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Committee met at 8.55 a.m.

FIST, Mr Stewart Anthony McKenzie (Private capacity)

CHAIR—I call the committee to order and declare open this public hearing of the
Environment. Communications, Information Technology and the Arts References Committee.
On behalf of the committee, I welcome all members of the public attending this hearing.
Today’s hearing in Sydney is the fifth public hearing of the committee’s inquiry into
electromagnetic radiation. The committee is hoping to table its report in March next year.

The committee is inquiring into the allocation of funding from the Commonwealth’s $4.5
million fund for electromagnetic radiation research and public information; current Australian
and international research into electromagnetic radiation and its effects as it applies to
telecommunications equipment, including, but not limited to, mobile telephones; the current
Australian interim standard as it applies to telecommunications; efforts to set an Australian
standard dealing with electromagnetic emissions; and the merits of the transfer of the
responsibility for setting a new Australian standard for electromagnetic emissions to the
Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency.

I welcome Mr Fist. The committee prefers all evidence to be given in public. However, you
may request at any time that your evidence or part of your evidence be given in private, and the
committee will consider any such request. I point out, however, that evidence taken in camera
may subsequently be made public by order of the Senate. I also remind witnesses that the giving
of false or misleading evidence may constitute a contempt of the parliament. Do you have any
comments you wish to make on the capacity in which you appear?

Mr Fist—I am a freelance journalist.

CHAIR—The committee has before it your submission No. 30, which it has published. Are
there any alterations or additions you wish to make to the submission at this stage?

Mr Fist—Yes. I have provided the committee with another set of papers, which back up what
I have been saying before. They are in the orange folders. I would like to speak to that in
general. I do not want to take people through such a wad of paper, but I do want to show
everyone that there is very substantial evidence for what I am saying.

CHAIR—Is it the will of the committee to accept this as a tabled document? There being no
objection, it is so ordered.

Senator TCHEN—Before questions start, I would like to raise a point with the witness. Mr
Fist, thank you for coming today and for providing the material here. As you have only just
provided the documents, I have had the chance to look through them only quickly. The purpose
of this committee is to find out facts about the various issues relating to electromagnetic
radiation and its impact on health and perhaps what government legislation should do about it,
But, reading through the summary you provided, it seemed to me that the basic thesis of your
submission is that there is a conspiracy of silence in the industry and in scientific research,
which will prevent us from finding out facts.
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Mr Fist—Not quite, Senator. The conspiracy, as far as the scientist entrepreneurs are
concerned, occurred many years ago. What I am saying is that there has been the development
of an offshoot of the public relations industry, which is devoted to the corruption of science.

Senator TCHEN—May I finish? I do not want to pre-empt what you wish to say, but having
read through some of your material, may I caution you that we would like to hear the facts as
you know them rather than your speculative drawing together.

CHAIR—The witness has already been warned about misleading information, and I suggest,
Senator Tchen, that we allow Mr Fist to make his presentation. At the end of that you can
perhaps make some judgments on what he says.

Senator TCHEN—I wished to caution Mr Fist because I noticed that a lot of his material
relates to the tobacco industry.

Mr Fist—My point is that the two are interconnected, and that is precisely what I wish to
speak about.

Senator TCHEN—Mr Fist, I look forward to hearing from you, but I just wish to caution
you not to draw too long a bow, please, because we are trying to find facts.

CHAIR—Senator Tchen, I think we must leave that judgment to the witness about whether it
is a long bow or not. Mr Fist, I invite you to make an opening statement.

Mr Fist—On the point before, though, I have some very confidential evidence that I would
like to give right at the end, if possible, which directly relates to the cellphone industry and how
major corruption has taken place in the science. I would like to give that in confidence in the
last couple of minutes; but I will be speaking to the cellphone issue all the way through.

CHAIR—When you reach the point at which you would like the committee to consider
going in camera, would you let us know and we will have a short private meeting to discuss
your request.

Mr Fist—Basically I am saying that, especially in the United States but also in parts of
Europe, particularly in Germany, there has been the development over the last few years of a
subset of the public relations industry which has specifically targeted science and scientists,
which has systematically corrupted the presentation of evidence, which attempts to control a
couple of scientific disciplines—mainly epidemiology and toxicology—and which very much
controls what is now being called ‘risk assessment’. This is why it directly relates to what this
committee is doing, because risk assessment is what you are on about.

Standard setting is to do with risk assessment. Risk assessment only appeared in the late
1980s. Basically, it is taking epidemiology and adding a political and economic dimension to it.
So you take the evidence that has been accumulated in various epidemiological and maybe
toxicological studies, you combine them all together, then you do a whole lot of rather pseudo
scientific calculations based on all of these probabilities and you come up with some figure that
you claim exhibits the risk of various chemicals or substances in the environment.
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What I would really like to show you is how this sort of thing has been organised in the
United States. Remember that virtually all of our environmental and public health regulations
really come down from the FDA, the EPA and the OSHA in the States—their regulatory
measures flow through. What happened in the tobacco industry is that it was at odds with the
other industries for many years because they were all trying to blame each other for the tobacco
lung cancer problem. So the tobacco industry was blaming the asbestos industry and the
asbestos industry was blaming the tobacco industry. You had this split-up between the two
groups, with the chemical industry on one side and the tobacco industry on the other.

At a certain point they realised that it was better to start working together—and you can see
this in the documents that are available. They mainly combined over what is called ‘tort reform’
in the States—which is product liability—to try to block product liability acts. But they also
combined in the redefinition of standards. One of the standards was called GEP—good
epidemiological practice. The aim of redefining that standard was to raise the bar so high that
no regulatory authority could jump over it. So you find the development of a whole series of
attempts to push the standards up, to define them in legislation and thereby set standards that the
regulatory authorities could not handle.

The second attack—and this is the one that is specifically on the cellphone industry—was
that they gradually took over the funding of research in America away from government funded
institutions. In the States, any university that is government funded must publish its results or
make them available. So the drift was over to research being done by private institutions and
private universities where it could be done under confidential contracts and probably the
majority of the cellphone research in the last few years has been done under confidential
contracts. We do not know how much because they are confidential. We just know occasionally
when things are mentioned at conferences.

The third attack was to take over the risk supervision of the three main institutions of the
American government, the EPA, the FDA and the OSHA, and these documents can show you
how that was done. In the time available I can only show you one little encapsulated view, but I
want to show you that what we have now with this recent release of tobacco documents is a
flood of evidence. Journalists like myself normally work in areas of paucity; we are scratching
to try and get enough evidence to connect things through. When you look at this stuff, and that
is why you have got so much of it, you will see that there is an absolute flood. There are 35
million documents now that have become available with the court accreditation on them.

The numbers you see on the side, those long numbers, they are called Bates numbers, and
Bates numbers mean that they have been passed through and are released under the Minnesota
court acts. So there is no doubt about these things. They show, as everyone now sees, a
systematic corruption of the science of tobacco. But, more than that, they reveal that the same
people and the same organisations that were doing this for the tobacco industry were also doing
it for the dioxin industry, which is the paper manufacturers and people who make pesticides,
and they are also exactly the same group that was contracted by the CTIA to run the cellphone
health industry.

I think I might just write the names of the key people on the board, if you do not mind. It
seems to me that the key person in this is a man called Thorne Autcher. Thorne Autcher is a
political operator from Florida and a Republican operator. I do not want to get into party
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political stuff, but you find that what happened was that it changed over a period of time. It
started off as a Republican thing but as the Democrats got in they started to introduce
Democrats, and in the States it is now bipartisan. Thorne Autcher was originally the head of the
OSHA, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, in the Reagan era, and he went out
and started an organisation called MBE, on which you will find a lot of documents in there,
along with a guy called Jim Tozzi. They started this lobby organisation called MBE, and that
started to throw off offshoots. It threw off a lot of offshoots like Federal Focus and then a whole
range of institutions which they used for laundering funds.

What connects Autcher into the cellphone industry is Dr George Carlo. The two of them were
in partnership in a company called Health and Environmental Sciences, and Health and
Environmental Sciences was a company that was contracted by the CTIA to run the wireless
technology research program, which is the one that has controlled all the cellphone research in
the USA for the last seven years. Carlo also has some associates. Dr Ian Munro worked with
him in the dioxin days for the Chlorine Institute. Dr Munro is part of HES, but he also has a
company called Cantox. You get totally confused with all of these names—you will find out
after a while that there are thousands of them. Another one is Dr Michael Levors. All of those
four people operate together in this sort of combine. They are the ones that were running the
wireless technology research program. In addition, the cellular telephone industry used Burson-
Marsteller, B&M, as the main public relations company, and that was the key one in the tobacco
industry. You will find, right through all of those papers, it was Burson-Marsteller who were
organising the main tobacco industry stuff.

There is also a secretive organisation—certainly in Australia it is not known at all, but in
America it is called APCO. APCO is actually a public relations company that specialises in
science and specialises in what they call grassroots organisations in the States. APCO boasts of
being able to float new grassroots organisations for anything you want. You will find that there
are hundred of them in there. The two main ones—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Can I interrupt? You have given us a whole range of names and
a whole range of organisations and you have made reference to developments in American
politics. I am unaware of any relationship or connection to the subject matter of this inquiry. It
is about standards. Do you mind developing the point? The points you are making here are
meaningless to this person—there is no relevance. Is there a point to it?

Mr Fist—The whole point to it is that without science you do not set standards. There is no
way to set standards unless you know that the science has any relevance whatsoever.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You have put names on the board: Tozzi, Carlo, Munro, Le Vois,
and a range of acronyms for various organisations. There is no connection—I am not aware
what you are asserting.

Mr Fist—The connection is the corruption of the whole wireless technology research
process, which has gone on since 1993 and has been the world’s major source of information
about cellphone health. This corruption is systematic. I am losing you, I can see that. There is a
whole range of organisations that APCO floats and one of them is called TASSC—The
Advancement of Sound Science Coalition. You will find a lot of papers in there about how that
was floated off. That started as a tobacco industry thing and then it became wider, and it now
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incorporates a number of the major companies that have a pollution or poisoning problem. One
of those is the cellphone industry. The guy who runs that is also involved in this sort of work.
You will find the propaganda in those papers.

The point that I am really trying to make here is that there has been this systematic
organisation of what I would call anti-science. It is the deliberate manipulation of science: the
choice of scientific programs which are guaranteed to form zero results and the presentation of
information in public in a way that does not match what is written in the documents. Quite
frankly, when you sit and spend a year, as I have done, with these trying to trace these
connections, you can be left with absolutely no doubt that there is no scientific guarantee
whatsoever that the standards we choose have anything to do with safety. They are not based on
science at all, because the science is highly suspect.

Dr Carlo was the main leader of the wireless technology research organisation, and he had a
major bust-up with the CTIA when his contract ran out—quite a complex thing. Carlo left and
has now become what they call a turncoat. He is now saying the science was corrupt, and in the
documents you will find that there is a letter from him to the head of the AT&T, and he sent it to
the whole lot of them, saying, ‘Look, we found this, this, this and this. There is no guarantee of
safety with cell phones.’ I will just leave it at that.

Basically this is my thesis. I know journalists are not supposed to consider that there is any
such thing as conspiracy. We are told repeatedly that we are conspiracy theorists. This went
beyond conspiracy seven years ago. It is a corrupt industry that has developed purely for the
purposes of squashing regulation. If you look at the orange documents No. 1, you will find there
a series of documents that show how they took over under the Bush administration the role of
supervision of the regulatory authorities, the EPA, FDA and OSHA. You can see Covington and
Burling’s document there which talks about setting up grassroots committees, and then you will
see a bit further on—

CHAIR—Covington and Burling: what sort of organisation is that?

Mr Fist—Covington and Burling are the major tobacco industry joint representatives. They
are supposedly a law firm but what they do is actually act as a block. The great breakthrough in
attacking the tobacco industry was that the lawyers had acted as a block between the scientists
and the tobacco companies, so the scientists did not ever deal directly with the tobacco
companies. The scientists dealt with the lawyers, and the lawyers dealt with their clients, the
tobacco companies, and therefore they were able to use the client privilege of lawyers not to
allow discovery of any of the documents linking the two. So the scientists travelled around the
world saying, ‘We don’t work for the tobacco companies and have never taken a penny from
them, we are independent, and here is our evidence.’

The major breakthrough in getting all of these documents out was that they charged the
lawyers, the scientists and the tobacco companies with conspiracy and then the client privilege
no longer existed. When that happened, it created an absolute panic with George Carlo and his
associates in the cellphone industry because exactly the same thing had happened there. If you
look at the shonky entrepreneurs, they all have a law degree as well as their epidemiological
degree or biomedical degree. So you found that exactly the same thing happened. They went
into a panic, and in the wireless technology research program the scientists in fact went on
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strike for nearly a year until they could get the CTIA to agree to indemnify them if they ever get
caught.

I do not know how to simplify it any more. There is no way to simplify it because we are
dealing with 35 million documents of which I have probably looked through about 5,000 to
6,000. I have downloaded about a thousand of them and then I have tried to cull them down to
give you people a picture, but I still ended up with two great wads of material and a whole lot of
other stuff that I have got here. There is no way to simplify it, because you have got to wade
through it to see the connections. But the connections are there, the evidence is there and this is
what has been happening in the cellphone industry. I think I will leave it at that and let the
committee challenge me.

CHAIR—Perhaps I can start by asking you, Mr Fist, about the Australian connection. You
have had an opportunity presumably to observe the industry here in this country. Does it directly
use those kinds of organisation you talk about in the United States? What is the pattern of
challenge in terms of the science here this country, and is there a relationship?

Mr Fist—No, the science in this country is particularly good. The countries that stand out
around the world are Australia, England and Sweden. The most corrupt science countries are
America by far, Germany and some of the Scandinavian countries like Finland, which in the
cellphone area depend totally on the cellphone industry for funding all sorts of research. In the
States the government withdrew totally from funding research. The EPA and the FDA were both
doing a lot of research. In fact, at one stage the EPA classed cellphones as a potential
carcinogen. They got stopped from doing that and they got their research rights taken away
from them. So since about 1994-95 until now research has been totally in the hands of the
cellphone industry.

In the UK there has been a bit of research done and that is done through independent
universities. It is pretty good and you can see what is happening. In Australia we have so far
managed to keep right out of this corruption business. In Sweden they have managed to keep
out of it pretty well even though they have got Ericsson there. So, no; it is pretty good in
Australia. That does not mean that we are not subject to the same problems, because we make
our standards on the basis of evidence accumulated in corrupt countries. By far, the USA is the
major one here.

CHAIR—You refer in your submission a number of times to the Adelaide study on mice. Do
you have a view about the second study, the almost replication study, which uses part of the
Commonwealth’s $4.5 million as its funding base? Do you have a view about how that research
should be funded, the status of the replication so-called, and whether that work is of value?

Mr Fist—Yes and no. I have nothing against the Adelaide people. That study found
something dramatic like the first Adelaide hospital study, which found a 2.4 times increase in
the lymphomas of mice after only two hour exposures a day. Mice live for only 18 months, so it
is very short in human terms. DNA is DNA so when you are getting those sorts of lymphoma
changes, you are getting DNA breaks exactly the same as you would expect in humans. DNA
breaks all the time, of course, but with people you repair them differently. When you want to
replicate such a study, first of all you do not replicate it with the same people who did the study
the first time because they have a vested interest in covering up their mistakes or in supporting
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the same group that funded them in the first place. I am not saying that that is what is
happening, but I am saying that, as a principle, you never ask the same group to replicate the
study.

CHAIR—The NHMRC argues that there were only two people on the study who were on the
previous team—I think that is two out of five.

Mr Fist—That still largely defeats it. It is a bit like justice needing to be seen to be done.
When studies are replicated, that study will be open to attack whatever happens. If it comes out
the same as before, everyone is going to say they were covering their tracks. If it comes out
totally different, they are going to be saying they are trying to get Telstra funds again. You
really needed to shift that study away. The reason it was done again in the same place is that
Australia really has only one decent animal house capable of doing this work. You need very
expensive exposure systems. That is really what my original submission was about; we need to
develop a major facility for the study of long-term insidious effects. I do not hold that
cellphones are a potential immediate threat to anyone; I think cellphone handsets against the
side of the head have the potential to produce very large-scale increases in some specific
diseases, mainly connected with immune systems, in the long term. That is what I think the
evidence shows.

I have the world’s largest site of the abstracts of scientific research publications, and when I
go through them I find about 60 per cent of them show effects from non-ionising radiation—in
other words cellphones and frequencies around there—which are claimed to be impossible. The
rate of effects—I am not saying significant effects; I am just saying effects—is quite
extraordinarily high. If you go to my cellphone site you will find them all marked there and you
can flick through them and have a look at them. It is very hard for lay people to look at these
sorts of studies and come to any sort of conclusion. But things are happening that should not be
happening, and that is the worry. It is not that there is proof that cellphones are dangerous. It is
that there is this constant niggling evidence coming from very good scientists who keep
pointing in the same direction—that 50 years down the track we might have problems. I do not
mind using a cellphone myself. I do not have one but my wife has one; I borrow it. But I do say
to my son, ‘For God’s sake, stop using it all the time. Cut your usage down, because you have
got 50 years of exposure. I have only got a couple.’

This comes back to the standards: are the standards adequate? I do not think the ICNIRP
standard is any better or any worse than any other standard. The only thing it lacks is honesty: it
needs a precautionary statement. It needs to say: these standards are set in the absence of
evidence, not in the presence of evidence, and therefore you are wise to limit your use of these
things, especially if you are a young person.

CHAIR—One of the terms of reference of the committee is to examine the standards process
here. Of course we have had some fairly dramatic changes in that standard setting, with various
committees being dissolved and ARPANSA picking up the responsibility. Do you have a view
as to what is an appropriate standard setting body for a matter such as this, or of what has gone
on in the past year or so?

Mr Fist—Certainly standards should not be set by an organisation with a vested interest in it.
Around the world, health standards were derived from what were EMC compatibility standards.
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In the early days, the standards were all set by electrical engineers who set them on the basis of
noninterference with nearby equipment. So you have all of these standards designed not to
interfere with equipment around them. In various areas like hospitals, you have more protection
needed and all that sort of thing. When the cellphone health thing first blew up in 1993, all they
did was tack the word ‘safety’ into the standard and virtually reissued it.

In order to escape some of the problems that that created, they then started to change the
standard subtly. For instance, for years in the States they allowed an exception to the standard
for any handheld device under seven watts—in other words, a cellphone. So you set these
radiation standards, you call them health standards and then you allow exceptions for the one
device that is put up to the side of the head to transmit! This is absolutely ludicrous. That has
been revised a number of times, and the cellphones are also lowering their power output, which
is good. The new CDMAs are a lot better than the GSMs, by a long way. But what has
happened is they have progressively changed the wording of standards or changed the
definitions.

One example is that they originally decided on a certain SAR value, a specific absorption rate
value, calculated on the basis of one gram of human tissue. In other words, it was not supposed
to exceed a certain change over one gram of tissue. Then they changed that to say ‘averaged
over 10 grams’. By averaging it, what it means is that one or two of them might exceed it as
long as the others do not. Now they are starting to talk about averaging it over a kilogram—
1,000 grams. You can see that what they do is they gradually edge the thing away from what
was originally thought to be a safe standard to suit the requirements of their devices.

There is another standards change that took place a little while ago, regarding extremities.
The wording is ‘body tissue’. They then defined ‘hands’ as not being ‘body tissue’ because it is
an extremity. The hand was around the phone and therefore getting a higher than normal
allowable level. Then they found a little while ago that certain phones were overheating tissues
in the ears, so they have now defined ‘ears’ as an extremity. All of these things are just used to
move the safety standard, relax it, take it out, and allow the equipment manufacturers to operate
within it.

Senator MARK BISHOP—What are your qualifications in the area of electromagnetic
radiation?

Mr Fist—In the physical electromagnetic radiation area, none at all; no formal qualifications.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Scientific degrees?

Mr Fist—I have a postgraduate degree in optometry, which is a Bachelor of Science degree
plus a year of specialised study, and then I became a specialist contact lens practitioner. If you
look on the inside of the orange folder, you will find all my qualifications there.

Senator MARK BISHOP—But none specifically in this area that the inquiry is attending to,
of electromagnetic radiation?

Mr Fist—There is no-one who has a specific electromagnetic radiation qualification in the
world. It combines experts from electrical engineering that work in the field of dosimetrics; it
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has molecular biologists who are looking at how cells work at an electrical level; it has chemical
biologists—it has all sorts of people in there.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Do you have qualifications in all of those areas?

Mr Fist—No.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Do you have qualifications in any of those areas?

Mr Fist—No. Formal qualifications?

Senator MARK BISHOP—Formal qualifications from recognised universities?

Mr Fist—No. But one of the qualifications you will find a majority of the people writing
papers have is epidemiological. A little while ago I thought it would be interesting to find out
how easy it was to get an epidemiological qualification, so I approached the American Society
of Epidemiologists, said I was an optometrist, gave them the rough outline of a paper that I was
thinking of writing, and it would cost me $120 to have that qualification and be a member of the
American College of Epidemiologists. I would also publish it—

Senator MARK BISHOP—I can write to any of a dozen firms that advertise on the back
page of the Economist every week and buy a PhD from the University of San Francisco or the
University of the South Pacific for $100. We know they are sharpies.

