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April 26, 2005 
 
Minister of Health, Ujjal Dosanjh  & 

  Minister of State (Public Health), Dr. Carolyn Bennett  
Office of the Minister of Health 
Brooke Claxton Bldg., Tunney’s Pasture 
P.L. 0906C 
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada 
K1A 0K9 
Fax: 613-952-1154 
 

Dear Ministers, 

 
We extend our thanks for the letters of response dated December 8th, 2004 and 
April 12th, 2005 offered by Mr Gordon Taylor Lee on your behalf. We appreciate his 
effort to communicate with us, however many of our questions posted in the fax 
sent by Richard Johnson on February 10th and again on April 16th remain to be 
answered. A further discussion by phone followed with Mr. Lee who informed us 
that the response being offered by Hydro One is incorrect and that the jurisdiction 
in dealing with the health concerns relies with our Provincial level ministries and not 
the federal Health Canada level.  This statement has obviously added complexity to 
the existing situation since this means everyone has been misinformed for the past 
year.   We request some clarification as to how this message could be relayed so 
late into the process and do not accept this as an adequate reply to our letter.  

We are also unclear as to who handles the EMF file and how we can make a 
presentation to Health Canada with regards to our concerns. We feel strongly that 
the weight of research we have warrants that we be given an opportunity to present 
our case for your consideration. We hereby request to meet with you both as well 
as Belinda Stronach, M.P.,  Lui Temelkovski M.P and  John Cummins, M.P. who 
have all expressed concerns regarding the EMF issues facing their respective 
constituents.  

As you are aware, Stop Transmission Lines Over People (S.T.O.P) is a community 
based group that has opposed a Hydro One project proposing to increase the 
frequency, height and voltage of a transmission lines running along a 24 kilometre 
corridor from Markham to Newmarket, Ontario. This proposal involved upgrading an 
existing corridor in close proximity to homes, schools and businesses.  You have 
informed us that the responsibility of regulating the construction of these projects 
falls under the provincial jurisdiction of the Ontario Energy Board.  We have been 
told by Hydro One and other provincial authorities that Health Canada is 

 
 
 
 
 



Page 2 

 2

responsible for determining all acceptable exposure levels for transmission lines 
and in the general environment.   

At the present time, Hydro One has temporarily withdrawn its application to proceed 
with the line expansion, while the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) and the Ontario 
Power Authority (OPA) conduct a review of all reasonable alternatives and 
considerations. Our initial meetings with the OPA , V.P.  Amir Shalaby and 
consultant Armen Kulidjian have indicated they to also do not know how the EMF 
concerns will be addressed.  The first step in this new process is to determine what 
Environmental Assessment Process will be applied in moving forward and we trust 
that your input will be required, given the overwhelming public concerns over the 
potential adverse health effects posed by Electro Magnetic Fields (EMFS) and we 
would like to point out a few areas of concern with regards to Health Canada’s 
official position on this issue. The Class Environmental Assessment   reviewed by 
the Minister of Environment, Honourable. Leona Dombrowsky received 653 “bump-
up” letter submissions requesting that a Full Environmental Assessment be 
conducted. They also documented the environmental and socio-economic 
concerns identified, and yet we still do not know how the public’s concerns will be 
addressed. In fact the concerns of thousands of people have been completely 
dismissed and disregarded in the EA process conducted by Hydro One to date.   

We are encouraged that the new Ontario Power Authority (OPA) CEO, Jan Carr 
has identified the York Region power supply issue as its first and most pressing 
priority, and as such we are hopeful that the OPA will conduct a proper and 
thorough integrated system planning process.  This said, our concern remains, in 
that neither the OEB nor the OPA have a mandate to fully address the socio-
economic and environmental concerns and they are uncertain how the EA process 
should be applied. To further complicate matters, overlapping federal and provincial 
jurisdiction raises questions as to how the public’s concerns are going to be 
addressed and when we will be given an opportunity to communicate face to face 
with those people that are responsible for protecting our environment and most 
importantly, public health.   

You stated in your letters of response that the issue of EMF has been a concern for 
Health Canada for many years and you referred to both scientific literature and 
research that you have actively participated in order to evaluate the possible effects 
of these fields. We are interested in discussing your findings and conclusions as 
well as recent research that forms the basis for our concern. 

