rather these are based on practical
experience of what has been achieved previously.
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH AND AGEING PORTFOLIO

Question no: 5
OUTCOME 1: Population Health
Topic: Data on regional sites where ARPANSA has measured RF/EME
Hansard Page: 37-38

Senator McKenzie asked: In regional areas in Australia where we are trying to use
technology differently to overcome our tyranny of distance, | am just wondering if you can
perhaps, on notice, provide some data around regional sites that you have looked at.

Answer:

ARPANSA has conducted or commissioned three surveys of EME exposures from mobile
phone base stations, including the currently on-going survey. In the 1999 survey, ARPANSA
measured exposures at 14 base stations which used, the then new, GSM technology. These
included Bunbury WA, and Nerang QId, outside capital cities. In the 2003 survey, a further
60 base station sites, mainly in capital cities, were measured.

Since 2007, ARPANSA has been planning and commissioning accredited measurements at a
small number of mobile phone base stations each year with financial assistance from the
Australian Mobile Telecommunications Association. To date, 23 base stations at 21 locations
have been measured. One site at the regional centre of Bathurst, NSW, is included, as well as
one at Bli Bli, near Maroochydore, in Queensland. It is intended that one of the next three
sites will be in a regional or rural location.

All three surveys have shown that actual exposures from mobile phone base stations are a
small fraction of the public exposure limits.
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