Mr Fist—We are talking here about the premier ones—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Excuse me. We know there are charlatans in a whole range of
areas. What I asked you was: do you have qualifications from recognised universities or
institutions in the fields you just identified—not whether you can buy a dodgy thing for $100? I
know you can buy dodgy things for $100.

Mr Fist—It was not a dodgy thing. I am talking about the premier association of
epidemiologists in America. I am not talking about a dodgy second-rate backstreet thing. What I
am saying is that everyone has qualifications around this area because there is no single
qualification that works. Dr Bill Guy, who is the president of the Wireless Technology Research
organisation, has no biological qualifications whatsoever. I am sorry, but you have to apply the
same standards to the people who are setting these standards as you do to me.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I do. A range of the people that have come to date to this inquiry
and have given evidence have recognised higher degrees and postdoctoral and postgraduate
qualifications from recognised universities in a range of the medical and scientific fields that
have an interest in this inquiry. My simple question to you was: do you have such similar
criteria to attach to yourself? Your answer is no. That is the only point. You choose to come
forward and offer a range of criticism of a range of scientists and institutes that have given
evidence. You choose to come forward and run the argument that there is a worldwide
conspiracy to reduce or eliminate standards. Having put that argument, you lead with your chin,
Mr Fist.
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Mr Fist—Sorry, but the qualifications required to do what I did up there are the qualifications
of a journalist, which I do have. I am an investigative journalist that specialises in high-
technology areas. My background is paramedical. I have run a major company that has done
meta-analysis and metaresearch on all of these occupational health issues for government
departments. They have never questioned my qualifications to do that.

Senator MARK BISHOP—No, but you question the qualifications and the research finding
of a large number of individuals and organisations, and you say that their findings are either
corrupted or misleading or manipulative, or not based on good science, and hence, as you just
said then, ‘suspect’.

Mr Fist—Let me give you an example. One of the studies that the Wireless Technology
Research organisation is very proud of is an epidemiological study looking at brain cancers in
Thailand among cellphone users. They went in there and they did all the studies. Just look at
these facts. First of all, cellphones were not widely used in Thailand until a couple of years ago.
Brain cancers have an incipient period of about 10 years, so in other words you would not really
expect things to change much anyway. Thailand is notoriously bad for keeping medical records.
Thailand is also a country that has a lot of pseudomedical practitioners, and one of the favourite
tricks in Asia is, in villages and places like that where people are not educated, to diagnose
brain cancer and cure it with herbs. So how the hell do you do a study in cellphone and brain
cancers in a place like Thailand? It is just completely ludicrous. It does not require me to have
any sort of medical qualifications to show that that is a ludicrous sort of study. That is the sort of
study that I am talking about. If you also look at what Dr George Carlo is now saying, he is
saying the same thing.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Do you assert that cellphones cause brain cancers?

Mr Fist—No, I do not. I assert that we do not know whether cellphones do, and there is no
such thing as cause when you are dealing with cancers. You are dealing with a multicausal type
of problem. Usually a cancer takes the accumulation over a period of time of about five or six
assaults on the DNA before tissues become cancerous. It only requires one cell to start to go
into a division phase before you get cancers developed, if the immune system is down. There is
no such thing as cellphones causing cancers; cellphones may be contributing to cancers. And
the fact that the cellphone is up against the side of the head is a pretty good indication that you
want to check before you go giving them a safe—

Senator MARK BISHOP—You have written in an article that literally hundreds of studies
have fingered long-term exposure to radiofrequencies as potentially carcinogenic. Do you recall
that article?

Mr Fist—No, but I have written that sort of thing 20 times.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That is right. Can you refer the committee to those studies?
Almost without exception, all of the studies that we have been referred to and the evidence
given to us comes to the opposite conclusion to what I have just quoted you have argued.

Mr Fist—If you go to my web site, you will find 504 abstracts. You will find them all
marked in the index as to whether they have found effects which suggest the potential for these
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things. I am not saying that they prove anything. You cannot prove in these areas anything
except by the accumulation of evidence from a whole lot of study.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I could not think of a form of words that was less finite or direct
or more nebulous than you have just used—potential for effect. That is not very strong, is it?

Mr Fist—Can you show me a study that proves that tobacco causes cancer?

Senator MARK BISHOP—My understanding is that there are numerous studies that show a
direct scientific causal link between tobacco use and cancer.

Mr Fist—Well, that is not my reading of it, and I have been reading this stuff for 20 years.
There is no study that directly shows a causal link with cancer. A whole lot of studies
accumulated over a period of time indicate the strong probability that that is occurring.

Senator MARK BISHOP—No, not strong probability—direct causal link.

CHAIR—Let us not argue but just ask questions.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Thank you for that advice. I asked for reference to supporting
evidence that literally hundreds of studies have fingered long-term exposure to radio
frequencies as potentially carcinogenic, and you have referred us to abstracts of 500 articles on
your web site.

Mr Fist—It is pretty hard to suggest that I am not providing you with evidence when I am
providing you with 504 studies and a very large number of them indicate the possibility,
because they show carcinogenic type actions. When a cell goes into a division stage it produces
a chemical called ODC, and when you do cell cultures and you irradiate them with cellphone
type radiations you get a flush of this ODC. You also get what is called calcium efflux. There
are quite a few studies in this document that point to the same sorts of things. A lot of top
scientists working in this field have said for many years that these things are potentially
carcinogenic and we need to do a lot more research.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That is the point. They say it might have damaging
consequences, it might have serious adverse health consequences, it might be potentially
harmful in a carcinogenic sense to human beings or to children, but not one study we have been
referred to actually comes to that finding or that conclusion and is replicated. And that is the
point. You might be right. There might be this vast conspiracy theory out of the United States to
eliminate standards in the cellphone industry and all of these individuals and firms and people
might be active or passive agents putting that argument, and the whole scientific world in the
countries you mentioned, excluding Australia and the UK, might be corrupt or fools and doing
the work of these people in the United States. But no-one—not yourself, not the various groups,
not the scientific community, not the agencies, not the government—has been able to show us
one piece of replicated scientific evidence that does anything more than suggest or have a
probability or give cause for concern or show the potential. That is all they do.

Mr Fist—What you are using is the word ‘replicated’ there. When a scientist—
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Senator MARK BISHOP—I am just asking for some hard, scientific evidence.

Mr Fist—Yes. What you are asking for, though, is a simple solution to an extremely complex
problem. It is like saying, ‘Give me one piece of evidence that shows the cause of Alzheimer’s.’
No-one can do that. They can show you a hundred things that seem to be pointing towards
various things and over a period of time they narrow it in. Very often these things are
multicausal, so you get multiple forms of cause.

Whenever anything impacts on the immune system, you have also got problems that there is
no one-to-one relationship. In the old days we had a single disease, and you invented a drug,
you plugged into people and it knocked off that disease. It was a simple one-to-one causal
relationship. Nowadays, those things, like smallpox, measles and malaria, have all been
knocked off. What we are dealing with now are multicausal long-term insidious effects which
often have a number of different outcomes. If you start to attack the immune system, which is
what the Adelaide hospital experiment was most concerned about—they found B cell
lymphomas, which they should not have found—then you have got the potential for all sorts of
diseases, not a single outcome. This is the problem.

On the question of replication, if a scientist does a study and produces a certain result, then
replication needs to be done by someone else. Who is going to fund the replication?
Independent universities are not going to fund the replication because their interest is in
advancing into new areas. The only people who have the money to fund replication when
adverse effects are found are the cellphone companies and the government. The government
does not fund it around the world and the cellphone companies have no interest in funding
replication of adverse effects, at least not in public release, so you get pseudo replications.

Far more important in a lot of cases than replication are confirmation studies. I was saying the
protocol for that Thai epidemiological study was flawed. If you replicate the study in another
country, you get the same flaws. You get possibly the same result because you have got the
same flaws. What is more important than replication is confirmation, and you will find that a lot
of these studies have different approaches that come to the same end conclusion, and that is
confirmation studies.

Senator MARK BISHOP—What solutions do you propose that this committee adopts to the
potential problems that you think are identified from the use of cellphone technology? Do we
ban them, do we ban their sale or use to minors, do we put standards on the box or the unit
itself?

Mr Fist—I think cellphones are an extremely good and extremely useful device, and I have
one in my pocket that is my wife’s. I would not ban them at all. I would say that we ought to
apply what is called the ALARA principle, using technologies which have the lowest output as
reasonable, and the CDMA type phone is far better than the GSM, so we ought to be migrating
towards that. We ought to be doing things like questioning whether putting the antenna on the
top is better than putting antennas on the bottom where it is away from brain. We ought to be
saying, ‘Let’s not give these things to teenagers and allow them to talk for five hours a day.’ We
ought to be looking at where we site cellphone towers.

Senator MARK BISHOP—How do you stop that?
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Mr Fist—You do it the same way you stop smoking. You try and do promotion to have
precautions, saying, ‘Look, these things are not proven safe, you would be wise not to do this
with your children.’ You are not going to ban it, you are not going to stop it. I am actually one of
the main advocates in Australia, if you look at my writings, of more use of radio in Australia
than they use elsewhere in the world because we have more spectrum than anyone else in the
world on a per capita basis. I am a great advocate of more use of radio in the country areas and
of using it better in the city.

I am not an advocate of banning cellphones, but I am saying that we do not know whether
these things are dangerous, and therefore we ought to take precautions. We need to accept the
standards that are in existence because there is no alternative; the science does not prove
anything yet. We ought to add a precautionary principle to them. We ought to have them sold
with a label which gives some sort of SAR value, which gives people some sort of indication of
whether they are high output or not. These are 0.6 of a watt output. When GSM first came along
they thought they would need 20 watts output, and there were a series of class standards with 20
watts as the peak one. If you were putting 20 watts out into an antenna on, say, the bull bars of a
car that was going through the city, people alongside you on a corner would be getting a pretty
solid dose from those sorts of things.

You have got to say, ‘Let’s keep these standards down,’ and you are not going to do that if
you just allow the standards to be set the way they are. The reason why this committee exists is
because there was an argument between the industry people in ARPANSA and the community
representatives, not over the standards—they all accepted that the ICNIRP standard was as good
as any—but over the addition of a precautionary principle. That ought to tell you something. It
is not that you have got a whole lot of wacky activists in that committee saying, ‘We have got to
throw cellphones out.’

What you have got is people saying, ‘Until we know, you have got to tell people to take
precautions,’ and that is precisely what my position has been. I am in favour of saying that the
problems are probably to do with handsets more than they are to do with cellphone towers, but I
still do recognise that some research at low level, long term, at the sort of cellphone tower level
does show some rather worrying signs on occasions. Therefore, I would say, for God’s sake let’s
not put these over the top of schools. Let’s not put them—not over the top, but next to schools
where they beam a high level into schools and the kids are there for five or six hours a day.
Let’s not do that. It does not make sense to do that. Let’s take sensible precautions—that is all I
am saying.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So you believe this committee is designed to establish and
implement a precautionary principle because such could not be agreed between community and
industry reps at the relevant standard committee?

Mr Fist—That is one part of it, but what my submission was about basically was saying we
need to have a decent institute that looks at the research, does its own research, but accumulates
research. The reason why I have got the world’s largest site of abstracts is because I am the only
one that has bothered collecting the damn things. How do scientists around the world come to
grips with what information is out there without having access to all the previous research? It is
scattered all over the world in different languages, in different journals. No-one has ever
bothered to try and bring it together again, and now I have got scientists all around the world
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who are sending me stuff and writing to me constantly simply because I just took it on myself to
bring this stuff together. And that is another job that this institute should take over.

Senator TCHEN—I do have a few questions but I am conscious of the time, so I might pass.

CHAIR—Mr Fist, you did indicate you would want to consider asking for the committee to
go in camera. Do you want to do that now?

Mr Fist—Just for a couple of minutes, if you do not mind.

CHAIR—Just before we break to consider that request, do you want to give us some
arguments as to why that is necessary?

Mr Fist—I have some documents which show how the peer review process, which everyone
puts such a lot of emphasis on in the cellphone industry, and one very critical study that I am
sure you have come across and heard about was not as it seems. I have the documents. I can
show you the documents. They were given to me in confidence and I have cleared it with them
that I can show them to you. They were given to me to protect me from defamation. The reason
I do not want to reveal them is because they could destroy the career of a very good scientist,
and I would like to show them to you and just discuss them and then take the documents back.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Take them back.

Mr Fist—Yes, I want to take the documents back.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Do you want them as part of the record?

Mr Fist—No.

CHAIR—As I mentioned in my opening statement, the Senate could overturn a decision of
the committee should it do that.

Proceedings suspended from 9.55 a.m. to 9.56 a.m.
CHAIR—Mr Fist, the committee has decided it does not want to take the evidence in

camera, so the matter is up to you as to whether you proceed without going in camera.

Mr Fist—I will tell you what it is but I cannot show you or leave you the documents. The
peer review process is one that puts immense power in the hands of the editor of the peer review
magazine. There are two major magazines in this area, and one is—

Senator TCHEN—I am sorry, Mr Fist, I think that has come back to my point at the
beginning. If you wish to make a certain allegation, it will need to be substantiated, and the
committee—

Mr Fist—Then allow me to substantiate it.
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Senator TCHEN—No, the committee would be happy for you to substantiate it, but not
under the condition that you impose on us.

Mr Fist—Okay.

Senator TCHEN—So, without that substantiating evidence, I would suggest that you do not
make those allegations.

CHAIR—Nonetheless, that is a suggestion, Mr Fist, which you can accept or not.

Mr Fist—No, I do not accept it.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You are making an assertion, an allegation, you claim you have
supporting material, we are not going to receive the supporting material—it is worthless making
such comments. Let us see the material, let us examine it—put it on the table.

Mr Fist—I am sorry, but it is going to destroy the career of someone and I am not willing to
do that. It was given to me in confidence to be used only to protect myself against defamation. I
am not willing to give it to you—I am sorry.

Senator TCHEN—We appreciate that.

Mr Fist—Okay. I am quite happy to finish where I am.

CHAIR—Good. I would be quite happy for you to continue, Mr Fist, if there is something
more you want to say. You are quite at liberty to do that.

Mr Fist—I could talk to you for a couple more hours on this.

CHAIR—I think you probably could.

Mr Fist—Just to sum up, my problem is that I find myself between the two groups. The
activists I think often take very irrational views about the threats of cellphones. They try and
recruit me constantly to all of these demonstrations about siting of towers. I sympathise with
them; I would not want one in my backyard. I cannot for the life of me say that there is
substantial evidence against cellphone towers. There is some evidence against the low levels
experienced with cellphone towers, and there is a growing amount of evidence against the
accumulation of towers in certain sites where you get television transmitters, you get radio
transmitters and you get cellphones, and you get what they are now referring to as a blue smog
effect. People in those areas are being exposed to low levels over their lifetime 24 hours a day,
whereas a cellphone user is only getting a high level against the side of his head for a couple of
hours of day.

I am constantly in conflict with the activist groups over what I think are ludicrous claims, and
the way in which they hunt around and find 300 strange diseases that they all believe are being
caused by cellphone exposure. You cannot do what they do, and it is done out of ignorance. But
at the same time I find that the industry position over the years has been one of constantly lying
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to everyone about the 6,000 supposed studies that prove safety. That is a complete lie from start
to finish. I have tried for years to get out of them a list of 60 of those 6,000 studies that they can
show me that I can then go and check, and they have never done that. They finally, as you will
see in the papers I originally sent you, put up on their site four, and every one of those four is
just ridiculous.

So the cellphone industry itself has never tried to prove safety and has certainly just
constantly lied about the evidence and what they say is the mass of scientists who support their
position. That is just complete rubbish. I know most of the bioelectrical magnetic scientists. I
am constantly asked to speak at conferences around the world, I mix with them, I have dinner
with them, I talk to them all the time—they do not support that position whatsoever. When you
say a mass of scientists, you are including people who are specialists in toenails; you are not
dealing with people who know the research. When you look at the people who know and
research, you find that a majority of them—a vast majority, I would say—are worried.

The other thing is the industry’s complete lack of regard for health. I have documents—I can
show them to you, they are okay—given to me from the Department of Trade and Industry’s
research laboratory in England. In 1989, the original research into GSM turned up this
interference effect that was going to stuff up hearing aids and all sorts of things, and there is a
whole series of documentation there where they are saying this stuff has potential for health
effects. Nothing was done—that was 1989—and now we are 11 years down the track and still
nothing is being done. So that is the problem. We have got to get something done. We have to
get it done through some sort of an institute which is separate from industry and which is
funded separately from industry. I think the only way to do it is a levy on the hand phones
themselves.

People are spending on average $1,200 a year on these things. For God’s sake, they should be
able to spend another $5 or $10 a year to find out whether they are safe. You fund by a levy, and
therefore it is not on the budget and not subject to budget cuts. You keep it independent within
the CSIRO, where people will trust it, where the money does not get sloughed off into other
CSIRO research. You accumulate the evidence. So you have two sides to it. One is pulling in
evidence from around the world, and the other one is running a damn good animal house which
is especially set up for low-level insidious problems. If you are going to try and use an animal
house, just a standard one which is normally used for, say, drug testing, and you are trying to
investigate the potential effects of cellphone towers, how do you protect the animal house? You
have got to shield it. No-one does that. You have got to have specially built facilities to look at
these things, and no-one in the world is really doing this.

I just think it is a very good way that Australia could get another premier research institute
aiming at long-term insidious problems, which always get shunted to the back because short-
term critical medical problems are always researched first, naturally. You need to create this
institute that looks at these long-term problems. You have a way of funding it and you have a
way of concentrating on a single problem with all of these various scientists—the dosimetrics
people, the molecular biologists, the normal biologists, epidemiologists and all of those
people—in one institute where they can cross-fertilise, where they can collect and collate
information. You would have a chance of doing something substantial. Until you do that, you
really cannot set standards. All you can say is that we need to take precautions.
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CHAIR—Thank you, Mr Fist, for your submissions and for appearing before us today.

Senator TCHEN—Thank you, Mr Fist. I would like to say to you that I am intensely curious
on what your evidence would be but, under the conditions, fairness and equity is important as
well.

Mr Fist—I understand, but you have to understand my position too. It is okay.
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[10.07 a.m.]

HART, Dr Peter Michael, Consultant, OneSteel Market Mills

HEIGHT, Dr Trevor Maxwell, Manager, Technology, OneSteel Market Mills

WATERS, Mr Ian Jeffrey, Technical Superintendent, OneSteel Market Mills Pipe and
Tube

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee has before it your submission No. 77, which has been
published. Are there any alterations or additions you want to make to that document at this
stage?

Dr Height—Not to that one, but we have handed out new documents for a presentation we
wish to make today. OneSteel Market Mills has a variety of induction heaters. The reason that I
am here is because we consider this inquiry to be very important to our business. Dr Peter Hart,
who was taken on board 2½ years ago as a consultant to help us with what we should do in
terms of improvement, and Ian Waters is one of our experts.

CHAIR—Could I clarify one thing: this new document is what you are going to show us on
the presentation?

Dr Height—Yes. We would like to take about 10 minutes of your time to go through that.
There is obviously a lot more information there than we can cover in 10 minutes, but what we
would like to do is to take you through the things that we are about to say now.

Overhead transparencies were then shown—

Dr Height—Induction heating is commonly employed by large and small manufacturing
companies in the metals industry for a variety of purposes. We believe that human exposure
standards for magnetic fields that are developed for communications applications are
inappropriate for the metals industry. As a consequence, we believe that there should be a
separate standard for the frequency range employed by the metals industry.

I would like to take you through the reasons why we make those statements. Firstly, Peter will
take us through the differences in the spectrum that we are using, and then Ian will take you
through the types of equipment we use with examples so that you get an idea of what it is.

Dr Hart—The second slide, which Trevor is about to put up, illustrates in very basic form
the principle that is applied. A high frequency magnetic field plays on the metal part and
induces current in it, which heats the metal.

On the next slide, page 3, the point that is being made is that these fields are very localised.
They are bound to the coil. The magnetic field does not radiate off from that source and
measurements show a very rapid fall-off of fields from the source of the fields.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—When you heat the metal, radiation emits as localised emission.
Is that what you are saying?

Dr Hart—Radiation I think is the wrong term. It is a localised effect in the vicinity of the coil
and it does not radiate away from that place. On the fourth slide, this slide illustrates in general
terms the frequency range that is applied in the metals industry, starting from zero frequency.
The aluminium industry uses power at zero frequency. At about 100 hertz there is bulk heating
of ladle metal, self-stirring and also heating of the ladle. At about 1,000 hertz there is process
heating, in OneSteel’s case heating of metal which is in continuous production. It might be prior
to galvanising or it might be annealing the product. And about 10,000 hertz case hardening
equipment is commonly used where the effect of the heating is localised to the outer surface and
the nature of the steel is such that it responds to that and a hard surface is produced.