You may recall a few questions that Richard Johnson, one of our Committee 
members, recently faxed to Gordon Taylor Lee. The April 12th response to 
Richard’s fax does not provide an answer to any of the questions posed, therefore I 
would like to once again forward the following questions to you: 

1.  When were Canada’s national EMF standards last reviewed with 
respect to prolonged EMF exposure above 2 mG? 
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2.  Where can we find the EMF research conducted by Health Canada 
that you referenced in your letter? 

3.  Who at Health Canada is responsible for maintaining up to date 
knowledge of EMF research and issues and what are their contact 
particulars? 

4.  What is our federal government’s current position on this issue, 
given the battles currently being fought in Ontario and B.C. and the 
recent battles in Edmonton, Newfoundland and Toronto?  As I am sure 
you are aware, there is wide spread concern surrounding prolonged 
EMF exposure as a result of recent scientific research and we feel that 
these concerns warrant further exploration and appropriate federal 
legislation in support of the WHO’s recommendation for “prudent 
avoidance of risk” with regards to EMFs. 

5.  When is a convenient time for Dr. Magda Havas and a small 
delegation to present recent research and our EMF health concerns?  

 
It is our hope that Health Canada and crown corporations of the Government will 
implement guidelines designed to safeguard the public from prolonged exposures 
to EMF levels above 2 to 4 mG.  A growing number of international jurisdictions 
have implemented much more stringent levels of protection according to the same 
research you claim is inconclusive and we would like to discuss Health Canada’s 
research in this area.   

We refer you to the following concept: 

“At some point a growing body of evidence of an association between 
a disease and a biologically active agent raises ethical as well as 
scientific questions. The ethical questioning becomes more pertinent if 
exposure is involuntary rather than voluntary.  A genuine scientific urge 
to resolve uncertainties over association between an imposed 
exposure and an incidence of disease, in a study population, cannot be 
allowed to obscure the fact that continued exposure takes on some 
aspect of human experimentation. At some point we have to decide 
who should have the benefit of the doubt, those who are exposed to, or 
those who emit, the agent in question.” 

(Dalton L, Social Policy and the Regulation of Electromagnetic Field Exposures, 
Radiation Protection in Australia (1993), Vol. 11, No.1) 

Other countries, like Australia, Italy and Sweden have put policies in place in an 
effort to practice prudent avoidance of risk pertaining to EMF exposure. There has 
also been legislation passed and judicial rulings in the United States that have 
recognized the importance of exercising prudent avoidance of the risks associated 
with EMFs. Furthermore, significant studies conducted by the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) and the International Agency for Research 
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on Cancer (IARC) have also recommended prudent avoidance of EMF risks. 
Adverse cumulative health effects have been documented in public records across 
the country and are also available in the NRC archives right in Ottawa at the 
following link. Referring to a study by Jamie Bigu in 1973,  interaction of 
electromagnetic fields and living systems with special reference to birds. LINK: 
http://cat.cisti.nrc.gc.ca/search/g?SEARCH=ltr-cs-113&searchscope=1 

We would also like to direct your attention to the U.S. Department of Health, Office 
of Women’s Health website at the following LINK: 
http://www.4woman.gov/napbc/catalog.wci/napbc/eti_workshop/assess_risk.html 

 

The above noted webpage quotes: 

“Ms. Banks also recommended that people take action to reduce their exposure 
without waiting for more conclusive evidence. She recommended the following 
prudent avoidance measures:  

• Utility companies should be required to inform homeowners about EMF.  

• All homeowners should have the EMF tested in their homes and should move 
beds (if indicated), step away from major appliances during their operation, and 
discard old clock radios and electric blankets.  

• Manufacturers of electric blankets and appliances should be required to indicate 
the EMF levels emitted from their products.  

• When new homes are constructed or when existing homes are sold, utility 
companies should be required to measure the EMF in the home.  

• Zoning laws should require a reasonable distance separating distribution lines 
and substations from senior and child care centers. 
  

• State departments of health should measure the EMF in all schools, hospitals, 
parks, and senior centers that are close to distribution lines and substations, and 
they should track the amount of electricity produced by substations and carried 
by lines. 
 

• The government should take a different approach to changing regulations 
that relate to health concerns. Specifically, government specialists should 
communicate better across agencies.” (emphasis by the author of this 
letter) 

  
We had already researched the websites your staff conveniently directed us to for 
further information. Many of our concerns are present on those sites (WHO and 
ICNIRP) also, however for inexplicable reasons those sites come to the conclusion 
that until cause and effect has been determined there is no need to implement 
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prudent avoidance of risk measures. This logic has not been applied in many other 
instances and we wonder why the clearly apparent link between EMF exposure and 
a doubling of risk of childhood leukemia at 4 mG is not given significant weight. We 
also take exception to a number of statements in your letters that we can clearly 
prove to be incorrect. One example is that there are clinical studies that indicate an 
increase in the speed of growth of breast cancer as a result of EMF exposure and 
some research indicates that miscarriage can be linked with EMF exposure. Please 
give us the opportunity to present these finding to you for your further consideration.  