At somewhat higher frequencies there is surface coating, for example water pipes with a non-
corrosive coating on the outside. The heating for that coating process is usually done
magnetically and, if the coating needs to be repaired due to manufacturing problems, localised
heating is used and that is invariably an induction heating process, because it is not a contact
heater. Above about 100,000 hertz the industry uses seam welding equipment where the heating
is very localised to an edge. In the case of OneSteel’s product, for example, production of a tube
which has a seam in it, the welding is actually done continuously. With induction heating, as the
frequency increases the heating becomes more localised and therefore at 100,000 or 200,000
hertz the heating is on the edge and it is enough to cause a weld to generate.

On the fifth slide, I want to reinforce that the applications in the metals industry are
qualitatively different from those in the communications industry. We are not dealing with
radiation, we are dealing with an effect which is quite localised and bound to the source of those
fields, which is a magnetic source, not an electromagnetic source.

On the sixth slide, we are illustrating a process that I have been part of. BHP initiated this and
OneSteel has continued it. I have been to six plants around the country and made about 15
presentations. I must stress that I am an engineer, not a medico, but at the presentations there
has been BHP’s, now OneSteel’s, industrial physician as well. The process that we have gone
through is to measure the fields around induction heating equipment to assess the exposures.
That is quite a different process, because it is one thing to know the field strength but it is
another to assess how the operators are interacting with those fields. In many cases we have
initiated guarding, fencing, and prudent avoidance lines on the ground.

As part of the process we have made presentations to the operators as well as management.
That has been an open process where the results have been put on the overhead and discussed
with the operators and there has been quite a bit of discussion about it. Then there is
documentation and an action plan that comes from it. So, speaking personally, I would say to
the committee that I believe BHP and OneSteel have taken this issue very seriously and have
responded to it in an attempt to inform its work force to ensure that it complies with the
standards and also to give guidance on how exposures can be reduced in this industry.

I will skip some of the next part. I am talking here about exposure standards. The point I wish
to make is that we have assessed these exposures under AS2772.1 (1998), the interim standard.
That standard is an omnibus standard. It does not specifically address the interests of the metals
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industry, and it does not recognise the nature of exposure in the industry. There are significant
problems in assessing exposures against that standard. The nature of the fields is such that they
are highly bound, highly localised, and the exposures tend to be on the extremities—the hands
in particular; they are not whole body exposures. They are typically transient and often casual
exposures—for example, from walking past equipment. It is quite difficult to come to a view on
what the exposure of a person in the plant will be. In my assessment the standards do not
specifically look to the applications in the metals industry.

I am on No. 8. The proposed changes to the standard in 1999, which was unsuccessful,
potentially would have had a significant effect on this industry because the proposal was to do
away with time averaging in assessing exposures. In a situation where an operator is on
occasions close to equipment, the exposure is mainly to the hands, but naturally that person is in
some field strengths. Previously that exposure has been able to be time averaged over six
minutes. The proposed change to the standard took away that ability to time average below 100
kilohertz. Potentially that is a significant change to the way that the exposure is to be assessed
in this industry. On page 9 I make the point that the North American guidelines in particular for
exposure levels are quite different from the Australian levels and also from the proposed
ICNIRP guidelines.

CHAIR—Is this for the metals industry specifically?

Dr Hart—Correct. I understand that in North America there are no federally mandated
exposure standards at all, and there certainly are none for the metals industry. It seems that the
American association of hygienists do have their own standards, which seem to be applied in
the industrial context. Having said that, the experience is that the suppliers of this industrial
heating equipment provide absolutely no guidance on what an acceptable exposure standard is
and how the exposures may be limited. Generally speaking, they provide no guidance at all.

I will come back to recommendations that we wish to make in a moment. We believe that an
appropriate exposure standard is needed for the metals industry. The standard should recognise
the nature of exposures in the industry. The standard should assist the industry to assess
exposure levels and to inform its work force. I will add the point there that there is a very low
level of knowledge of this issue in the metals industry and of the standards that should be
applied. The standards for the metals industry will be qualitatively different from those of the
communications industry. OneSteel wants to contribute to the development of the standards
process and believes that it has sufficient experience to make a worthwhile contribution. I will
now hand over to Mr Ian Waters, who is the technical superintendent in Newcastle. He has a
wealth of experience in the application of this equipment.

Mr Waters—Expanding upon the information we presented, with the specific reference to
our equipment and practices, OneSteel has experience with the application in complying with
AS2772.1 (1998). OneSteel, previously known as BHP SPP, Tubemakers, and initially Stewart
and Lloyd’s, has greater than 40 years experience in induction heating applications and the
manufacturing of steel tube within Australia. Typical equipment used on mills within the group
includes an induction coil for welding the seam on the tube. To the left there are annealing
induction units, which anneal the seam weld after it is produced. Slide 13 shows other annealers
in the group. Again on the right is the induction coil. In the centre, there are fairly large two- to
three-megawatt induction units. That one is approximately eight metres in length. On the left-
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hand side there is a smaller unit which is used for surface heating to allow for quick drying of
coatings.

OneSteel’s management of electromagnetic field levels is based upon AS2772. The
measurements, as Peter has already mentioned, are taken as the magnetic field levels in the
vicinity of all induction welders, heaters and annealers at OneSteel sites throughout Australia.
An example of the readings taken, particularly on a tube mill—and this one is located in
Newcastle—shows in the red area that the 100 per cent occupational exposure limit from the
coil is approximately 800 millimetres out from the centre of the coil. At approximately 1,500
millimetres, the level is at 40 per cent, and at two metres, near the operator’s console, it is less
than 25 per cent of the occupational safety limit for the particular frequency of that welder.

The assessments for the magnetic field levels allow us to define continuous habitation areas
based upon the non-occupational limits, to define the restricted access based upon the
occupational limits and to define exclusion zones where fields are above the occupational limits.
After the assessment and measurements, as Peter already has mentioned, presentation seminars
were given to all operational personnel at each of the sites to explain the levels of measurements
that were obtained and the means of reducing their exposure.

The site safety standards now include, for all new employees and all visitors, warnings of
areas where high magnetic field levels are located, in particular for women who may be
pregnant and people who may have implants. Further actions that were taken to reduce or
eliminate electromagnetic field exposures to our employees have been changes in the work
practices and operating procedures and relocation of the operators’ control stations where it was
found that levels were excessive at the initial location of the stations. Installation of magnetic
shielding in some cases has assisted in reducing the exposure levels where the operators are at
fairly close proximity to the actual welding coil.

Other means have been to adapt and to install perimeter fencing to ensure that operators
cannot access areas where the occupational level is excessive. In conclusion, OneSteel is
unaware of any claim of detrimental health of an operator due to their working near induction
welders, heaters and annealers. Operators do not complain of any sensations near equipment.
The equipment we use is international. Predominantly the welders used within OneSteel are
from American and Italian suppliers. The induction heaters and annealers are from Australian
and American suppliers. The steel tube production using induction, welding and annealing
heating equipment is global.

The Australian production level, which includes OneSteel’s production plus other
manufacturers within Australia, is approximately 450,000 tonnes per year. Global production is
35 million tonnes per year. The competition within the tube industry is very intense. As
previously mentioned by Peter, the electromagnetic fields associated with our equipment are
from the lower end of the frequency spectrum and are not radiating. They are qualitatively
different from the higher frequencies used within the communications industry. Changes to the
standards must be justified. OneSteel supports the development of an exposure standard that is
pertinent to the metals industry. Finally, OneSteel wants to contribute to the standards
development.

CHAIR—Does that complete your presentation?
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Dr Hart—Yes.

CHAIR—Presumably you have made this presentation to the standards committee. What
was the response?

Dr Hart—OneSteel made a submission when the AS2772 review was on. We did not have a
specific response from the committee other than to say that the standards process failed.

CHAIR—You are not represented on that committee, through industry, at all?

Dr Hart—No.

Dr Height—The original submission we made to the Senate inquiry was the submission we
made to Standards.

CHAIR—So you have not heard back from them other than to say that the standard is still an
interim one?

Dr Height—No.

CHAIR—You say you want to contribute to the standard setting process and that, in your
observations of your own employees or those who work in the industry, there is no evidence of
detrimental effects. Has there been any scientific work or studies done of employees in a
longitudinal sense? I am trying to understand how strong your evidence is. Do you have
workers who are exposed for lengthy periods of time? Do they stay in the same job for 25
years? What happens to them after that?

Dr Height—Usually this is a position which is top scale; therefore, people train themselves
or develop their skills to get to that position. The longest serving employee would have been in
that position for about 28 years. He retired two years ago. Collectively, we have had more than
40 years experience using the welders in the higher frequency range. We have not conducted
any formal scientific study, and we have not carried out an intensive literature survey. But,
having said that, up until the last four years we have also regularly sent people offshore as part
of benchmarking studies. At no stage have any of the companies that we have discussed
benchmarking data with indicated any problems with their work forces.

CHAIR—You do not have a system of tracking a person post-retirement who has been
working in that environment over time.

Dr Height—Nothing other than the occasional get-together.

CHAIR—The illustration—I think on page 15—shows where the operator control desk
would be within the second ring, if you like, of exposure. What would the new proposed
standards do in terms of where that operator would be able to work?

Dr Hart—It would make no difference because that position is below the 100 per cent limit
level. However, operators who are tending the equipment within the red circle would, under the
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proposed changes, not be there. Previously, the exposure across all frequencies could be
averaged over six minutes, and the nature of this tending of the equipment is that it is a very
short duration time in that high field region and the person then withdraws from that region. If
there is no time averaging, then of course the person would not be allowed in that area above
100 per cent.

CHAIR—So what is the practical effect for your operation? Do you have to close down the
whole equipment?

Dr Hart—Clearly, the equipment needs constant tending. There is swarf coming off the
welding equipment that has to be tended and there are adjustments to be seen to. I believe that
the effect would be that the machine would be closed down and then started up when that
tending had been done.

Dr Height—I agree with what Peter said. The fundamentals of this business are being able to
take the strip, form it into a pattern, apply the field and put it through some rolls which bring it
together. The edge is molten so you get a squeeze out on the inside and the outside. There is a
scarfing tool that takes it off the outside either in a chip form or in continuous strand. Generally
speaking, nothing is done with it on the inside—it is on the inside. The critical thing is that if
the strip coming in is not always of constant width—and bear in mind that this is slit—there is
some variation in there which means there has to be a change in the rolls.

Using the scarfing tool is a very high wearing operation, and the tools need to be either
repositioned or replaced. We have been working for a number of years to find mechanisms by
which we can do that externally. But, by varying this one and varying that one, someone has to
go down there and have a look at it when it is being done or wait until it comes out on a run-out
table, which means that we can be generating scrap in that time. As we said, we are in a very
competitive industry,  and the way in which we are operating here at the moment is the way in
which the bulk of the world operate. To significantly modify the equipment so that everything
was being done remote would not only add to the capital cost of the equipment in this country
but also put us at a disadvantage in terms of our international competitors.

CHAIR—I should point out for the Hansard record that Dr Height was demonstrating a
piece of paper rolled up to look like a tube.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So your company is in the metal manufacturing industry and
you manufacture a range of value added products. The standards that exist—the Australian
Interim Standards—obviously have generic application and catch your industry. Is that the
nature of the issue you are raising?

Dr Hart—Yes, that is certainly true. The standards have only recently been applied down to
three kilohertz. Previously, the standard applied down to 100 kilohertz and previous to that it
was higher. The title of the Australian standard has the word ‘radiofrequency’ in it, and I would
contend that most of what we are talking about is certainly not radiofrequency.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I am just looking at the terms of reference, and C is the relevant
one: ‘an examination of the current Australian Interim Standard AS/NZS 2772.1 as it applies to
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telecommunications.’ I cannot see how any of the other four terms of reference apply to your
industry.

Dr Hart—The standard certainly is applicable to the metals industry, but there are many
applications in the metals industry below three kilohertz. OneSteel has the problem that some of
the side-by-side equipment is caught by AS2772 and some is not.

Dr Height—If I can just explain, clause (d) was the one that took our attention. We recognise
that this was primarily directed towards the telecommunications industry, but clause (d) gave
you the option to expand it to the entire spectrum.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I presume you are a member of the relevant industry group or
organisation—the Chamber of Commerce and Industry or AIG or something of that nature?
BHP used to be.

Dr Height—Yes, and also the Australian Metals Industry Association. On some standards
committees we represent CCI.

Dr Hart—I do work for other companies in the metals industry, and I would say that there is
a very low level of knowledge about standards in this industry. OneSteel/BHP is the only
company that I am aware of that really understands the issues and is applying the standards.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Was the reduction of standards in the catchment area by three,
as you mentioned, intended to catch the metals industry? Or has that been an incidental effect?

Dr Hart—I do not know.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Have you made inquiries of the standards?

Dr Hart—Except to say that the ICNIRP guidelines now come to three kilohertz. Probably
that is the reason why the Australian standards come to three kilohertz.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Have you made any inquiries of the standards board?

Dr Hart—Yes, we certainly made a submission to the standards committee when AS2772
was being reviewed. Certainly I have some individual contacts with people in that process. The
point is that AS2772 is an omnibus standard. It does not talk about particular industries but, by
the frequency range that it identifies, it certainly applies to the metals industry. One of the key
points we wish to explain is that this industry is qualitatively different from the communications
industry. The standard we are talking about also applies to the metals industry, not just to radio
handsets and mobile phones, et cetera.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I understand all of that. The application of that standard to the
metals does not apply just to metals manufacturing or molten steel made by OneSteel;
presumably it applies across the board in the metals manufacturing industry.

Dr Hart—Correct.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—In the extension of that standard to your generic industry, was it
the intention of the board? Or has it simply been accidental or incidental?

Dr Hart—Incidental, I believe.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Have you been told that by anyone in authority?

Dr Hart—No, but I should point out that the applications in the metals industry go from zero
hertz upwards to several hundred kilohertz. The standard stops at three kilohertz. In other
words, from a metals industry point of view, there is no rationale for stopping at three kilohertz.

Senator TCHEN—Am I correct to understand that OneSteel is satisfied with the interim
standard AS2772.1 as it applies at the moment?

Dr Height—The interim standard?

Senator TCHEN—Yes.

Dr Height—No.

Senator TCHEN—You are not satisfied with it either?

Dr Height—No.

Senator TCHEN—Do you seek relief from that as well?

Dr Height—The interim standard is what we objected to, isn’t it?

Dr Hart—No. The interim standard is the standard that has been applied.

Senator TCHEN—Are you satisfied with that?

Dr Hart—Yes. The proposed standard, which was the 1999 standard, had the significant
change in it that it did not allow time averaging of exposures. That, potentially, has a very
significant impact in this industry. Not that I am the person to speak on behalf of OneSteel—
Trevor is—but I believe that OneSteel has ensured compliance with the interim standard and
can live with the interim standard.

Senator TCHEN—That is 2772.1 Int: (1998)?

Dr Height—Yes. I apologise for confusion. It was the 1999 one which was withdrawn that
we objected to.

Senator TCHEN—To follow on from your answer to Senator Bishop, your argument is that
the application of the electromagnetic field in the metal industry is qualitatively and, one must
say, radically different from its application in the communication field. Is your concern that the
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new standards do not specify that it is for communication only and that draft the proposed
change actually allows the standard to catch the metal industry?

Dr Hart—Right.

Senator TCHEN—Your concern is that, if a new standard is adopted, it might catch the
metal industry again?

Dr Hart—Yes. I believe OneSteel is quite comfortable with the concept of having an
exposure standard for fields in the metals industry. The point that we wish to make is that that
standard should recognise the nature of exposures in the industry. At present the AS2772
approach is very broad and does not recognise particular issues that occur in this industry.
OneSteel supports the existence of a standard and wants to contribute to that but would like to
have that standard recognise the nature of the exposures.

Senator TCHEN—Thank you, I understand now.

CHAIR—You will have a chance to put those questions to Standards Australia when they
appear before us later this afternoon. Thank you very much for appearing before us today and
for your submission.

Proceedings suspended from 10.42 a.m. to 10.55 a.m.
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CORBIN, Ms Teresa Margaret, Policy Adviser, Consumers Telecommunications Network

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee prefers that all evidence be given in public. However,
you may at any time request that your evidence or part of your evidence be given in private and
the committee will consider any such request. I point out, however, that the evidence taken in
camera may subsequently be made public by order of the Senate. I also remind witnesses that
the giving of false or misleading evidence may constitute a contempt of the parliament. The
committee has before it your submission No. 101, which has been published. Are there any
alterations or additions you would like to make to that document at this stage?

Ms Corbin—There have been a few updates since we made this submission. As I present, I
think I can clarify what those updates are. They are just minor insofar as developments in the
industry are concerned. I am sure that other submissions have also been informing you of these
matters.

CHAIR—I invite you to make a brief opening statement, after which we will go to questions.

Ms Corbin—As you may already know, the Consumers Telecommunications Network is a
coalition of consumer and community groups. As such, we have very wide views on the issue of
EME and mobile telephones. Of particular note is that most of our members consider that
mobile telephones bring a lot of benefits to society. Therefore, in many respects, they would
prefer to have more coverage rather than less. So one of the things that we would like to
highlight about our submission is that we do not want any restrictions on mobile telephones,
particularly in public places, to come out of this inquiry. That is a concern of ours.

 However, bearing that in mind, we do believe that there is insufficient information and
research to actually conclude that there are not potential health risks associated with mobile
telephone use. Of particular note, we think it is important that we cannot rule out at this stage
that there will be detrimental effects because of long-time use of mobile phones or, in particular,
problems associated with the use of mobile phones by children, who may be more vulnerable. It
is our belief that it is likely that further research may show that there will be health risks
associated with this type of use or use by these groups of people in society.

Our focus for this inquiry is on the need for there to be more publicly available research and
that there must be information at point of sale for consumers in relation to the EME levels or
ratings of mobile phones. You may have already noted from other submissions that there have
been quite a few developments overseas in recent months as far as EME labelling on mobile
telephones. The UK, the United States and Canada have all moved towards regulating some
form of EME labelling. This has followed through to the Australian Mobile
Telecommunications Association announcing in August this year that they would also move
towards some kind of voluntary standard or voluntary code for EME labelling on mobile
telephones. It is our concern that, at this stage, we have not actually been involved in the
consultation with respect to the development of this voluntary standard or voluntary code. We
would like to be included. We have contacted them and written to them, and we have not been
invited to be a part of the consultations.
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Obviously, any sort of EME labelling that occurs on mobile telephones is fraught with all
sorts of difficulties not only from the perspective of where you put the label and what sort of
information should be provided but also from the perspective that, in real life situations, the
different types or levels of EME that might be being emitted will vary based on the situation in
which a mobile phone is used. One example is that, if you are a long way from a base station,
the telephone will obviously be using a higher power and will possibly be emitting stronger
EME, and that might affect the consumer or the user in a more detrimental manner. We believe
that, because of the complexity of this and the complexity of the message that must be conveyed
to consumers through labels, we need to be included in any kind of development of a code. That
has been a very strong development that has occurred since our submission. That pretty much
summarises most of our main points from our submission. Obviously our submission goes into
it in more detail but it also summarises the developments since then.

CHAIR—Could you just expand a little on the response you received from AMTA to your
request to be involved? Did they just not answer, or were you told this was an impossibility?

Ms Corbin—We have had a mixed response. Some of the people involved have said, ‘Yes,
that would be fine.’ On an informal basis they said that that would be good, but we have not
actually had a formal response to a letter that we wrote in August this year. We have followed
that up by means of telephone et cetera, but we have not had any formal invitation to participate
at this stage.

CHAIR—Do you understand the process to have begun already and you are not part of it, or
is it just that you have not had a letter?

Ms Corbin—I believe there has been at least one meeting since that time. I am sure that there
have been more, but I am definite that there has been one meeting of the industry since then
about this. There has not been a formal committee formed. It is pretty much an industry
initiative at this stage, because it is a voluntary code.

CHAIR—The press reports at least suggest that this labelling would be on a document which
would be part of the kit when it was for sale—that is, in the box rather than on the phone. Do
you hold a view about where the warning or the labelling should apply?

Ms Corbin—Our preference is obviously for it to be on the box because that is where the
consumer is going to look. Our fall-back position on that is that the staff who are selling that
phone should actually be able to provide that information either as a sheet of paper or by
verbally informing the customer which telephones have high levels or low levels. I think if we
threw those two options to the industry, they would probably give the box as their preference.
From what the industry has told us, the difficulty is that a lot of packaging is imported with the
phone. However, there are other labelling requirements that Australia has—for example, A-
Tick—that must be also be complied with. The A-Tick labelling is different from overseas, and
we feel that if we are able to comply with that then we should also be able to incorporate some
kind of an EME label as well.

CHAIR—What is the experience of your organisation in relation to complaints about health
effects from mobile phones? Do you have any criticisms of the manner in which the industry
has dealt with complaints? Are you satisfied with the mechanisms in place?
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Ms Corbin—That is an interesting question. It appears that there is no centralised place
where complaints can actually be recorded, monitored and quantified over time. At the last
ARPANSA—you are probably aware of ARPANSA—reference committee meeting we actually
discussed this very point. It was felt that there needed to be some centralised location where
complaints could be referred from the industry, our organisation and various other organisations
that receive complaints; so that, in some way these complaints could be quantified and fed into
some sort of scientific research. That was felt to be a need by not only consumer groups but also
scientists and government representatives who were at that meeting. So there has been some
initial discussion. I do not know whether that has been furthered since then.