Harmful effects are being experienced at far lower readings then those stated in 
many recommended guidelines and we simply ask why Canada would knowingly 
expose citizens to avoidable risks?  While you claim it is extremely unlikely to 
exceed safe limits in normal Canadian living and office environments, the question 
we ask is how can Health Canada allows large segments of the public to be 
subjected to EMF levels that many credible studies suggest could do or have done 
irreparable damage to their immune systems, leaving them further vulnerable to 
potential health effects?  

Our community has been and will be subjected to EMF levels of 7 to 10 mG and up, 
while typical exposures in North America are 2 mG. You will also be undoubtedly 
aware that the health risks commonly identified in many credible studies start in the 
2 to 4 mG range. We trust that it is not Health Canada’s position that it is not 
accountable to large segments of our population who live in close proximity to 
power lines, or who work in certain occupational settings, that result in their 
exposure to EMF levels that are well beyond “typical exposures”.  Given the 
deepening concern expressed by the public in York Region and throughout 
Canada, we feel that the issues we raise are worthy of action, and at the very least, 
they warrant further review and discussion. 

Once again, we see the value in requesting an opportunity for Dr. Magda Havas to 
present her research and opinion.  She has travelled extensively this year to 
present and share her findings to a number of countries around the world, including 
a presentation to the W.H.O. on October 25-27th, 2004 at an International Seminar 
and Working group in Prague. In presenting the cases of EMF hypersensitivity Dr. 
Havas states that Electrical Hypersensitivity:  

“Is a phenomenon where individuals experience adverse health effects while 
using or being in the vicinity of devices emanating electric, magnetic, or 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs).” 
 
“Whatever its cause, EHS is a real and sometimes a debilitating problem for 
 the affected persons, while the level of EMF in their neighbourhood is no greater  
than is encountered in normal living environments. Their exposures are generally  
several orders of magnitude under the limits in internationally accepted standards.” 
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There are many people feeling that this compelling research and the peak 
incidence of certain health problems could be the result of effects from 
electrification and our dependence on a highly technical modern environment 
coupled with exposure in the outdoor environments. This is an alarming and 
emerging trend that could easily be over burdening the health care system. Will we 
be faced with a potential cluster of future medical cases that could other wise have 
been avoided? We realise that Health Canada needs to weigh its recommendations 
carefully; however prudent avoidance measures must be recognised as having 
societal benefit. How many credible research studies does Health Canada require 
in order to warrant precautionary steps? 

Lastly, Hydro One has referred us to a January 20, 2005 position statement by the 
Federal Provincial Territorial Radiation Protection Committee (FPTRPC) for the 
general public on the Health Effects of Power Frequency (60 Hz) Electric and 
Magnetic Fields.  We feel that this position statement is inadequate, inaccurate and 
does not reflect the Precautionary Principle. We have consulted with Magda Havas 
for her professional opinion and we are happy to share her input in the following 
section. According to Magda Havas, 

“The Precautionary Principle is not about doing more research or following the 
research done elsewhere.  The Precautionary Principle is about “action”. She refers 
to Principle 15 of the 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, 
which states: 

“In order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be widely 
applied by States according to their capability.  Where there are threats of serious 
or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainly shall NOT be used as a 
reason for POSTPONING COST-EFFECTIVE MEASURES to PREVENT 
environmental degradation. What Hydro One proposes is a “delay in preventing 
environmental degradation” and this is inconsistent with the Precautionary 
Principle.” 

In addition, we support Magda Havas’ opinion that the document from the FPTRPC 
also misleads by omission.  The Committee states that EMFs don’t “cause” (i.e. 
initiate) cancer at this frequency but they don’t state that EMFs “promote” cancer. 
This is evident in “in vivo” and “in vitro” conditions. With Dr. Havas’ assistance in 
interpreting the scientific studies we understand that both initiation and promotion 
are important steps for cancer invading the body. Having said this, the public has 
no medical screening mechanism to determine who will be at greater risk for 
disease. Therefore, S.T.O.P. has recognized the value in maintaining a role in 
raising awareness of the issues involved to minimize the risks to the general public. 

Similarly, in item # 3 the FPTRPC states that epidemiological studies have not 
found an association between power frequency EMF exposure and adult cancers.  
This is false since occupational exposure involves exposure to power frequency 
EMFs (60 Hertz) and studies reveal increases in leukemia, brain, and breast cancer 
as well as miscarriages.   
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In this same point # 3 the FPTRPC also states that the evidence associating cancer 
in children with exposure to power frequency to EMF’s remains inconclusive.  On 
the contrary, the studies show an association with residential EMF exposure of 
children being accepted worldwide. It is also misleading since the same research 
has prompted legislation to be enacted and enforced to protect children in other 
jurisdictions around the world. The Draper study from the U.K. and the study from 
Yale University are recent accounts of further evidence.  

We have raised concerns for the children in these communities since there is a 
strong and consistent association that is dose-dependent with respect to children 
living with residential EMF exposure being at increased risk of leukemia. Hydro One 
would like us to believe that our concerns are merely a perceived risk. We want you 
to be aware of the elementary school, St. Monica Catholic School and Daycare 
Facility, which will close due to concerns surrounding the elevated EMF exposures, 
projected.  The York Catholic District School Board (YCDSB) has implemented a 
new prudent avoidance policy in which future school sites will not be within 200 
meters of hydro corridors. While this recognizes the need for increased distances it 
does not account for increased EMF exposures which Hydro One holds no regard 
for despite the free testing provided to members of the community. 

We would also like to refer to Professor Henshaw’s work, which shows that 
particles are charged near power lines because of the electric field.  Charged 
particles are more “sticky” and more chemically active and thus more potentially 
harmful when they enter the respiratory tract. 

Hydro One states that there are no epidemiological studies showing adverse effects 
near power lines that support Henshaw’s hypothesis.  This is false.  One outcome 
of Henshaw’s work is an increased incidence of lung cancer and at least 4 studies 
show this: 

1) A study by Armstrong et al. (1994) reported a 3-fold (statistically significant) 
increase risk of lung cancer among utility workers and a dose-response 
relationship, which suggests causation.   

2) Savitz et al. (1997) reported a 20% to 40% increase incidence (statistically 
significant) of lung cancer among utility workers in the United States.   

3) Floderus et al. 1999 reported excess lung cancers for both men and women 
occupational exposed to EMFs.   

4) Finally McDowal (1986) reported a standardized mortality ratio of 215 (which is 
a 2-fold increase) for residential power line exposure.  

 
  
Anthony Miller’s 1996 occupational study that was conducted by Ontario Hydro 
identified an eleven- fold increase in certain cancers, for those employees exposed 
to high EMF levels. His research findings have been disregarded by Hydro One. 
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Oxford University and staff from Yale University Cancer Research Centre also 
presented findings and statements that support our assertions and we would like to 
bring these to your attention. 

In conclusion, if Hydro One and other agencies look to Health Canada as an 
authorative body for guidance the need to recognize the public’s concerns in this 
regard needs to be taken very seriously since the current guidelines do not, in our 
opinion, protect the public’s health and contribute to certain corporations to not act 
in the public’s best interests. In fact, new analyses of older data have induced a 
revision in the views of many high level authorities including the utilities themselves. 
Some have even dramatically revised their own EMF statements to reflect more 
current approaches recognizing the societal benefit in minimizing exposures for the 
public. 

We appreciate your efforts towards addressing our concerns and look forward to 
your reply. We wish to defend the public’s interest through positive means at all 
levels of government and remain hopeful that you will provide an opportunity to 
have these discussions in an open and transparent manner, as has been promised 
by MP Belinda Stronach’s office. While we refer to you the health related 
environmental issues, we still have not had other socio-economic impacts related 
with this project mitigated and we will continue to defend our community through all 
possible legal means. 

 Please advise us as to your earliest availability and we will make ourselves 
available. These issues need to be addressed with the pending Ontario Power 
Authority and Ontario Energy Board Process being initiated with the first public 
consultation session being held in Richmond Hill, Ontario on May 4th,  2005.  The 
public’s patience and confidence in this provincial process has been thoroughly 
exhausted. As public officials please give this matter the attention it deserves. 

 

Sincerely, 

. 

Sue Fusco, 

STOP Representative on the Markham – Aurora Hydro One Task Force 
6 Allen Manor 
Markham, Ontario 
L6C 1B2 
 
Phone: 905-887-2173 
E-mail Address: suefusco@rogers.com 
Website Address: www.stop-emf.ca 