CHAIR—Are you able to refer the committee to any good examples of complaints
mechanisms in other countries with regard to telecommunications?

Ms Corbin—Specifically to do with EME or to complaints collation techniques?

CHAIR—Specifically health effects.

Ms Corbin—I am not aware of any that relate directly to telecommunications and health
effects in other overseas countries. However, I do believe that some of the people who will be
presenting evidence later on today have some expertise on collation of information on health
risks—for example, the health effects of power lines and those sorts of complaints. I would
encourage you to continue with your investigation on that one.

Senator TCHEN—Your association recommends that the government institute a mandatory
labelling regime. Is that based on your experience to date in your dialogue with the industry to
get them to develop a voluntary code?

Ms Corbin—Yes.

Senator TCHEN—Supposing the industry develops a voluntary code, will you still insist on
a mandatory regime?

Ms Corbin—I do not think that we would insist on it. Our preference has always been to
have a mandatory system. Obviously there are benefits from self-regulation and there are
benefits that have flowed through from more competition. However, I believe that, ultimately, a
mandatory system is the best way to enforce any sort of system, and I think it is the only way to
ensure that it will be complied with across the board. Our preference would still be for a
mandatory system.

Senator TCHEN—If the industry comes up with a voluntary system and you are satisfied
that it meets your requirements, would that be sufficient?

Ms Corbin—Our approach would be the same as it has been with all voluntary codes, not
just with this particular issue. Across the board, we are allowing time to see whether a voluntary
system works and is actually effective before we then press it and say that we think that a
standard must be mandated. In some respects, this is perhaps more important because it relates
to health concerns. Obviously we have not come out and opposed the measures that the industry
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has so far said they will take. We have held out an open hand and said that we would like to
help. Obviously at this stage we are not going to try to oppose that.

Senator TCHEN—The indication we have received from the industry is that they are
proceeding to a code and it is just taking time.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is the network proposing the implementation of restrictions and
warnings in relation to the sale of mobile phones to children? If the answer to that is yes or is
qualified in some respect, have you done the balance on the parental concern for constant access
to children and protection and safety of children? The reason I say that is that I live in a suburb
where three young women in the immediate past have been kidnapped and murdered. A lot of
the parents in that particular suburb have taken to providing mobile phones to their daughters, in
particular, as a safety mechanism.

Ms Corbin—Our concern began last year when Toys ‘R’ Us began to market extremely
aggressively towards children at Christmas time. We were very worried because this was also
fairly soon after a lot of research had come out saying that, because of the size of a child’s skull,
if there were going to be potential health risks, these would be exacerbated for a child. So we
were worried about that. We were aware that some of our members wanted to buy mobile
phones for their children, but we felt that they needed to have the full information. So that is
where our focus comes back again. Really, if you have a label on a mobile phone giving the full
information—the public awareness is there—obviously a parent has to make their own choice.

Your point about security is an interesting one. Likewise, in Sydney, we also have many
different security issues and parents want their children to have mobile phones. However, in
probably the last 18 months there has been a spate of muggings related directly to the carriage
of a mobile phone. In some respects, you might be giving your child what you might think is a
safety mechanism but, in other respects, you might be putting them more at threat. So it is a
balance. That is what our representation has been, particularly to the media, when we have been
discussing this issue—that you need to weigh up the security issues as far as this is concerned. I
will not even go into the debt related issues.

Senator MARK BISHOP—No. But is your primary concern public disclosure to consumers
of potential health/safety issues?

Ms Corbin—That is right. Obviously that is magnified with children, and that needs to come
out.

Senator MARK BISHOP—In that context then, what do you say of the views of the Stewart
report? It found that ‘the present scientific information does not indicate the need for any
special precautions for use of mobile phones’. That was released in a World Health Organisation
position paper in June 2000.

Ms Corbin—I do not know all the individual reports by name, but I have read enough to
know that they do contradict each other on many different levels. This is why I think we have to
say that the jury is still out. It comes back to that matter that, if our public is informed, they
make their own choices. So it comes back to potential health risks—underline potential.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—That begs the question, because the Stewart report was from a
committee similar to this. It found that there was no scientific information that needed or
required special precautions for the use of mobile phones. So your concerns, again, are
potential?

Ms Corbin—How long have we been using mobile phones for? The reality is that it is not
really long enough to really establish. Our usage is increasing. It is not just mobile phones we
are now talking about but also mobile EFTPOS units and wireless PCs that have some kind of
an Internet connection. The breadth of mobile telephony that we are talking about is actually
expanding, so the amount of EME that we are possibly looking at is not just mobile phones any
more. The mobile phone part is just a portion of the actual equipment. I guess it is very difficult
to base any sorts of conclusions on the types of scientific research we have had so far because it
is not longitudinal enough.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Coming back to the second issue you raised about the
differential absorption rates between adults and children, do you work from the assumption that
children are more susceptible to mobile phone emissions?

Ms Corbin—There is no evidence to suggest that they are, and there is no evidence to
suggest that they are not. It is just that questions have been raised. It is likely that they may be
more susceptible because of the size of their skull.

Senator MARK BISHOP—It is likely they may be more susceptible because of the thinness
of the skulls?

Ms Corbin—That is right, and the distance between different glands in the head itself.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Are you aware of the research by Professor Kuster in 1998—
again referred to in the Stewart report—that there were no significant differences in the
absorption of EME energy from mobile phones between adults and children?

Ms Corbin—I have not read that specific report?

Senator MARK BISHOP—Can you refer us to any particular research that does prove a
different absorption rate? Again, we have not had any hard evidence of differential absorption
rates between adults and children.

Ms Corbin—I do not have them before me, but I am sure that I could send them back to you
later on.

Senator MARK BISHOP—If you do not mind doing that, it would be of value.

Ms Corbin—Sure.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You indicated that you were aware that the industry is currently
discussing with the ACA the best way to communicate these SAR levels to consumers? Are you
aware of that?
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Ms Corbin—Yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is your complaint that you have not been invited to participate
in those deliberations?

Ms Corbin—It is not necessarily a complaint at this stage; it is a statement that we have not
been included. I hope that we will be in the near future.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You are a fairly wide-ranging consumer network, and you do
think it is appropriate for you to be invited?

Ms Corbin—That is right, absolutely. We have conveyed that to AMTA—the Australian
Mobile Telecommunications Association—and also the ACA.

Senator MARK BISHOP—What was the response of both of those organisations? I think
we will be speaking to the ACA later on this afternoon, so we will ask them. What has been
their response?

Ms Corbin—We have not had a response. We have only had an informal mention that, ‘Yes,
that would be fine.’ We have been told, ‘Well, at some stage, there will be some consultation
with you,’ but we would like to be included in the whole development of a code rather than just
consulted at the end game.

Senator MARK BISHOP—This is my final point. The brief from the secretariat says that
the CTN is a national coalition of consumer and community groups. Is that correct?

Ms Corbin—That is right.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Can you tell us the number of member organisations you have?

Ms Corbin—We have about 120 community and consumer organisations that are regional
and peak consumer groups, so there is quite a breadth of types of organisations. A large number
of them are groups that represent people with disabilities and older people’s organisations.
There are some Aboriginal organisations. There are some women’s organisations. There are
some youth groups. We also have some individual members. There are about 50 to 60 of those,
and they are different academics, consultants and various members of the public who have a
concern about a telecommunications issue or issues in general. Does that answer your question,
Senator Bishop?

Senator MARK BISHOP—It does. Thank you.

CHAIR—I am just searching for the submission—I am sure we have one today—on the
Stewart report which suggests that there should be a precautionary principle applied to children.
Anyway, we will confirm that with other witnesses. The suggestion has been made by Mr Fist
and others that there should be a $10 levy applied to every owner of a mobile phone to fund
research. I notice that CTN suggests that funds could come from the sale of Telstra. But would
you, as a consumer representative organisation, oppose a levy of $10 a head?
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Ms Corbin—I think $10 is probably a bit much. However, I do think consumers would be
happy to have some form of levy. I do not think they would want it to be $10, but I do think that
consumers want that information. The public wants to know whether mobiles have a
detrimental effect. The most common question I get asked when people find out what I do for a
living is, ‘Do you know if mobile phones actually affect you?’ There is a huge hunger out there
to have that question answered. I think people would be happy to contribute to research and also
to proper labelling. One of the arguments has been that the price of phones will go up because
labelling costs money. Our belief is that it would not go up substantially. If it could be
incorporated into the production of a mobile phone from day zero then the cost of that labelling
would be minimised.

CHAIR—One of the first pieces of expenditure from the $4.5 million was on fact sheets
from the department. Did that not satisfy your organisation?

Ms Corbin—The problem is, I suppose, with distribution when it comes to fact sheets. We
have to have compliance from the industry so that they will be distributed at the point of sale.
That is often a difficulty because of the range of places that mobile phones are actually sold.

CHAIR—What do you think of the fact sheets that come out ahead of the science itself and
reassure customers that there is no problem?

Ms Corbin—Ultimately, I think any leaflet has to come out and basically say that the jury is
still out, that it is up to consumers to be fully informed about this, that the questions still remain
and that they should make their purchase based on that.

CHAIR—I have one other point on testing. You suggest that the cost of research design and
the set-up of testing facilities should be covered by funds generated from the privatisation of
Telstra. In your understanding, what is the situation with testing telecommunications equipment
in this country?

Ms Corbin—My understanding is that there are several different testing houses. What
happens is that if a mobile phone does not come in with adequate test reports from overseas—
some reports are actually recognised here already—then there will have to be testing done
specifically in Australia. That mainly relates to standards that are very specific to Australia.
These are private testing houses. They do this testing to make a living, so it is not that cheap.
Basically from that, the test house provides a report to the company and they keep their own
compliance folders in relation to the equipment.

CHAIR—So it is not publicly accessible information?

Ms Corbin—The ACA does audits, and they are spot audits.

CHAIR—Are all phones necessarily tested? All are imported—I gather that we do not make
any in Australia. Are they all tested for compliance before coming in?

Ms Corbin—They should be. I cannot say that they are. I have bought phones down at the
market and seen phones down at the flea market which have just come in and have not got the
proper labelling or anything like that. We are all aware of examples like that—even the industry
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is. They do not like it, because they have paid for proper testing and obviously they are the ones
that are losing out. So, yes, there is some difficulty in the current regime as far as compliance
goes.

CHAIR—I have just one question to finish on occupational health and safety. Do you get
many inquiries from employers asking what the risks are and what advice they should be
providing to employees when mobile phones are part of the job?

Ms Corbin—No, we do not, and I am actually surprised that we do not. We get more
inquiries from organisations that might be concerned about workers in general. We might
discuss it with various different members of unions and things like that. I am actually surprised
that we do not get more from employers because I think tradespersons or business people that
rely on mobile phones as part of their business are probably the group, apart from children, that
are most at risk in society because they are the ones who are using mobile phones the most. The
most common call I get is from taxi drivers who say to me, ‘I am on the phone all the time,’ and
then they might tell me some anecdotal things and what they think. They have concerns about
the level of heat that they feel and those sorts of things.

CHAIR—Let us hope taxi drivers are not all driving around with their mobile phones to their
ears.

Senator TCHEN—Following on from the chair’s question, I take it that, following your
recommendation about the testing facilities and the funding of them, the TCN—the
Telecommunications Consumer Group—will support the further privatisation of Telstra?

Ms Corbin—I don’t think I will answer that one.

CHAIR—Thank you very much for appearing before us today and for your submission.

Proceedings suspended from 11.21 a.m. to 11.27 a.m.
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[11.27 a.m.]

BARNETT, Dr Stanley Brian, Project Leader, Telecommunications and Industrial Physics,
CSIRO

HADDAD, Dr Gerry, Chief, Telecommunications and Industrial Physics, CSIRO

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee has before it your submission No. 95, which has been
published. Are there any alterations or additions you wish to make to the submission?

Dr Haddad—No.

CHAIR—I now invite you to make a brief opening statement, after which we will go to
questions.

Dr Haddad—I will make a few introductory points. CSIRO, as Australia’s premier scientific
research establishment, always seeks to maintain its role as an honest broker, particularly in
affairs that are of concern to the public. By nature, we are a conservative organisation governed
by the methodologies of scientific approach. CSIRO has a long history of involvement in the
establishment of many Australian standards—both technical and safety standards—and in
particular in the establishment of Australian standards for RF exposure. Part of my division, the
National Measurement Laboratory, is a national facility and certainly has the expertise to audit
emissions from mobile telephones, base stations and most other sources of RF emissions. These
measurements are traceable to the primary standards in Australia through the auspices of the
National Measurement Laboratory, which is responsible for all the physical standards in
Australia.

We at CSIRO, particularly within Telecommunications and Industrial Physics, continue to
maintain a watching brief on the scientific literature pertaining to radiofrequency bioeffects, but
we do not have the resources available at the current time to undertake active scientific research
in this area so it is a watching brief only. In terms of addressing the issues of RF radiation, we
know that high levels of exposure to RF fields cause adverse health effects; that is well
established. However, the existence of health effects from lower level exposures remains
unconfirmed and contentious. I quote from the Stewart report—and this is in the submission:

There is now scientific evidence, however, which suggests that there may be biological effects occurring at exposures
below these guidelines—

In this case ‘these guidelines’ are national guidelines. I will come back to that in a moment. In
the opinion of CSIRO, the jury is still out on the consequences to human health of exposure to
low levels of RF radiation. So we would concur with the recommendations from the Stewart
report—and it is one of many that we have read and digested—in recommending a
precautionary approach to the use of mobile phones. Prudence also demands that exposure
levels to RF radiation be kept as low as possible, within what is technically, socially and
economically feasible. As I said, we are a conservative organisation and offer conservative
opinions on these issues.
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I would like to address briefly some of the history of the Australian standards for exposure to
RF radiation. They were first published in 1985 and superseded in 1998, with some
amendments along the track, which were not major ones. The standard first issued in 1985
survived for 13 years. In 1998, the CSIRO exposed the proposed increase in public exposure
levels which came about in the drafting of the 1998 standard. The standard was published as an
interim standard, scheduled to expire in March 1999, which was extended for a month to April
1999. During that time, Standards Australia attempted to achieve a more comprehensive status
for that standard. The standard lapsed in Australia on 30 April 1999. It was, however, approved
and adopted by New Zealand. The ACA adopted the expired interim standard for regulatory
purposes. So, at present, we do not have an Australian standard for exposure to radio
frequencies.

Overhead transparencies were then shown—

Dr Haddad—This slide is merely illustrative. The blue line, which is a bit hard to see, down
the bottom of the curve, it is a plot of one particular parameter, which is magnetic field strength.
There are a number of these and I am not going to bore the committee by trotting out whole
heaps. This is illustrative, and happens to be one for public exposure 24 hours per day.

The various standards are illustrated there where the magnetic field strength is plotted on the
vertical axis and the frequency is plotted on the horizontal axis. The 1985 standard is in blue
down the bottom, and the first thing you note about it compared to the other two is that the
frequency range has been extended on the newer standards. The green line is the interim
standard, the one derived in 1998. The red line is the ICNIRP standard, which is the
International Commission on Non-ionising Radiation Protection, which is accepted in some
other countries in the world. It is a more international standard than ours. You notice two things:
first of all, at the low frequency end the allowable exposure has been increased significantly.
Secondly, of more interest to this inquiry, at the high frequency end there is a significant
difference. While the 1995 and 1998 standards are the same, there is a significant increase in the
ICNIRP levels. I should point out that the vertical scale is a log scale, so those differences are
quite significant. You can see, for example, at the low frequency end the difference between the
green and the red curves is about a factor of 30, which is quite a significant increase.

ARPANSA was charged with helping to write the new Australian standard and constituted a
committee to do that. The CSIRO representative, who sits beside me and can speak for himself,
concluded that the committee seemed intent on adopting the ICNIRP guidelines for RF
exposure in Australia without due consideration of all the available evidence and seemed keen
to simply adopt that international standard. He therefore resigned from the committee. The
conclusions: as I said, CSIRO, being a conservative organisation, would always err on the side
of prudence and keep exposure levels as low as technically, socially and economically feasible.

CHAIR—Thank you. I will start with some questions about CSIRO’s active research, as you
call it. Was there a time when CSIRO did work in this field? If so, when was that and why are
there now not the funds to do it?

Dr Haddad—I think Dr Barnett is better qualified to answer that. My overall impression is
that we have done some work in that area of a minor nature and have received some funding,
but Dr Barnett can expand on that.
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Dr Barnett—If the field we are talking about is a study of biological effects of radio
frequency radiation then CSIRO has not undertaken any work in that area. I think we need to
define what we mean by research. People use it in very different ways. Among scientists, I
believe research actually involves hands-on application of experimental protocol and analysis of
data and interpretation. Some other people believe that reading abstracts on the web is
undertaking research. So I think there is an important distinction. When I said we have not been
involved in scientific research, that is exactly what I mean.

We have certainly been involved for many years, in fact since 1993 when the Department of
Communications approached CSIRO to evaluate the status of research on biological effects of
radio frequency radiation. We have been involved in analysing what was available, and I spend
a lot of time visiting laboratories, speaking to scientists who were actively involved in research
from 1993. That resulted in a report and monograph that was written, a fairly comprehensive
monograph published in 1994. So from that perspective we have certainly done a lot of
literature research. As far as hands-on experimental research directly related to RF biological
effects is concerned, we have not done any. We did apply to the NHMRC and we had two
projects short-listed out of the six that were short-listed. Unfortunately, odds seem to be against
us. Four of the six that were short-listed were funded and we were not. I do have ongoing
research allied to this area in developing specifically radiation sensitive biosensors. That work is
carried on outside of Australia. It is undertaken and sponsored through the United States Air
Force. They apparently are more interested in our research than Australia is.

CHAIR—As you are a premier research organisation in Australia, could you give us a
critique of the EME’s guidelines for research and the awarding of grants thus far? I know you
have missed out on two of your proposals, but are you able to give the committee a critique of
the direction taken with the $4.5 million, part of which is going into research?

Dr Haddad—Are you talking about the Australian context?

CHAIR—Yes.

Dr Barnett—I guess it would have come as no surprise to anybody who has been involved in
this area that the Repacholi mouse study would be repeated in some form. Clearly that was a
very important finding, and there is lots of pressure—scientific, political and others—to ensure
that that work is continued in some way. So I do not think it is surprising that that Adelaide
study was funded. One of the difficulties with doing that sort of research is that it is certainly
expensive. I think the funding of about $1.1 million that went to the Adelaide study was quite
modest for a whole-of-life rodent study.

CHAIR—What was the cost of the previous study? It was much more than that, wasn’t it?

Dr Barnett—The previous study was funded partly by the NHMRC and partly by Telstra.
You would have to ask Telstra how much they put in for that one. As far as the direction of
research was concerned, I was on the committee for EME public health issues that persuaded
cabinet to provide some money towards this Australian research program. I think that Australia
has demonstrated a step in the right direction. The government at that time appreciated that
there was reasonable cause for concern to undertake some sensible structured program of
research, which up until then did not really exist and probably still does not.
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Research has been sporadic. The results have been controversial and contradictory. It is not
really surprising. Unless you have a properly structured and directed system of research, you
will not overcome the initial problem of the undirected sporadic bits of research that are carried
on, sometimes not particularly well. Clearly, if you pay peanuts you get monkeys, as the old
saying goes. If you do not provide adequate or proper resources, you are being extremely
optimistic in expecting a decent outcome. I do not have a problem with the majority of the
funding going towards that project. The Australian research situation has provided a beginning,
if you like.

Dr Haddad—I think the committee should be aware that this is not the sort of research work
that you will get done by next month. This is a long, rigorous and arduous piece of work to
establish cause and effect in this particular situation. You need epidemiological studies. You
need all sorts of things that will take a significant length of time. You cannot have it finished by
Christmas.

CHAIR—In the current arrangement with the NHMRC—with what I think you would agree
is a relatively small bucket of money to deal with—do we have a sporadic, badly structured
grants arrangement?

Dr Haddad—I hesitate to be on record as criticising the NHMRC—

CHAIR—I thought you might.

Dr Haddad—Suffice to say, CSIRO does not draw a lot of its funds from the NHMRC. I
think, as with all granting bodies, they pick individual pieces of work, which they fund on merit
and within their available resources. It is often not enough resource to address a particular
broader issue so they can fund a concerted and coordinated effort within that area, so I would
not criticise the NHMRC.

If we are serious about trying to answer the question as to whether there are biological or
health effects from low levels of RF radiation, we need to recognise that we need to put
significant funds into it over a significant period of time and have some sort of coordination of
the effort, which may well involve many different research groups.

CHAIR—Would CSIRO be well placed to head up such a research effort?

Dr Haddad—We would certainly be very interested in finding out more about what expertise
there is—and my colleague Dr Barnett is probably more aware than I am. We would certainly
be interested in looking at coordinating such an effort, provided we could be assured that we
could get somewhere within a finite time. We would have to have a program in place which
promised us a reasonable probability of coming out with an answer at the end of whatever
period was desired with whatever dollars were decided. We do not undertake research without
being reasonably sure, at least, that we are going to come to an outcome within a particular
budget.

CHAIR—You say on page 7 of your submission that the grounds for not going ahead with at
least one of the projects you put forward was because of the involvement outside Australia. Is
that a rule which has been explicitly—



Thursday, 16 November 2000 SENATE—References ECITA 225

ENVIRONMENT, COMMUNICATIONS, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND THE ARTS

Dr Barnett—I will respond to that. One thing I should make clear at the outset is that this
was an unusual situation. I do not know whether this is necessarily NHMRC standard practice.
Once the Department of Communications obtained those funds from cabinet, they were
essentially passed on to NHMRC because it was felt at the time—at least within government
circles—that that was the expeditious way to do things. In fact, it did take rather a long time to
get around to actually providing any funding for research. That is not atypical of NHMRC—the
time frames are usually long. This was a specific project and apparently it had specific
guidelines.

One of the concerns that was expressed, certainly to me, was that the committee did not want
to see any research done outside of Australia because this was supposed to be an Australian
research program. More importantly, they did not want any funding to go outside of Australia.
My proposal made it absolutely clear that none of the funding was being used outside. I had
established a collaborative research program with, again, partners in the US Air Force. They
were prepared to do their side of the program at no cost to us or the NHMRC program. That
was made pretty clear in my submission, but it was used as one of the reasons given—there
were a couple of reasons given—as to why they chose not to fund that particular project.

CHAIR—Is it worth briefly telling the committee what that study was about?

Dr Barnett—Essentially we had two types of projects that we submitted as expressions of
interest, and both of those were short-listed. They involved looking at the potential effects of
radiofrequency radiation on DNA and cancer production in two different systems. One was an
animal system, where we were looking at repeating, I believe, a very important research finding
which has been largely ignored, which was finally published in 1992 by Chou and others. That
work was actually undertaken at the Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio. That study looked
at simply exposing rats to 2450 megahertz of radiation throughout their lives.

When the data was analysed for tumour development in the exposed versus controlled
animals, it turned out that, depending on how you chose to analyse the data, you got either a
negative or a positive result. The study has been largely referred to as providing a negative
result. It was only negative if you separated out each type of cancer and then looked at the
difference in numbers for each type of cancer. Clearly, because they only used a couple of
hundred animals, when it was broken down into all the different types of cancer, the numbers
that were being compared were extremely small, so the statistical power would be pretty poor.
When they compared the incidence of primary malignancies between the two groups there was
a fourfold increase in the exposed group.

We felt that was a pretty important study. Because that study had been largely ignored, and
because my colleagues at Brooks Air Force Base agreed to work with me, we thought that it
would be an interesting one to try to duplicate, with some improvements on the exposure
conditions but essentially using the same laboratory set-up and looking at other indicators of
chromosomal damage such as the micronucleus assay, which has now just this year become an
important issue because there have been some publications of positive effects in that area.

The other study was looking at using what we know as a radiation sensitive cell line, which
has been specifically developed, again with that organisation. One of the biggest failings of all
cellular studies is that, largely, they either use highly transformed cell lines which are very
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sensitive to almost anything, or they use cell lines which are general laboratory, fairly robust,
cells like lymphocytes. Nobody bothers to try to synchronise the cells. It is well known in
radiation biology that cells respond to radiation at specific periods in the cell division cycle. Our
proposal was to use a fairly complex system which would allow us to use what we know as a
radiation sensitive cell line and to synchronise it so that we only exposed it in G1, where we
know—because of 30 years of background work—this particular cell is highly sensitive to
radiation. It is deficient in DNA repair enzymes, and we know that, if you are going to produce
any kind of impairment of DNA repair which would be manifest as single strand breaks as per
the Henry Lai study, this would be an opportunity to use the most sensitive available end point
that we know of to test that scenario.

The result of the expressions of interest were that the committee in its wisdom thought that
the two studies that we were proposing were so similar—we found that hard to believe, but they
seemed to think that they were similar—that we should combine them into one study and
submit that. We chose to ignore that direction, because they clearly are not similar, and decided
against doing the whole-of-life animal study. Also, suspecting—or, in fact, knowing—that
someone else had submitted to do a repeat of the Repacholi study, we thought that, because of
the amount of money involved, there was no way the NHMRC were going to fund two whole-
of-life rodent studies. So we put in our submission on the basis of the radiation sensitive cell
line that we have and the outcome was that we were not funded. I have, incidentally, continued
to do that work to develop that radiation sensitive line further. Again, under sponsorship of the
US Air Force, I spent some time over there last year. But we have not yet obtained funding to
use it as an end point for RF radiation. We have used it for ionising radiation.

CHAIR—Does the CSIRO work with the telecommunications industry? Have you asked
them if they would be prepared to fund such a study?

Dr Barnett—I have been working for 30 years in allied fields where there has been an
interesting component. My main role has always been looking at radiation biology and doing
the basic research. It is always very uncomfortable to encourage direct industry support of
research. CSIRO, in particular, has a philosophy where we believe that research should be seen
to be absolutely honest and above board, and any suggestion that industry could in any way
influence us would not be worth considering. So we have certainly not approached industry.
Over the 30 years of work that I have been doing I have never directly approached industry for
support.

CHAIR—A lot of the submissions to this inquiry draw attention to the involvement of Dr
Ken Joyner on the EME committee. Do you also see that as a problem, in terms of being seen to
be independent of industry?

Dr Barnett—I have a lot of respect for Ken Joyner. I think he is an excellent physicist, and I
really do not have any concerns over his technical ability whatsoever. As for a conflict of
interest, that might be considered, but you would hope that Dr Joyner would be ethical enough
not to allow his feelings to influence his judgment. I think there are a number of conflicts of
interests amongst various members of that committee, and that would be only one of them.

CHAIR—Would you like to expand on that?
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Dr Barnett—I think when you have people on a committee making decisions about what
studies are funded and then receiving funds, it suggests a conflict of interest to my way of
thinking.

CHAIR—Who is on the committee who has received funding?

Dr Barnett—One of the people, whose name escapes me for the moment, was the previous
chairman of the New South Wales Cancer Council and his group received some money to
undertake a preliminary study. Certainly he was on the committee. Some of the members who
were part of the original Adelaide mouse study were represented or had connections with people
on the committee. In an unfair world, you might suggest that those people might have
influenced some decisions, but I think it is pretty unlikely. There is absolutely no doubt that that
study was going to be funded, it is just a matter of who did it.

Senator TCHEN—Dr Haddad, I understand that Dr Barnett has resigned from the working
group and he was there as a representative of CSIRO?

Dr Haddad—That was one of the bones of contention but, yes, he was essentially there as a
representative of CSIRO, except that the committee seemed to insist that people were there in
their own rights and not representing their organisation, which I found very strange at the time.

Senator TCHEN—Does CSIRO propose to replace him?

Dr Haddad—Not at the current time.

Senator TCHEN—Also, I understand you said earlier that your division at CSIRO is
regarded as having a watching brief on this radiation issue. By that, I assume you mean you do
not actually have a budget to conduct research into that?

Dr Haddad—That is correct.

Senator TCHEN—Can you explain why it is like that? One would assume that the health
impact of radiation from telecommunications would be an issue which your division would
have some interest in.

Dr Haddad—I should make it clear that the Division of Telecommunications and Industrial
Physics, in answer to Senator Allison’s question, has a lot of dealings with telecommunications
carriers, but primarily in a very much more commercial role than the sort of area that Dr Barnett
has been talking about. CSIRO has a choice these days. It is required to maintain its external
income level at a reasonably high level for a research organisation and, as such, it has to choose
the areas in which it works quite carefully. Appropriation funding has been flat; in fact, in real
dollar terms, it has decreased significantly over the last few years. That makes it harder and
harder to maintain a variety of areas of what I would call more fundamental research, if you
like, which underpins all this sort of short-term tactical work that you can do to earn money. So
we are forced to make choices. In this particular area, yes, it is of great public interest, but it
harks back to the fact that I do not believe that, unless a significant amount of money is
available, we will be doing anything more than tinkering around the edges. So my attitude
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would be: if you want it done, do it properly or, essentially, keep a watching brief and stay out
of it.

Senator TCHEN—Is it possible to attract industrial funding to do this research?

Dr Haddad—I have my doubts.

Senator TCHEN—I take on board Dr Barnett’s reservation about industry involvement in
funding, but you said you have funded a lot of your other research from the telecommunications
industry.

Dr Haddad—I guess that is what makes me extremely doubtful that the telecommunications
industry will be interested in the health effects of radiofrequency radiation. I know how difficult
it is to get money out of them for problems which they are really interested in which are in
support of their business. This one I think would be difficult to sell them as something they
ought to be doing, put it that way.

Senator TCHEN—Earlier, you mentioned that in your research program you prefer to see
something which would have, I suppose, an output expectation. Basically, I suppose, you do not
do blue sky research.

Dr Haddad—We do very little blue sky research these days, and that is a situation which has
evolved over perhaps the last 15 years from an organisation which was doing a significant
amount of blue sky research. We do very little these days.

Senator TCHEN—Do you think CSIRO should do more of this type of basic fundamental
research?

Dr Haddad—This will become a comment on CSIRO. I think unless we can attract and
maintain the brightest and best scientists in the world, which we are failing to do at the moment,
and for them some fraction of blue sky work is always something of an attraction, then we run
the great risk of CSIRO not being the organisation that we want it to be in Australia.

Senator TCHEN—I am sure I have been asking questions on behalf of other members of
this committee. Dr Barnett, what is teratology?

Dr Barnett—It is the study of monsters, literally. That is what it is. They are birth defects,
essentially, in simple words.

Senator TCHEN—I see; I just could not trace it. Do you have any idea why the ICNIRP
standard actually went down and came up again at about one megahertz in the acceptable
exposure level? As frequency increases, one would expect the exposure level should be required
to come down. Is that right?

Dr Haddad—In the older standards, they were constant. It is only in the ICNIRP that they
lifted that.
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Senator TCHEN—But do you know why they allowed it to be lifted?

Dr Haddad—I could make a conjecture, and that is that there may well have been economic
drivers for lifting the allowable exposure of those higher frequencies.

Senator TCHEN—Is that right, Dr Barnett?

Dr Barnett—It is just sheer coincidence that it happens to be around the Telecom’s
frequency, I suppose.

Dr Haddad—Absolutely.

Senator TCHEN—Dr Barnett, was that part of the reason that you were not happy with
ICNIRP adopting that standard?

Dr Barnett—That was one of many reasons. There were a number of issues that really
involved relaxation of limits, both at the low frequency end and at the high frequency end.
There were also spatial averaging limits that were being relaxed in terms of how large a volume
was being exposed to RF. There was also the time averaging, which you heard about earlier this
morning. We really do not have a problem with the shortest possible time averaging; I think that
only makes sense. From a bioeffects point of view, I do not think it is at all reasonable to
suggest that you can have a massive dose but if it is only for a nanosecond, it is okay. That is
essentially what you imply by lengthening the time averaging. If you have an order of
magnitude averaging over time, then clearly you can have a spike which is extremely high and
still fall within an acceptable average level.

Senator TCHEN—Dr Barnett, you might consider my next question to be a hostile question,
in which case you can refuse to answer. You have said that you are uncomfortable with the idea
of research being done with industry support because it might influence the outcome or the
interpretation of the outcome. Don’t you think the US Air Force is an industry?

Dr Haddad—I will take that one. The American defence forces are certainly big players in
the industry. What Dr Barnett is concerned about—and I think it is a concern which needs to be
put to rest—is the fact that industry may be seeking an answer and have a predisposed feeling as
to what they would like as an answer. You worry about that when you are doing research which
is towards the fundamental side of anything. I think CSIRO would certainly resist the
temptation to give anything except its considered outcomes from such a research program. The
end result of that is that the industry may not be very happy. But, as I said before to the chair,
since industry is, I feel, not going to be queuing up to provide money for this sort of research, I
do not really think there is a big problem.

Dr Barnett—There are two issues there. One relates to industry support. One of the biggest
difficulties that we have in this particular area of research is that there are all sorts of biases in
research generally. That is a given. You have to take adequate controls to make sure that you do
not allow those biases—the experimental biases, the observer biases and the biases in the
statistical analysis program that you use. All of those things are biases which researchers are
familiar with and which we understand. Most rational and experienced researchers undertake
appropriate control measures to ensure that those biases do not influence the outcome in any
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way. That is fine, but before you even start the research one of the biggest biases that exists
generally is that of selection bias.

There is no way the researcher can prevent that. Selection bias is simply that the person who
has the money—whether it is the NHMRC, your friendly Telecom provider or whoever—has
the resources and therefore has the ability to select, firstly, the type of research that they want to
spend their money on; secondly, the facility where they would like to have it done, whether that
is a private institution or a public institution with free access to the information; and, thirdly,
they can select whomever they wish to do that research, whether it is somebody who has the
necessary experience in the area or somebody who has a high profile. There may be issues other
than the essential science that determine the selection of the research that is undertaken.

That is one of the biggest problems. The reason we have such a disparate amount of
information and such contradictory information out there at present is that it is very difficult to
overcome a selection bias like that. That is one of the reasons I would be hesitant to approach
the industry. I might be able to find that one of the carriers is in fact very benign and very
interested in environmental effects, as the US Air Force is. Whatever else we may think about
it, it certainly does have a directorate which is involved in environmental health. That is
essentially where I have been getting my funding. I hope that answers the question.

CHAIR—Before we go to Senator Bishop, it might help the committee if you were to put a
figure on the level of funding you think there should be for research conducted into this field.
Would you support the suggestion made by a number of submissions that there should be a $10
levy on every consumer?

Dr Haddad—Let me try to answer that as best I can. If Australia wants to do this sort of
research then it needs to be adequately funded. Therefore, a levy seems one way to do that;
there are others, I am sure. I think there are six million subscribers, so $10 is quite a lot. It adds
up to $60 million. That is about the budget for my division, which is 400 people. I would
certainly be happy with that amount of money coming in, thank you very much. Doubling my
budget in one fell swoop would be quite nice!

Senator TCHEN—My daughter just bought a mobile phone for which she pays no dollars.

Dr Haddad—I think to answer your question about what dollar amount would be required to
do the research we would really need to examine what we were trying to do within what space
of time in order to give an accurate estimate. But I think you can look at other countries to get a
rough idea of what they spent in particular studies. For example, there is a fairly infamous study
in the United States that I think was $27 million which really did not get very far at all. That is a
lot of money in my opinion for a research program over a reasonably short space of time not to
come to a conclusion. I do not want to be put in that situation. So we are talking about millions
of dollars. We are probably not talking $50 million but we are probably talking more than $1
million. There is a breadth there depending on what you are going to do and how quickly you
are trying to do it.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Dr Haddad, I remember when the late Dr McIntosh used to
come to estimates when he headed up CSIRO and he had a constant complaint then that
appropriations were flat or not increasing at the rate that he thought appropriate for the
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organisation. My memory is that either government had directed or the organisation had chosen
to go down the path of having 25 per cent of its funding derived from non-appropriations. He
said that on a number of occasions. He, in those estimates sessions, and a number of the senior
scientists in your various research institutes and houses Australia that I have visited have also
made the comment that they are doing a lot more work to gain funding from industry,
commercial organisations, think tanks and universities, so they can advance their own particular
work.

None of those men, including the late Dr McIntosh, offered any particular criticism of going
down that path. They might have preferred others, but they did not offer any great criticism. Do
you offer any criticism to us of industry or other commercial funding to CSIRO scientists to
engage in research in a range of activities?

Dr Haddad—Not at all. I think there is an imperative on an organisation like CSIRO to be
relevant to Australia, in my case to Australian industry, which includes largely the
manufacturing industry, the telecommunications industry and the service industry to some
extent. The way you get to be a relevant and useful organisation is to direct your research down
paths where you believe that you can interact quite closely with the relevant industry. They will
pay you good money because they know you are good at what you do in that area and I have no
problems with that at all.

What I do have a problem with is something that has been happening for a long while but
occurs particularly now with the state of the Australian dollar. I have a lot of difficulty with the
organisation being able to attract and retain its brightest and its best. In the telecommunications
area it is pretty hard when you have companies surrounding my division as I do, who are there
just looking for good—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Bright young people.

Dr Haddad—bright young scientists and engineers. They can take them out and offer them
40 or 50 per cent—maybe more—above what they are getting in CSIRO. I get them for a year
or maybe a year and a half. In the first year they are sort of learning, for the next six months
they are pretty useful and then they are gone. Maybe CSIRO has an educational role; it has not
actually been spelt out to me. We are having difficulty, certainly in some areas, retaining our
brightest and our best. We need the brightest and the best to keep us at the leading edge because
if we are not world competitive in many areas then we are nowhere.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I understand that.

Dr Haddad—And so, no, I do not have any problems with CSIRO—30 per cent is the figure
put on it within the organisation. Malcolm might have tried to sell 25, mind you, but 30 per cent
is the figure within the organisation. We maintain that within my division—not without some
pain, but we do maintain it. I believe that it is very appropriate that we enhance our interactions
with industry and as a consequence get paid by them for specific tasks which are relevant to the
future of Australia.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Dr Barnett, you had a loose sort of discussion with Senator
Allison about some panel members perhaps receiving research grants or contracts to do work.
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Correct me if I am wrong, but were you of the view that those individuals had in any way
behaved irregularly or improperly, firstly, in the gaining of those grants and, secondly, in the
carrying out of their work or research?

Dr Barnett—Not at all. The comment that I was trying to make simply was that from the
point of view of public perception, if nothing else, you would think that certainly CSIRO
excused itself from any possibility to serve on that committee, because we felt that to do so
would represent a conflict of interest. If we were going to be bidding for money, it would seem
inappropriate to us, at least, to be a member of a committee that was deciding what research got
the money. That is really it, that was all the comment was about.

As you say, it became a little loose about referring to particular individuals. I do not think it is
really necessary to go any further down that track, but simply to make the point that,
unfortunately, there were some people on the committee who subsequently were part of
programs that have received funding. From a perception point of view, that appears to be a
conflict of interest which could have been avoided, I am sure, quite easily.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You have now gone down the track a second time, and we have
not closed it off. Are you saying that persons on that panel deliberated in the awarding of
research grants or contracts and either they themselves or their organisations benefited from the
awarding of such grants or contracts?

Dr Barnett—What I am saying is that there was at least one member on the expert
committee that was involved in receiving—

Senator MARK BISHOP—The expert committee is the superior review committee? There
are two committees, aren’t there?

Dr Barnett—That is right. There was one local committee. The submissions were sent to that
committee, who then sent it out for scientific peer review, and I do not know what procedures
were then involved in actually deciding. Clearly, on the scores that came back from the
reviewers, they made decisions about what sorts of studies were funded. I am not suggesting
any impropriety whatsoever. I am simply making the point that, if we were going to be
submitting an application and we were seen to be participating on a committee that ultimately
funded research, from our perspective, we would see that as a conflict of interest.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Does that extend to the peer review process? Your field is a
relatively narrow field, in which there are a limited number of experts available to do the work,
be on the committees and then be on the peer review committees. When you say the CSIRO
should not be involved in both the awarding and the reviewing process, do you mean that
extends to the review process of proposals for grants?

Dr Barnett—No, the review process should be independent and it should also be
anonymous.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Independent and anonymous. So it would be appropriate for
CSIRO to participate in that process if it had applied for a grant?
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Dr Barnett—No, clearly not if you would not want to be reviewing your own submission.
Unfortunately, those sorts of things do happen in the NHMRC. I have been asked in the past to
review my own submission, and I sent it back, but that is just pure bureaucratic bungling at its
best.

Dr Haddad—I do not actually like the way this conversation is going, and I am not sure that
it is relevant to your inquiry, but please pursue it if that is what you want. I think what Stan is
trying to say is that the organisation always tries to maintain the image of a squeaky-clean
organisation.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That is my impression of the CSIRO.

Dr Haddad—For us to be involved in that sort of decision is a bit uncomfortable, that is
basically it. That is why we stepped out of it. We are used to having people look at us and say,
‘Should we be doing it with CSIRO or should we be doing it somewhere else?’ We are happy to
stand up and be counted, but we are not too happy when we are actually involved in that
granting process and sitting on those review panels. Acting as independent reviewers is fine,
yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You say one person both participated in and reviewed the grant
process. Do you think that raises an issue of conflict of interest?

Dr Barnett—I was simply using it as an example of our situation. Had I been the person on
that committee, I think it would have been inappropriate from the CSIRO’s point of view.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I understand that from CSIRO’s perspective. Dr Haddad said the
same thing. Do you also argue that, if that occurs with representatives of other organisations, it
is a conflict of interest?

Dr Barnett—In essence, it is. It is up to those organisations to make their own decisions as to
whether they think it is appropriate or not.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Was that the reason you resigned?

Dr Barnett—That was a different committee.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Can we come to the different committee, then, which is the
ARPANSA radio frequency working group committee?

Dr Barnett—Yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—The advice I have received is that you attended one meeting.

Dr Barnett—Correct.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—Then you resigned. CSIRO has not appointed a replacement,
and I think Dr Haddad said that it was not going to appoint a replacement in the future. Why did
you resign after attending only one committee meeting?

Dr Barnett—How much time do you have?

Senator MARK BISHOP—Tell us briefly. The organisation had appointed you as its
representative.

Dr Barnett—Correct. The situation was, as Dr Haddad mentioned earlier, that nominations
were called for by various organisations for an expert to attend the radio frequency working
group of ARPANSA, which was essentially a subgroup. There was a parent group which
overlooked this working group. I was nominated by the chief of our division at that time to
represent CSIRO. Various other people, however they went about it, ended up on the panel of
the working group. I attended the first meeting, which was a two-day meeting, and the chair of
the parent committee was present, together with other members of the ARPANSA organisation
and the other members of this working group.

Essentially, the first day of that meeting was taken up with going through and trying to settle
the guidelines, terms of reference and the operational guidelines for the committee. There were
a number of issues there which I felt quite uncomfortable about. One of those has already been
alluded to before. It was made absolutely clear to us at the time that we were representing
ourselves as experts—we had no affiliation with any organisation that had nominated us.
Essentially, it seemed as though the goalposts had been shifted away. I was supposed to be there
as an individual and was not allowed to talk to anybody else outside of the meeting. That
seemed quite absurd.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You were not allowed to talk to anyone outside the meeting?

Dr Barnett—I was not to discuss the issues that were under discussion at the meeting outside
of the meeting, and that included in the workplace. The issue of the workplace discussion was
resolved to some extent towards the end of the day, when it was agreed that it would be
acceptable to outline the purpose but not to have detailed discussion. From a scientific point of
view, we believe that is quite inappropriate. Clearly, if you are involved in any scientific
endeavour, the only way you progress is through open consultation and discussion—argument,
if you like. That was one of the issues. The other issue that was made absolutely crystal clear
was that there would be no opportunity to include an option for a precautionary principle in the
standard that was being developed.

There were other issues about the program. It was impossible for me to obtain a definition of
certain terms in relation to resolving the working group. The wording was something like, ‘The
working group will be resolved by the CEO.’ There would be no voting process involved
because there would be no need—whatever draft documents came out of this would be agreed
documents. Any dissent would be resolved by the CEO or the parent group. Those sorts of
conditions seemed rather unnecessarily restrictive.

There were all sorts of other considerations as well. For the reasons you mentioned earlier,
certainly most of the representatives on that group were either the same people who had served
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on TE/7 for Standards Australia, or at least were allied with those people. It seemed to me that I
could spend an awful lot of time, an awful lot of CSIRO’s time on this. And as you have heard
before, this activity is a low priority in our division, we do not get paid for doing basic research.
I could be spending an awful lot of CSIRO’s time on something which really was not going to
go anywhere. I mean, the simple answer for ARPANSA would be to adopt the ICNIRP standard
and go ahead and publish it, and that is fine, but we do not need to be involved in those sorts of
deliberations.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Thank you for putting that on the record. Two issues arise out of
that. In our public inquiries to date, our public hearing, there has been criticism of the various
industry personnel who are on the committee, the personnel from Telstra, Cable and Wireless
Optus, and from the other big companies. The criticism was that their representatives on these
various committees act as agents for, and advance the interests of, their own particular
employer. That is, the Telstra senior officer will position himself to advance the interests of
Telstra, and that has been the subject of quite cogent criticism here. That is, the criticism is that
that man or woman does not take an independent, unbiased perspective on the issues under
discussion. Your criticism today, from CSIRO’s perspective, is exactly the opposite, that the
CSIRO representative was directed by the chairman that he was to be independent, non-biased,
and articulate his own particular perspective and not the perspective of the organisation he or
she might be representing. So we have the two opposing criticisms—

Dr Haddad—I have no doubt that that is exactly the reason the chairman expressed that
view, to try and avoid some of the issues that you are alluding to. I guess, in sympathy with
some aspects of the comments that Dr Barnett has made, it does not sit very well with someone
who is used to at least being able to invite dialogue and comments, extra information from their
colleagues and so on, to essentially have a gag order slapped on them. I think that issue has
been resolved to some extent. I guess what I have learnt subsequent to this event is that
ARPANSA were more concerned with the information hitting the popular press, rather than
trying to gag conversations within the various organisations.

Senator MARK BISHOP—The discussion I was alluding to was to the attempted gag on Dr
Barnett, that he was being directed by the chair to behave totally independent and not as a
representative of his organisation. The second point I wanted to raise, and it is interesting, is this
business about the precautionary principle. Dr Barnett suggested that the chair said that decision
had essentially been resolved, that we were not going to be having the precautionary principle
adopted by this particular committee, and you were uncomfortable with that direction or ruling
from the chair. Could I ask you, Dr Haddad, as the senior person from CSIRO, is the adoption
of the precautionary principle in the scientific area a uniform policy applied across all divisions
of CSIRO, or is it something that is determined essentially on merit, depending on the particular
focus of scientific research across a range of fields of endeavour?

Dr Haddad—That is a pretty muddy area and a very sticky question, thank you very much.

Senator MARK BISHOP—We could get to the heart of a lot of the issues raised, so I would
be interested in your clear and specific response.

Dr Haddad—I will be as clear as I can. In matters of this sort, certainly where public safety
is concerned, I must take the advice of the people within my organisation who know most about
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these things when they are giving me an opinion, and also, of course, I have reference to the full
range of literature. If I believed that there was some need for a precautionary warning in a
particular circumstance, I would be uncomfortable if we were left out, but I would certainly not
apply it uniformly across the board to every issue that CSIRO is involved in. I think there are
particular areas where we must be sensitive to certain issues and therefore need to err on the
side of caution. We are, as I said, a very conservative organisation and try to act that way.

Senator MARK BISHOP—It is just that my experience of a range of inquiries and
submissions is exactly what you said. Other senior officers from CSIRO—from agricultural,
medical research and chemical research—have all indicated that the precautionary principle is
something that might be considered but only as a determining or guiding policy, not imposed
throughout the organisation.

Dr Haddad—Certainly not.

Dr Barnett—I will add a point to that precautionary issue. It was specifically related to the
issue where the standard is developed entirely on the basis of thermal biological effects. It was
not really a big issue. It was simply trying to get something included as part of the standard to
make the point that this is not absolutely protective—that the standard is based on available
evidence relating to thermal effects. These other low-level effects are still uncertain. That sort of
wording seemed to be quite appropriate. It is somewhere in the standard, in the foreword or
wherever, that says, ‘Okay, this is the best we’ve got but it is not fail safe.’ There seemed to be
objection to taking what we believe is just a reasonable approach to the situation.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I am not sufficiently expert to discuss the minutiae of different
committees. I was more interested in the policy position on that issue of CSIRO as an
organisation, because it is constantly being raised in this particular inquiry.

Dr Haddad—In CSIRO’s position, and as a representative of the CSIRO, the jury is still out
on this debate. Therefore, a precautionary principle would seem to be a good idea.

Senator MARK BISHOP—In this area.

Dr Haddad—In this area, absolutely.

Senator TCHEN—Dr Haddad and Dr Barnett, being two practising scientists, I wonder
whether you can give me a concise definition of the precautionary principle. I have had that
thrown at me in a number of inquiries.

Dr Haddad—I will give you an example. It appears in the Stewart report, and it simply says,
‘Restrict use of mobile phones to children for essential purposes,’ and a couple of other things
which I do not remember offhand. The precautionary principle says, ‘Be aware that the jury is
out. We think this is the answer, but we’re not sure.’

Senator TCHEN—I will put my wording back to you and see whether you approve of it. It
means proceed with caution.

Dr Haddad—Absolutely.
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CHAIR—Dr Barnett, I would like you to clarify one point. You gave us some indication of
how the ARPANSA committee works with regard to decision making. Can you tell the
committee what the TE/7 committee arrangement was with regard to deciding on new
standards?

Dr Barnett—I was not a member of the TE/7 committee, but the way Standards Australia
works in general is to have a majority vote. I think that, for any standard to go forward, it has to
be approved by at least 80 per cent, and that was not the case for the interim standard.

CHAIR—So the standard was put up, and the 80 per cent was not achieved?

Dr Barnett—That is right.

CHAIR—Can you tell us who voted against the acceptance of that new standard?

Dr Barnett—As I said, I was not on the committee that was involved.

CHAIR—CSIRO did have a member on the committee.

Dr Haddad—I can get those names.

CHAIR—How did CSIRO vote?

Dr Barnett—We voted against. I believe that, out of the committee, there were four votes
against.

CHAIR—How are decisions made about what constitutes 80 per cent? Who are the
members? I gather there is quite a lot of representation from industry on that committee and in
subsequent arrangements. Who decides where the 80 per cent point is and how many members
there are?

Dr Barnett—Presumably it would be 80 per cent of the full membership of the committee.
The committee would be convened under the procedures that Standards Australia adopt.

Dr Haddad—It is really an issue for Standards Australia, and they will have larger or smaller
groups as they like. The 80 per cent is simply a direct ratio of the members.

CHAIR—Let me put the question another way. The arrangement of the committee—the
number of members from industry, the number of members from community based consumer
groups and the like—seems to me to be likely to hinge on the vote of CSIRO; that, in some
sense, CSIRO is in the middle: if you do not vote with it, it falls; if you do, it does not. Would
that be a fair argument?

Dr Haddad—From memory, I think there were four out of 12 members voting against the
standard. If CSIRO were able to swing the thing on its own, then you might be right. But I do
not believe that CSIRO is pivotal in coming to those decisions. Standards Australia would
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normally invite CSIRO to be on those standards that are relevant to its expertise, and I do not
think it is—

CHAIR—Nonetheless, it is true to say, is it not, that the industry representation on that
committee voted for a change in the standards, as was put forward?

Dr Barnett—Certainly.

CHAIR—CSIRO did not. How do you characterise the other three who had a vote? They
were not industry. Who were they?

Dr Haddad—I am sorry, I cannot answer that because of lack of knowledge: I just do not
know.

Dr Barnett—We could only speculate. There would be members representing the general
public.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Chair, excuse me. I know you have asked a question, but Dr
Barnett did not attend, does not have first-hand knowledge and I presume at best can give repeat
information he has been given by others who may or may not have attended. I do not
understand how such hearsay material adds value to this discussion.

CHAIR—CSIRO did have a member on the committee, and we do not have access to that
person today. It is not unreasonable to ask Dr Barnett if he knows the answer to the question. If
he doesn’t, we have other witnesses who were on that committee, and we will ask them.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Perhaps the CSIRO should take it on notice and give us written
advice from the person who does have direct knowledge, as opposed to—

Dr Haddad—I certainly have no trouble with informing you of the membership of that
committee, but I do not have it to hand right now.

CHAIR—Thank you very much for your submission and for coming along today.
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[12.37 p.m.]

LINCOLN, Mr John, Convenor, Electromagnetic Radiation Alliance of Australia

McLEAN, Mrs Lyn, Secretary, Electromagnetic Radiation Alliance of Australia

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee prefers all evidence to be given in public, however you
may at any time request that your evidence or part of your evidence be given in private and the
committee will consider any such request. I point out, however, that evidence taken in camera
may subsequently be made public by order of the Senate. I also remind witnesses that the giving
of false or misleading evidence may constitute a contempt of the parliament. The committee has
before it your submission No. 80, which has been published. Are there any alterations or
additions you wish to make to that document at this stage?

Mr Lincoln—No.

CHAIR—I invite you to make a brief opening statement, after which we will go to questions.

Mr Lincoln—I am an electrical engineer with a Bachelor of Engineering degree. I have
employment experience in telecommunications, power generation and transmission. I am
Convenor of EMRAA. In 1996, I attended the World Health Organisation seminar in Munich
which was based on the subject of radio frequency telecommunications. I am the community
representative on the Australian standard TE/7 committee. I am also the community
representative on the ARPANSA RF working group. I am a community representative on the
EME reference group, and I conduct electromagnetic radiation surveys of homes and offices.

Mrs McLean—I am the secretary of EMRAA. EMRAA is a community organisation, so I
am here to represent the community today. I have an arts degree and one in education. I too
attended the WHO seminar in 1996. I am the deputy chair of the ACIF working committee that
is developing a code on the deployment of radio communications infrastructure. I am a
community representative on the EME reference group. I am the editor of EMRAA News, which
is a publication that has national and international distribution.

Overhead transparencies were then shown—

Mrs McLean—Thank you for the opportunity to talk to you this afternoon. The main point I
really want to make in my submission—and it is one that has been understood across all
cultures and over all times—is:

The birds have fled, the animals are fleeing, there is an acrid smell in the air. I’m off grug because where there’s smoke
there’s fire.

That is my message today: where there is smoke, there is fire. There is so much smoke on this
issue and there is so much evidence that low levels of electromagnetic radiation are dangerous
that I think it is time for us to accept that that is the case, that they are dangerous. It is time to
accept that EMR is affecting the health of the community. What are these health effects? Many
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studies are showing a range of effects, including brain tumours, leukaemia, heart problems,
miscarriages and birth defects, learning and performance problems, neurological problems,
neurodegenerative diseases, breast cancer and immune depression. It also affects melatonin,
which is a free radical scavenger and therefore plays a role in preventing cancer; enzymes;
hormones; genes; and signal transduction or the way in which cells communicate with each
other. So the studies are there.

I have with me quite a number of abstracts. I know there has been some discussion this
morning about whether there is evidence of adverse health effects. Having said that there are a
lot of studies that are showing them, I will show you some of the abstracts. These are just some
that I have managed to draw together. Each page here represents one study that is showing a
link between adverse health effects and electromagnetic radiation exposure. I am talking about
across the spectrum and I am talking about powerlines as well as radio frequency. You are most
welcome to look through those.

CHAIR—Do you want to table those documents?

Mrs McLean—I am happy to do so if they would be of use to the committee.

CHAIR—Is there any objection to those abstracts being received? There are no objections.
Thank you.

Mrs McLean—I think it is safe to say that there are, in fact, hundreds of studies that show
these effects. This is persuasive evidence that electromagnetic radiation is adversely affecting
our bodies. In September, just a little while ago, a very important study was released. It looked
at data from nine previous studies and this is what it found.

It found that children exposed to 4 mG or more had double the risk of leukemia. This is
incredibly important because our present guidelines allow people to be exposed to 1,000 mG or
5,000 mG if they are in industry. So at a very low level of exposure—quite a common level of
exposure—we have a really significant health problem. This is important because it shows that
not only are health effects occurring at extremely low levels of EMR but that these effects are
non-thermal. You will be aware that a lot of the standards around the world are based on the
presumption that health effects only occur if the body heats up by one degree Celsius. It is not
so in this case. It also shows that new standards are urgently needed. The author of this study
said that if we had supporting experimental data, epidemiology would have been strong enough
for a causal interpretation quite some time ago. In a moment, I will come back to why we do not
have enough supporting experimental data.

In addition to the scientific studies that I have shown you, there is another prong to the
‘smoke’ I am discussing today—that is: what is the community experiencing? It is experiencing
headaches, nausea, memory problems, concentration problems, head pain, jaw pain, fatigue,
sleep problems and leukemia. How do we know that the community is experiencing all of those
effects? We know because we hear about it. This year, I had the opportunity to be involved in a
study on the effects of mobile phones on people. I advertised for volunteers who experienced
some effects and, to my surprise, I was inundated with responses. In addition to what I hear, I
know that the Australian Communications Authority has received lots of complaints from
people using mobile phones about their effects. It has now begun to record those complaints. In
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addition to the ACA, we know that ARPANSA receives complaints from people about
exposure. We know that individual researchers also receive complaints. What this means is that
there is no central authority for putting all of these complaints and symptoms together, so what
each of us is seeing is just the tip of the iceberg.

I have the EMR surveys. In his work as a consultant, John often measures households and
offices. He finds that people who are living in high electromagnetic fields are experiencing
health problems. He finds this again and again. Interestingly enough, many people report that,
when the fields are reduced, their symptoms abate. I believe that these people are actually the
canaries in the coalmine, that they are sounding the warning bells that society desperately needs
to hear. This, then, is the smoke. Why is no-one putting out the fire? For the benefit of those
who cannot see this overhead, this one says, ‘Come back, Brig. The birds have fled. The
animals are fleeing. Granted, there is an acrid smell in the air, but it might just be a chance
association. We cannot prove there is risk.’ That may sound familiar. Why hasn’t anyone put out
the fire? It is because there is doubt. We cannot prove that low levels of electromagnetic
radiation cause health problems when there are many studies that show that they do not. There
are good reasons for this.

Why do studies fail to find effect? Firstly, there are some difficulties in measuring. We know
that even the position of the laboratories on the earth’s magnetic field makes a difference to
results. In fact, Dr Carl Blackman found that the results that he was having differed according to
the earth’s magnetic field and, of course, that is different in different laboratories. Even moving
a wastepaper basket makes a difference. Secondly, people have different genetic susceptibilities,
so some people will respond to a toxin or an exposure more than others. I know that this
committee has heard from Dr Ted Litovitz on his 10-second criterion—that is, the idea that cells
need to be exposed constantly for a 10-second period in order to have a response. If this is the
case—and I know that that has not been considered in many studies—it means that perhaps the
studies have not found an effect that could well be there.

Many studies have focused on cancer, but cancer has a very long latency period of up to 40
years. That means that any cancers that we are detecting at this stage are only the early
indicators—the tip of the iceberg. Finally, on the issue of industry funding, why do studies fail
to find effect? A great many of them are funded by industry. We know that it is not to industry’s
advantage to find that their technology causes health effects, and one has to ask whether they
can be entirely objective in their work. The fact that many studies have not identified health
effects from EMR does not mean that these effects do not exist; it simply means that they have
not been identified yet. I suggest that there is already enough evidence that low levels of
electromagnetic radiation are dangerous to warrant immediate precautions, as EMRAA has
suggested in its submission. We cannot afford to wait until there is conclusive proof because, as
in the case of tobacco, this may be many years away.

Further, there are strong reasons for the government to implement precautions. Firstly, there
is a precedent. The Stewart inquiry investigated whether electromagnetic radiation from mobile
phones might be dangerous, and it suggested a range of precautions. Interestingly, it did this
even though it gave equal weighting to studies that had been conducted by industry, which you
might expect to be biased. Secondly, there are worldwide trends towards precautions. You will
be aware that Royal North Shore Hospital has suggested precautions for the use of mobile
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phones. So has the British Services Union, major Australian health insurer MBF, and several
large companies in Australia.

I have a report from the Sunday Telegraph, 19 March 2000, which talks about staff being
given health tips for mobiles to reduce their risks. The companies that are doing this include
Energy Australia, Westpac, Commonwealth Bank and Apple Computers. Why implement
precautions? Because the public is aware that there are concerns about electromagnetic
radiation—that there are risks. They are aware that they are experiencing symptoms. The
government urgently needs to improve its public image on this issue. Some incautious and
insensitive behaviour in the past means that many of the people that I speak to about this issue
do not feel that the government has adequately addressed its concerns.

I have some examples. On 5 March 1997, Senator Alston referred to Dr Neil Cherry, a
visiting New Zealand physicist, as a charlatan and snake oil merchant. He did this under
parliamentary privilege. That same year, the DOCA roadshow travelled Australia and presented
a number of public meetings, a principal focus of which was to denigrate Dr Hocking and Dr
Cherry. Thirdly, as you might be aware, on Michael Repacholi’s Adelaide Hospital study on
mice that were predisposed to lymphomas and had shown a high incidence of leukaemia,
Senator Alston said, ‘This only proves that mice predisposed to lymphoma should not use
mobile phones.’ That perhaps does not address the community’s concerns. Finally, there are
very strong legal incentives for the government to implement precautions. It is just a matter of
time before we see a huge flurry of legal activity.

In the United States, super lawyer Peter Angelos has teamed with George Carlo, who is
collecting information that could be extremely useful for class actions. A legal suit for $800
million has already been launched in America, and the lawyer who initiated that has promised
another 12 cases before Christmas. I have here a letter from the legal company, Maurice
Blackburn Cashman. Paragraph 2 of that letter says:

From the research investigations which we have undertaken to date, it would appear that there is an increasing body of
empirical data pointing to a link between use of mobile phones and the development of certain personal injuries.

The evidence is mounting. In conclusion, I would like to suggest that this inquiry is a wonderful
opportunity for the major political parties. It is an opportunity for both parties to embrace
sensible policies on EMR that are vital for their political survival, and to do so without losing
face. A favourable report from this committee would allow the government to advance new
policies of precaution gracefully and graciously. It is an opportunity to win back public
confidence and respect. It is an opportunity to gracefully implement genuine precautions to
protect people. Should it not do so, the government will be emulating the rather infamous
behaviour of a predecessor who is remembered in history for fiddling while the people burned.

CHAIR—Mr Lincoln, did you want to add anything?

Mr Lincoln—No, I will wait for the questions.

CHAIR—Perhaps I can start with you, Mr Lincoln. You were the community rep on TE/7
and you are now on the ARPANSA reference group. What is the name of that reference group.
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Mr Lincoln—It is the radiofrequency working group on the ARPANSA committee. I am on
the EME reference group, which is another committee, but that is more an information—

CHAIR—The EME reference group is the one that assists NHMRC to decide on grants—or
is that another one again?

Mr Lincoln—I think so. We meet so infrequently I do not think we would have too much
effect.

CHAIR—Mr Lincoln, could you tell us about each of those groups and what your role is
with them?

Mr Lincoln—I will start with the Australian standard TE/7 committee. I was the community
representative on that committee. I attended nearly all of the meetings, and I was one of those
who voted against the final standard. I got to the point where I was probably ready to vote for
the standard, until all our attempts at precaution were whittled away and we had people like
Telstra bringing their lawyers in and fiddling with the words. I guess I decided enough was
enough, so I voted no. The ARPANSA committee know quite well my views on this subject, so
I was a little surprised to be included in the group. Bruce Hocking and I do our best to represent
the community interests.

CHAIR—Could you indicate to the committee who Bruce Hocking is?

Mr Lincoln—Dr Bruce Hocking was the previous medical officer at Telstra. He now runs his
own private business. He has some experience with effects of radiofrequency on the wellbeing
of people. He and I try to push the precautionary line—and, as you have already been told, we
are not really invited to do so. But the fighting has not even started yet. We are all proceeding
very harmoniously at the moment, but we have to get to the nitty-gritty stage, which is not far
off. I can assure the Senate that we want to see some precaution there, and we will insist on it
whatever way we can.

CHAIR—Just to take you back a bit in time, I do not know that you had quite finished with
the TE/7 committee. Could you explain—and we raised this question with the CSIRO
previously—what the make-up of the committee was and how the voting went, such that it was
not agreed that the standard would be relaced?  Could you take us through that process first?

Mr Lincoln—The committee was comprised of representatives from the telecommunications
industry—Telstra, Optus and I think one of the other carriers—people from Defence, people
from broadcasting both in Australia and New Zealand, the CSIRO, representatives from the
union and occupational health and safety and Don Maisch and I representing the community.

I recall that, in the final voting, there were two-thirds in favour of the standard and one-third
against. I forget what the numbers were, but Roger Lyle is here today and he will know what
they were. John Hunter from the CSIRO, Don Maisch, Dan Dwyer and I voted against the
standard. In the joint committee, a gentlemen from the Auckland council voted against the
standard. After the no vote was taken, the voting was then split up on New Zealand lines only.
In New Zealand there had been six for the standard and two against, so they had to convince
only one of them to change his vote. That was the guy from Auckland council, and he did that.
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That gave them sufficient votes to make a New Zealand standard. The ridiculous thing was that
as a group we voted against it, but splitting it apart they could at least get a standard in New
Zealand. But, of course, there is not one in Australia at this time.

CHAIR—So that committee was disbanded and you went on to the ARPANSA
radiofrequency reference group.

Mr Lincoln—That is correct.

CHAIR—What were the differences between that committee and TE/7?

Mr Lincoln—The differences were not significant really. It is a smaller group. Telstra is
represented, but not Optus. Motorola and a couple of people from work and safety are on the
committee. It is a very tricky committee because some of us are considered committee members
and some of us are there as expert witnesses. It is a little bit cloudy because we work as if we
are a whole group. There are three people from ARPANSA. I do not have any disagreement
with it—I think it is a fair representation of Australia.

CHAIR—How transparent are the decisions made by this group? We heard previously that,
at the end of the day, the decision is made by ARPANSA rather than the committee. This would
appear to be one difference in the two committees. Can you just spell out what you actually do
and, if you make decisions, how you decide?

Mr Lincoln—So far we have not got to a point of being overridden. We have been able to
present whatever evidence we like and it has been considered. We are just at the point as to
whether some of us some accept it. One major breakthrough with this committee was that we
were able to provide a number of athermal studies; in fact, the ones that Lyn held up to you.
These were recently analysed and sifted through. Out of the 150 studies that I presented to them
at least 80 have been considered worthy of consideration. So that is a significant change. On the
TE/7 committee we did not get to that point. On this committee we have done that. The analysis
is being done by a professor at Swinburne University, Andrew Wood. I am fairly confident that
he is making a fair analysis of it all—and it is a lot of work.

Mrs McLean—This standard setting process was discussed at the last EME reference group
meeting. I raised the issue of consideration of athermal affects. I understand from the
representative from that committee that, while those studies are being considered, at the same
time the working committee has already taken the decision that it will adopt the ICNIRP, which
of course is not based on athermal effects. So, while the committee is considering them, it is
also disregarding them.

Mr Lincoln—Those who know me will realise that I am not very good at being told what to
do; so I am ignoring some of those instructions at the moment. As earlier speakers have told
you, we were told not to discuss this out of committee. I have certainly done that with Lyn and
some of my other associates, and ARPANSA are well aware of this and it is accepted that that is
the way it has to be. I think it has now basically been accepted that I am there representing the
community and I need to discuss these things with the community. I am hoping that they will
also see some sense when we get to the precautionary issues, because they are too important to
be put aside.
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CHAIR—So will consideration of the athermal effects happen prior to a decision being made
about ICNIRP?

Mrs McLean—It depends on whether the decision has already been made. After the first
meeting there was—

Mr Lincoln—They want to use the numbers of ICNIRP. So they would like to use the values.
From our point of view, we really do not know the correct values as far as human health goes.
The values may be zero but I cannot be sure of that. What we would prefer to do is say, ‘Okay,
the ICNIRP values will protect you against overheating. You will not be cooked if you keep
within that range. However, you should be aware that other effects exist and precautions need to
be taken to minimise your exposure.’ That is the sort of rough direction we are heading.

CHAIR—If you are successful in that aim what will happen to this statement?

Mr Lincoln—That is the big argument. We want it into the body of the standard and
ARPANSA do not want it in the body. They are quite happy to have it as an appendix or some
note that can be dropped off the end. I think that is where the major arguments will be. That
starts in a week or so.

CHAIR—What is the time frame for making a decision about whether this statement is in the
standard or not?

Mr Lincoln—I imagine it will be during the next couple of months. We had hoped in theory
to have this process finished before Christmas, but I can assure you that it will not be.

CHAIR—If there is disagreement at the end of the day, what is your understanding of how
that committee works in terms of finalising the point?

Mr Lincoln—It will be taken to the next higher committee and they will probably decide.

CHAIR—What is the next higher committee?

Mr Lincoln—I am sorry, I cannot think of the name of it. There are actually three levels of
committee within ARPANSA. We are the third level. We are the working group. Then it goes up
one level and then eventually to the CEO. I suppose what bothers me with all of this is that the
CEO has already said publicly that the ICNIRP standards are quite acceptable and that there are
no health effects from radiofrequency. It makes it very awkward when you are sitting on a
committee, trying to take as scientific an approach as you can to present the information, to
know that at the top of the tree the boss has already said, ‘Well, it’s a lot of rubbish; we don’t
like that.’

Senator MARK BISHOP—The steering committee is the Radiation Health Committee, is it
not?

Mr Lincoln—Yes.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—That makes the final decision?

Mr Lincoln—I think so.

CHAIR—Who is represented on that committee? Are you on that committee?

Mr Lincoln—No, I am not on that. I really could not tell you offhand who is. If you need to
find out, we can get back to you.

Mrs McLean—I think the community representative on that committee is Mr Peter Raue. In
our submission we made some comment about how he was appointed. It was not through an
open and transparent process.

CHAIR—Perhaps you would like to go over that process and your criticism of it.

Mrs McLean—I understand from a press release that the minister said that he advertised that
position. Our understanding is that that gentlemen was approached by Danna Vale, who is the
local MP. She indicated that there was a need for somebody to act as a community
representative on a committee of this nature. Mr Raue expressed his interest and she suggested
that he write. He did so and was accepted on that committee. I have no information to suggest
that anybody else was involved, alerted or given the same opportunity as he was.

CHAIR—Did you at any stage make representation to be included on this committee?

Mrs McLean—Yes, we did.

CHAIR—What was the response?

Mrs McLean—We had none.

CHAIR—No response, or was it a negative response?

Mr Lincoln—No response.

CHAIR—When did that happen? When did you make that representation?

Mr Lincoln—About a year ago. It was before these meetings started; so it would have been
about this time last year.

CHAIR—When was that committee set up?

Mr Lincoln—I think we had our first meeting in about—

CHAIR—No, the committee on which you do not sit.

Mr Lincoln—I do not know.
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Mrs McLean—I recall that it was the end of last year—just off the top of my head.

CHAIR—As far as you know it has met already?

Mrs McLean—Yes, a number of times.

Senator TCHEN—Can you tell the committee how you came about the information about
how he was appointed?

CHAIR—I asked that question.

Senator TCHEN—So that is how he was appointed?

Mrs McLean—Yes.

Senator TCHEN—If Mr Lincoln had been appointed in Mr Raue’s place would you have
been happy with the process?

Mrs McLean—I would not have been happy with the process, I think that the process should
be an open and transparent one. I think that people should be notified of the opportunity and
should submit, and that a selection should be made based on merits. I think that the community
representative should be representative of the whole community. I have to say that I think that
EMRAA is, because we do have contacts with the community throughout Australia. Mr Raue,
on the other hand, is connected with a community organisation—it is Rotary—but he does not
have a network on this issue, so he has no way to get feedback from the community about what
they are experiencing and he has no way to disseminate information through the network. We
have actually offered to do that for him.

Senator TCHEN—But Rotary, unlike EMRAA, is not an interest group, is it?

Mrs McLean—No, that is right. It has broader concerns. But he is to represent people on the
issue of electromagnetic radiation. We felt that it should have been somebody who was
connected to the community and who was concerned about that issue.

Senator TCHEN—Or one type of concern?

Mrs McLean—That is what he is there to represent.

Senator TCHEN—No, your organisation represents one kind of concern, one direction of
concern.

Mrs McLean—We represent the community that is concerned about health effects from
electromagnetic radiation, and that is what this committee is set up to do.

Senator MARK BISHOP—In your September newsletter EMRAA supported the ACIF
code, stating that the code adheres to a precautionary approach and provides for consultation.
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Does EMRAA still adopt that position of supporting the Australian communication industry’s
forum code?

Mrs McLean—We have not yet got to the position of formally supporting that code. When
you read that article you will see that I have tried to indicate what is good about the code and
also where the code is deficient, so it is not an endorsement of the code per se. We are still in
the process, with that document, of public consultation. Public meetings are being held in the
next month, so it is my expectation that there will be quite a bit of feedback from the
community to this committee that I am involved in, and it may be that that code is amended to
reflect those comments. So it will be at that point at which all the members of the committee are
asked to give their endorsement.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You said on page 3:

While less than perfect, it is a fair compromise between the interests of the dominant industry representatives on the
committee and the community representatives. That a workable compromise was achieved in these often difficult
negotiations is due in no small part to the integrity of chairman Brent Gerstel from Optus.

Mrs McLean—That is quite right.

Senator MARK BISHOP—And you go on, as you say, to discuss the pros and cons. But
you are not able at this stage to advise us that EMRAA does support the code in its current
form?

Mrs McLean—As I say, we support aspects of the code. There are some that we are
concerned about. I think we will be in a better position to answer that question when the public
feedback has been received and when the code has been modified to accommodate that.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Will you be arguing in support of the code or against it?

Mrs McLean—I would prefer to wait until the code has been modified after public feedback.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So you do not have a position on the code?

Mrs McLean—I have a position on aspects of the code. There are aspects of the code that I
think are—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Yes, I understand that. You say in your document that it is a ‘fair
compromise’—I think they are your words—and that it now has to go out for public
consultation and some approval process. Part and parcel of that process will be a
recommendation from the executive of your organisation or the negotiators—whomever they
might be—that, on balance, it is good and should be adopted or that, on balance, it is deficient
and should be opposed and further negotiations entered into. That is the way these systems
operate. What I am asking you is whether, on balance, you will be recommending its acceptance
to your constituency or whether you think it does not warrant that status as yet.

Mrs McLean—That will depend on what modifications are made over the next few months.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—What modifications? Do you mean the internal process at the
committee level or extra processes?

Mrs McLean—No, I am suggesting that it is possible that the code will be amended to
reflect community and also industry input, and I would like to see the final document before I
either agree to accept it or reject it.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So at this stage it is nothing other than a negotiating document?
Is that correct?

Mrs McLean—It is a little further advanced than that, but I would prefer to withhold my
comments about it until the final version. I think it is a little premature for me to adopt a
particular position on that at this stage.

Senator MARK BISHOP—When would you be adopting that position of arguing for or
against?

Mrs McLean—When I have seen how the document looks when it is finished.

Senator MARK BISHOP—When will that process be? That is what I am asking. When?

Mrs McLean—Public comment is being accepted now, and it will be accepted until 15
December. When the comments come in, the committee will then need to look at what
comments have been received, and it will be making adjustments at that point. I expect that that
will be early in the New Year and that by around March we would have a finished document
that we would be looking at voting on.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So there is a draft document in existence which is being
circulated to interested parties for comment. The closure date for comment is 15 December.
Further review will be in early January, and final draft for acceptance or rejection will be in
mid-March. Is that right?

Mrs McLean—I expect so. I am going off the top of my head. I recall that the dates are
around that time, but that is from memory.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You have argued in the past that industry has undue influence on
the working party putting together the guidelines. My advice is that currently there are seven
non-industry members as well as two consultants and three observers on the ARPANSA
working group, and two of the nine members on the current ARPANSA safety standard working
group are employed by industry. Do you still think that is undue influence by industry?

Mrs McLean—Yes, I do. In fact, I believe that there should be much broader representation.
I think there should be representation from public health experts, from epidemiologists, from
people who have worked in this area over a period time. I am a little concerned that there
seemed to be efforts to keep particular individuals off that committee, and you might be
aware—I am not sure whether we put it in our submission—that there were conversations
between industry members saying things to the effect that they must make sure that a particular
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individual did not get on that committee. I feel that industry does have a fair amount of
influence and that it is very concerned to maintain that influence.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Two of the nine ARPANSA members come from industry and
there are seven non-industry members. So do you suggest those two industry reps should be
removed?

Mrs McLean—No. I guess we are really going back to the whole set-up of this particular
issue. If you look at people like Dr David Black, he does not have any official status on that
committee, other than as an observer I believe—if I am correct there—but nevertheless he has
the opportunity to be involved in all of the discussions. Dr Black is a consultant who works for
industry, and he is also from New Zealand. We believe that perhaps it is inappropriate to have
somebody like that on the committee and that we might be better—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is he biased?

Mrs McLean—He certainly could be considered to be.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Can you give us evidence of biased behaviour on his part? That
is quite a terrible allegation, which I am sure is of concern to the committee.

Mr Lincoln—Earlier in your inquiry, there was criticism of Henry Lai’s research, which I
understand this committee got back to Henry Lai. I saw a copy of his email back, where he
stood up for what he had stated. I thought that was very interesting, so I took that email to our
committee and I said to David Black, ‘You’ve made a statement to the committee. Here is
Henry Lai’s response. As a community representative, I am interested in the outcome of this,
because we’re basing a lot of our information on research such as comes from Henry Lai. If you
can tell the Senate committee that it’s not correct, then I think we need to know what it’s all
about. But Henry, to me, seems to have justified his statement. What can you say about that?’
And he said, ‘Oh well, I am not really an expert in that area,’ yet he is there as an expert
witness. He is hired by the telecoms as an expert witness, but when it gets a little difficult, he is
not an expert anymore, so I find that a little devious and difficult to deal with.

Senator MARK BISHOP—No-one here was a party to that conversation, Mr Lincoln, so we
cannot comment on what he was an expert on or not an expert on. Mrs McLean, I thought,
alleged bias on the part of Dr Black; Mr Lincoln, you are really alleging incompetence. We can
deal with incompetence later, if you like, but I would like to know the details of the bias. They
are different things.

Mrs McLean—I have not alleged that Dr Black is biased. I have definitely not said that, and
I would like it to be on the record that I reject that.

Senator MARK BISHOP—What is your argument then for Dr Black not being on the
committee?

Mrs McLean—I think the original question was about the influence of industry. Going back
to that, I have said that there are people who represent industry, who are on that committee and
perhaps should not be there. I cited Dr Black as being one of those people who is employed by
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industry and has strong affiliations with industry. Perhaps it is not appropriate for somebody
who is participating fully in all of the activities of that committee to be an observer on that
committee.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So he has engaged in consultancy work for telecommunications
companies in the past and has derived some or all of his livelihood from those organisations.
Take me to the next step—how is that wrong or bad and how does that result in undue
influence?

Mrs McLean—I guess my question is: why is it good?

Senator MARK BISHOP—I am not arguing about this; I am asking you to demonstrate that
to me. Because the man has worked for the industry in the past, why per se is his contribution
not of equal standard or merit to that of the rest of the committee members?

Mrs McLean—I have not said that that was the case either. Let me put to you the
hypothetical situation that—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Excuse me, Mrs McLean, you do not ask the questions; the
committee does. I am asking you to give me evidence as to why you allege Dr Black is not a
suitable person to be on this particular committee.

Mrs McLean—That is what I am about to do, Senator Bishop. What I am suggesting to you
as a possibility is that, if somebody who has strong affiliations with industry were to be on a
committee devising a standard and were to oppose a more lenient standard, such as the ICNIRP
standard, that might jeopardise that person’s particular employment opportunities with industry
in the future. So such a person would have strong vested interests in not doing so—in not
rejecting ICNIRP levels and perhaps endorsing ICNIRP as a standard. So there is that
possibility that appointing somebody like Dr Black, not necessarily Dr Black—and I am
certainly not criticising him as an individual—leaves open the possibility that they would be
doing what was going to be best for their career, rather than what was going to be best for the
Australian community.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Mrs McLean, that is an argument that anyone who has any
background in industry, or the telecommunications industry, or has derived their livelihood from
those sources, might be open to improper practice sometime in the future. That is your
argument.

Mrs McLean—Yes, exactly.

Senator MARK BISHOP—If that is your argument—and you say it is exactly—you would
suggest that there not be any persons on this expert working party with an industry background.

Mrs McLean—I would suggest that the best possible situation would be to have a range of
independent people. I do not know how far that is actually feasible, but I think, yes, that is the
ideal.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—So a range of independent people which necessarily excludes
industry representatives

Mrs McLean—I believe that industry should be excluded. I do not think that industry has a
role on standards committees; I think industry should be encouraged to meet whatever
standards, from a public health perspective, are decided are appropriate.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That is okay. You have put your point of view, and that is what I
wanted you to do, thank you. Mr Lincoln, do you share that view?

Mr Lincoln—To a point. My difficulty is that we are talking about a fairly technical
subject—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Very technical.

Mr Lincoln—and there are very few people outside industry who would understand it in any
way. So I am a little bit at cross-purposes with Lyn on that, but just because it is a very difficult
subject.

Senator MARK BISHOP—In fact, the evidence to us has been that there is a real dearth of
expert people in this field in Australia, that those who have many years of experience and a high
level of academic qualifications and experience in industry or academia are very few and far
between, and that, necessarily, to have an effective working committee devising regulations and
standards you would have to draw on resources from those areas. Is that correct, Mr Lincoln?

Mr Lincoln—As I see it, yes. I do not like it, but it is correct.

Senator MARK BISHOP—None of us have to like it, but it seems to be a statement of fact.

Mr Lincoln—If I could expand a little on that—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Before you do, the reason that is interesting is that at the outset
you demonstrated to the committee your background and expertise in this area and you referred
to the fact that you have a Bachelor of Engineering and a Bachelor of Science, hence some
technical knowledge of the issues that are likely to be raised—nothing wrong with that.

Mr Lincoln—Correct—and I would not want to be on the committee without it, because I
would not know what the hell they were talking about. I was going to say that the one big
disappointment is that we do not have a CSIRO representative on the committee. For whatever
reasons, we do not have one and, to this point, there has been a decision that they not be
replaced. That, I think, is a bit unfortunate.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Mrs McLean, you do understand that the ARPANSA working
group does not have final control over approval of the ME standard and that such approval is
the responsibility of the Radiation Health Committee?

Mrs McLean—Yes, I do understand that.
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Senator TCHEN—Mrs McLean, one of the difficulties a committee like this faces is that
people come here with unidirectional opinions. When you were talking earlier about Dr Black
you presented this committee with a very good argument why neither Mr Lincoln nor you
should be on a consulting committee, because you would go in with publicly expressed opinions
and should you express an opinion on the committee which differs from your organisation’s,
then, for example, Mr Lincoln may no longer be convenor. Therefore, you are in the same
situation as someone who has an industry contact.

Mrs McLean—I think it is very important that there be a balance. Where you have industry
representation there needs to be a balance for that, therefore community representation is
extremely important.

Senator TCHEN—Yes, but you are arguing that industry should have no representation.

Mrs McLean—In an ideal situation—and, as I said, whether that is achievable or not is a
different matter—it would not be represented, but we would have a range of other expertise.

Senator TCHEN—You mentioned a Dr George Carlo, an American scientist, who is
apparently involved in preparing litigation against the mobile phone companies.

Mrs McLean—I think that is going a little too far—he is actually involved in research and as
part of his research he is collecting data on effects that people are experiencing from the use of
mobile phones. That is the sort of data that is ideal for a class action and it is, I believe, no
coincidence that his partner in that work is Peter Angelos, a lawyer who has been involved in
litigation over asbestos and tobacco.

Senator TCHEN—Earlier we heard from another witness who named Dr Carlo as being a
corrupted scientist who is working hand in glove with the industry. You are anticipating him
turning against the industry now?

Mrs McLean—Yes.

Senator TCHEN—All right.

CHAIR—The point was made by the earlier witness that Dr Carlo had dissociated himself
from the previous groups, was it not?

Mrs McLean—That is right.

Senator TCHEN—Looking at your submission, I assume that your association is concerned
with the nonthermal effects of EMR at all frequency ranges?

Mrs McLean—Our main interest is the sort of effects people experience from power lines,
mobile phones and mobile phone towers.

Senator TCHEN—Power line radiation is 50 hertz and mobile phones are typically, at this
stage, in the megahertz range.
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Mrs McLean—That is true.

Senator TCHEN—That is quite a big range.

Mrs McLean—Yes.

Senator TCHEN—Do you think the impact would be the same?

Mrs McLean—It is really interesting that a lot of the studies are showing the same sort of
effects across the different frequencies. Far be it from me to suggest that the same effects would
apply universally but we are aware that there are effects at athermal levels from power exposure
and effects at athermal levels from exposures at radio frequency levels. We think that those
effects need to be addressed.

Senator TCHEN—Do you have research information to back up that assumption?

Mrs McLean—I have the documents that I showed before, which are abstracts that are freely
available to anyone. Yes, these are showing effects at very low levels of exposure.

CHAIR—Just one question to clarify the situation: you say in your submission that a good
proportion of the research fund was squandered on expensive and ill-directed public relations.
In fact, the department indicated that the cost of what was called the public information program
was $12,483. Is that your understanding too or is there another sum of money being spent?

Mrs McLean—No. But fact sheets were also involved, as well as the DOCA road show that
was funded through that research, and I do not think that that is an appropriate way for the
research funding to have been spent.

CHAIR—So you were not referring to another sum, a higher sum.

Mrs McLean—No.

CHAIR—Thank you very much for your submissions and for appearing before us today.
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[1.32 p.m.]

WATKINS, Mr Richard Ian, Member, EMR Safety Network International

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee has before it your submission, No. 111, which has been
published. Are there any alterations or additions you want to make to that document at this
stage?

Mr Watkins—No.

CHAIR—I invite you to make a brief opening statement, after which we will go to questions.

Mr Watkins—I am here appearing on behalf of Mrs Betty Venables, who actually put this
submission in but is in poor health at the present time. Consequently, this statement is longer
than would otherwise be the case.

I tendered this submission as a private citizen with a background of health problems
associated with EMR exposure. I also represent those people who have sought my guidance on
how to identify and deal with their EMR problems. Anecdotal evidence of these cases has been
documented and similar evidence has been recorded by others. Since early 1989, extensive
study of reliable literature and the assistance of people in the medical and technical fields have
provided me with a firm understanding of the subject of EMR health issues. In 1988, I
consulted a medical specialist regarding multiple allergies. It was suggested and later confirmed
that electric and magnetic field exposure could also be involved and that some allergies may
well have been EMR initiated or exacerbated.

EMR is believed to interfere with the processes of the human systems such as heart rate and
brain function. Investigation of my environment revealed the magnetic field levels which I had
been exposed to were well within the range of those officially accepted as safe. However, a
painful personal experience revealed that these ‘safe’ levels were triggering migraine,
headaches, insomnia, memory loss, giddiness and depression. Medical tests revealed no
pathology in my case.

Avoidance and reduction of EMR resulted in recovery from these debilitating conditions. The
absence of their recurrence resulted in both immediate and long-term improved health. These
remarkable results prompted further study of the abundant literature on the biological effects of
EMR; the lack of official attention to low level, non-heating EMR biological effects, which
could reasonably be expected to impact adversely on human health; and the range of adverse
reactions experienced by many people during and after exposure to low level EMR.

I have been active over this period in creating public awareness of the potential impact of
EMR exposure on health. I have successfully sought assistance from power authorities to assess
EMR levels in homes where health was a problem. Though it is not official policy of the
particular power authority, some officers refer people to me regarding EMR matters. I have
recently self-published a book, Electromagnetic radiation and your health. I table this book as a
supplementary submission.
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Many people have been treated symptomatically, with prescribed drugs, and often for long
periods of time, for symptoms for which no supporting pathology could be found. After simple
EMR avoidance measures were taken, these symptoms significantly diminished. General
practitioners are given advice on EMR in a booklet, Information to GPs—Electromagnetic
radiation, a cancer control bulletin. This bulletin states that readers should see things in
proportion, namely, that concern about EMR should be seen as a distraction in comparison to
the known cancer causing agents such as smoking. We may well ponder the length of time it
took for cigarette smoking to be recognised as a cancer causing agent. This bulletin is almost
dismissive of the EMR factor in relation to health. In 1998 a working group under the RAPID
program classed EMF as a 2B possible carcinogen. Now it appears almost certain that in the
year 2001 the International Agency for Research on Cancer and the Californian department of
health services will each independently classify EMF as a possible carcinogen.

National health costs are of great concern to the community. Medical resources are heavily
involved in a whole range of health conditions for which no pathology can be found. Industrial
accidents and stress are rife in the workplace, yet the environment EMR factor is completely
overlooked as a possible cause. The EMR health issue, properly addressed at medical,
government, corporate, occupational health and safety levels and by the householder, could
create considerable financial savings at a government and personal level and result in less pain
and suffering in the community. To do so the EMR health factor must be first openly
acknowledged. Adequate education programs and EMR reduction strategies need to be devised
and made readily available to the public.

There have been recent studies linking mobile phone radiofrequency radiation effects with
heart and kidney disease, which are significant diseases in the community. Two large Sydney
hospitals—the Royal North Shore Hospital and the St George Hospital—have policies that
advise restricted use of mobile phones by staff members because of interference with essential
equipment. A study conducted at the sleep laboratory of the University of Zurich has found that
exposing volunteers to digital mobile phone radiation for 30 minutes whilst awake resulted in
significantly altered EEG activity after they fell asleep. This demonstrates a delay period
between exposure and the onset of known non-ionising radiation effects. Impaired quality of
sleep is known to impact adversely on health.

Worth noting is the case of the changes in habits of a large number of caged exotic birds
located about 150 metres from an analog cell phone antenna. No problems were encountered
until the mobile phone antenna was upgraded to a digital system. The following breeding
season, most birds refused to breed. Those that did destroyed most of their eggs and those that
hatched were prematurely ejected from the nest. Only two survived. The birds moulted
continuously and were uncommonly aggressive. Veterinary investigation could not find
evidence of disease in the birds. The owner of these birds has moved elsewhere. About 200
metres from the same base station, the behaviour of racing pigeons also changed dramatically.
They became disoriented, unable to determine which way to fly. It would appear that the birds
could no longer tolerate the change in the EMR environment. On a high-rise building, a change
in habits of the resident flock of crows was observed after a digital mobile base station was
installed on the roof. The birds became noisy and restless for a number of days before
unexpectedly vacating the area. Residents in nearby high-rise buildings also complained of
debilitating changes in their own health.
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I have some anecdotal experiences to put forward. The first one is from an electrical
contractor who experienced pain in the heart region. No pathological cause was found. He
recalled an earlier warning to avoid the habit of carrying a mobile phone in his shirt pocket. He
moved the phone to his belt and the heart pains ceased. A short time later, he suffered pains in
the kidney region. No pathological cause was found. The phone was removed from this location
and the kidney region pain ceased. He had no further problems. Another example is a woman
who experienced mild to severe discomfort when she was up to about two metres away from a
mobile phone in stand-by mode. When the phone rang, the woman experienced upper back
tension, neck pain and breathing difficulty, and anxiety repeatedly occurs. In another situation,
three service radio operators have died in the same job during a recent five-year period—
coincidence or RFR effect? One of the wives is very bitter about the circumstances. How many
more may die in this job?

One of the submissions to this inquiry is from a young man who has needed surgery for the
removal of a mass that developed on the right-hand side of the skull. He feels that this is closely
connected to his right-hand usage of a mobile phone over a six-year period. There appears to be
an alarming number of brain tumour cases among young people. Their mobile phone habits and
other EMR exposures should be investigated to determine if there is a link. Turning to the 50
hertz situation, a couple had poor sleep patterns resulting in head noises and diminished levels
of concentration. High levels of EMR were found on a recently installed water pipe located near
an electric cable. Advice to move the bed was taken and, after four nights, the symptoms had
vanished. Relocating the water pipe further away solved the problem. Due to the nature of the
wiring installation in building complexes, EMR exposure reduction is limited and would be
beyond the control of the majority of people living in villas or unit apartments. This is a major
problem and it needs to be addressed by an appropriate building code amendment.

Electro hypersensitive individuals must also be acknowledged and respected. These people
are not merely a few electrophobic individuals seeking attention and special protection. They
are visible examples of the injury that any individual may ultimately sustain due to EMR
exposure at levels well below the now accepted standards based on the ICNIRP
recommendations. At present, electro hypersensitivity is believed to be affecting only a minority
group. In my view, this is a gross underestimation of the real situation. It can take time for the
individual to develop intolerance to EMR. The unique physiological and genetic make-up of
any individual determines the degree of EMR tolerance that they will have and which body
system may become affected. Many symptoms are of a neurological nature: subjective, hidden
from view to the world, yet causing untold pain to the victim. All too easily these people
experience a form of discrimination and misdiagnosis, being told that their condition is all in the
mind, adding to the considerable stress of that individual.

Personal experience and careful observation indicate that EMR exposure has adversely
impacted on some people and that when action has been taken on a significant measure to avoid
exposure, partial or full recovery has taken place. We have on record unsolicited anecdotal
evidence provided by numerous individuals who have experienced injury to health caused as a
result of EMR exposure. This has occurred at levels well under the officially accepted standards
of exposure which are based on the now inadequate ICNERP recommendations. The existing
standards of 5,000 mG magnetic field for occupational exposure and 1,000 mG magnetic field
for public exposure cannot be accepted in the interest of public health. We need actively to work
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towards the 2 mG exposure as recommended by the National Commission on Radiation
Protection Expert Committee.

This country should take the lead in this vital community health issue. I commend the efforts
of this inquiry and thank the committee for the opportunity to contribute.

CHAIR—Mr Watkins, are you prepared to take any questions on that submission?

Mr Watkins—I will certainly take questions.

CHAIR—What is your relationship with this organisation? Are you a member of it?

Mr Watkins—I am just a member, yes.

CHAIR—Do you have a personal experience yourself that you would like to share with us?

Mr Watkins—I have personal experiences, like the member who has just presented. I do
surveys of industry and homes, but in my personal situation, as an example, if I have the
computer keyboard on the desk I am fairly okay, but if I put it down on my legs, I can feel it
change. I have done this experiment many times, so I know there is a problem and I take
corrective action.

CHAIR—Mrs Venables refers to Breakspear Hospital in the UK. Is that the only hospital to
your knowledge to have developed some sort of expertise in this area and made an
acknowledgment of the problem? What is the situation in Australia? If you go to a local GP or
to outpatients complaining about these symptoms, what is the likely response?

Mr Watkins—I am not exactly sure. In that case I will have to get back to you from Mrs
Venables, but I know that there are doctors in Sydney who are now referring some patients to
people like myself. Recently a doctor found that the patient was ill and could not get to the
bottom of it. The doctor suggested EMR and that they may need to move homes. I went to their
place and did a survey. I found a high-tension cable leads easement that went across the
property and they decided to move. That is just one of many cases.

CHAIR—So you have discovered water pipes with electrical currents that are producing
unacceptable fields. What are some other examples of unsafe situations in the home?

Mr Watkins—There is the case of an elderly lady who could not sleep until about 11 o’clock
each night and did not know why. It turned out there was a TV on the other side of her wall
where there was another elderly lady who regularly watched TV until 11 o’clock at night.

CHAIR—Was it the noise?

Mr Watkins—No. She found ringing in her head, and she could not work out what was
wrong with her. Then suddenly, on a regular basis, she seemed to be okay and that turned out to
be at about 11 o’clock at night.
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CHAIR—Is there any other situation you can enlighten us on?

Mr Watkins—I often get people phoning me and they have quavering voices; they seem very
depressed and not very well. When you go and see them, they have been here, there and
everywhere to try to get to the bottom of their health problems. Often by corrective action in the
home the issue can be corrected—for instance, by moving the bed from one side to another, as
meter boxes are often on the master bedroom wall adjacent to a bed. Some people in Sydney
have their bed there and, before they retire, they will even move it across, on wheels, to be away
from the meter box. Some people will permanently move their bed away. A lady up Newcastle
way had the house rewired so that she had her bedroom at the back of the house to get away
from the problems along the front of the street. There is case after case of people who are
getting benefits by corrective action, but their health just diminishes and diminishes over a
period of time.

CHAIR—Do you have a high success rate in identifying the source of the problem?

Mr Watkins—Some situations are very hard to track down and you have to be very
innovative to try to work out solutions. In the majority of cases, proper earthing and proper
wiring solve most people’s problems as well as making them aware of things like being away
from a TV, minimal computer access and keeping away from microwave ovens. A study in the
States found that 250-odd microwaves, from cheap to very expensive, all exceeded the leakage
acceptance test after a three-month period.

CHAIR—Should they be regularly tested, in your view?

Mr Watkins—Yes. Too many people are very close to a microwave oven, and they should be
advised to keep well away. From a nutritional point of view, which is different to this, they are
no good anyhow.

CHAIR—Do you want to expand on that?

Mr Watkins—I would never touch microwave food.

CHAIR—Why is that?

Mr Watkins—From a nutritional point of view—the research that has been done by
professors in Japan, for instance.

Senator TCHEN—Is the EMR Safety Network—International an umbrella organisation?

Mr Watkins—Mrs Venables is the coordinator of the whole group of people and has contacts
in the US, Canada and elsewhere.

Senator TCHEN—So it is a single organisation. It does not represent another organisation?

Mr Watkins—No.
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Senator TCHEN—Are you a member of the Electromagnetic Radiation Alliance of
Australia?

Mr Watkins—I am not currently a financial member, but I have been.

Senator TCHEN—No, I mean the safety network. I think the alliance is the umbrella group.

Mr Watkins—I am just representing Mrs Venables as the EMR Safety Network International
today.

Senator TCHEN—Do you know how many people you have in your organisation?

Mr Watkins—I do not have that figure here.

Senator TCHEN—You mentioned a number of cases of people whose health is affected by
electromagnetic radiation. Why do these people attribute their illness or their symptoms to EMR
and not to other causes?

Mr Watkins—Most of them have been to many doctors over a long period of time and have
gone to other health care professionals. It is generally the other health care professionals, such
as naturopaths, who are more knowledgeable on the potential effects of EMR and have then
suggested these people have their homes surveyed and checked. They come at a time when they
are very ill, and you check it out and take corrective action. Very often they make suggestions
such as, ‘You seem to have lifted the world off my shoulders,’ or ‘This is the first time I have
been able to sleep.’ There seem to be profound benefits to them.

Senator TCHEN—You undertake some of this work?

Mr Watkins—Yes.

CHAIR—Thank you very much for appearing before us on behalf of Mrs Venables. We send
our best wishes to her and hope she has a speedy recovery.

Proceedings suspended from 1.56 p.m. to 2.36 p.m.
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FRENCH, Dr Peter William (Private capacity)

McKENZIE, Prof. David Robert (Private capacity)

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee prefers that all evidence be given in public; however,
you may at any time request that your evidence, or part of your evidence, be given in private
and the committee will consider any such request. I point out, however, that evidence taken in
camera may subsequently be made public by order of the Senate. I also remind witnesses that
the giving of false or misleading evidence may constitute a contempt of the parliament. The
committee has before it submission No. 37 from Dr French, which it has published. Are there
any alterations or additions you wish to make to the submission at this stage, beyond the two
documents you have passed around?

Dr French—Beyond those two documents, no.

CHAIR—Is there any objection to those documents being tabled? There being no objection,
it is so ordered. I invite you to make a brief opening statement, after which we will go to
questions.

Dr French—I would like to provide a brief background so that you can understand my
interest in this area. I have a BSc, a Master of Science, and a PhD in the discipline of cell
biology and 24 years of continuous experience in carrying out cell biological research at
institutes including the University of Sydney, Sheffield University in the UK, CSIRO in
Melbourne and for the past 12 years St Vincent’s Hospital’s Centre for Immunology, where I am
Principal Scientific Officer. I was President of the Australian and New Zealand Society for Cell
and Developmental Biology from 1994 to 1996. I am a member of the board of the International
Society for Differentiation, and I am on the executive of the International Federation for Cell
Biology. I am a member of the Australian, British and American societies for cell biology, and I
have recently acted as the co-convener of the International Congress on Differentiation and Cell
Biology held in Queensland in September.

As a board member of FASTS, the Federation of Australian Science and Technological
Societies, I represent the biological sciences cluster. I hold a conjoint appointment as senior
lecturer in the Faculty of Medicine at the University of New South Wales, and I also have an
honorary appointment as research associate in the School of Physics at the University of
Sydney. For the past five years I have been conducting research into the biological effects of
electromagnetic fields in the microwave region with my colleague who appears before me
today, Prof. David McKenzie, at the School of Physics, University of Sydney. My submission
today builds on and extends the original written submission. There is one further paper which I
wish the committee to consider. I have provided you with a copy of this paper, which was
published last month in the Journal of the National Cancer Institute. I believe that it assists
greatly in determining whether there is a rational basis for linking mobile phone radiation and
cancer.

Overhead transparencies were then shown—
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Dr French—It is fair to say that at this point in time there is no definitive evidence for this
link. Instead, we have a maze of confusing facts, unsubstantiated assertions, fears and
anecdotes, and many of them are contained within the range of the submissions to this inquiry.
Thus, on the surface, it seems that there is insufficient evidence of any adverse health effect to
be definitively decided. However, buried within this maze I believe there are important clues
that point to a link between mobile phone radiation and cancer, if only it is possible to separate
them from the red herrings. The support for this link I would emphasise is based firmly on peer
reviewed and published work of other scientists internationally and supported by observations
in our own laboratories.

The first question to consider is: how much energy from a mobile phone goes into the brain
of the mobile phone user? It is well agreed by industry and by calculations and measurements
that around about 1 to 1.6 watts per kilogram is the SAR, the specific absorption rate. In the
paper by Van Leeuwen that I have quoted in this transparency, the authors have calculated it as
an average temperature rise of about 0.1 degrees Celsius—insufficient to cause a thermal
heating effect. In my written submission I tendered a paper by Krause et al which demonstrated
that this radiation from mobile phones can induce a physiological change in the EEG of mobile
phone users. So this energy is going into the head and inducing a physiological change. What
else might it be doing? In a paper published this year in Nature—

Senator MARK BISHOP—The physiological change is the minor heating up of the head by
the 0.11 degrees Centigrade?

Dr French—The 0.1 degrees Centigrade is not really a temperature change. So the
physiological change is occurring by some mechanism. The point being that Krause et al.
showed the energy going into the head caused a physiological change in the memory task EEG
in a number of patients. That of course says nothing about cancer. It is just to illustrate that
energy is going in and doing something from mobile phones.

In the paper by de Pomerai, published this year in the pre-eminent journal Nature, the authors
reported that exposure to low intensity microwaves can turn on the heat shock response—and I
will be explaining what I mean by the heat shock response shortly. This paper was in my written
submission. The SAR that the authors of that paper used to expose their nematode worms is
1,000 times less than that published or accepted for mobile phone levels—considerably less
than is commonly agreed that mobile phone radiation produces in the brain. They also went on
to say:

Mobile phone manufacturers claim that SARs in this range are insufficient to cause measurable tissue heating within the
human head, and we are not disputing this.

We suggest instead that the induction of heat shock proteins described here could involve non-thermal mechanisms.

I will divert briefly to explain for you what the heat shock response is. I am now talking about
the next slide. The heat shock response is a misnomer. It was first discovered in the sixties by
heating cells and organisms up. We now know that it is a ubiquitous response. It ranges from
bacteria to man. It is not only induced by heating—usually from two to four degrees above the
normal operating temperature of the target organism—it is also induced by things like osmotic
pressure, by heavy metal exposure, by drugs and by some chemicals. The common pathway for
all these things is that the insult is on normal proteins within the cells, causing them to become
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unfolded, and that unfolding of the protein triggers the cell to turn on genes—called heat shock
protein genes—which then make heat shock proteins. Those heat shock proteins then migrate to
the area where the proteins are being misfolded and they refold them back to their normal
conformation. So it is a protective mechanism.

The point I had got to in the written submission was that there are publications that would
suggest that a mobile phone user is getting energy from their mobile phone which goes into
their brain. That energy can do some things, and we would contend that it can induce the heat
shock response. That heat shock response may not be a problem, because, after all, the cells are
responding to defend themselves against the energy. However, the review which I have enclosed
today as the extra submission makes some very important points about the role of heat shock
proteins in cancer. In moving to the next slide I will read these quotes and then I will explain
what they mean in plain English. Jolly and Morimoto, in the journal of the National Cancer
Institute last month, said:

Over expression of either Hsp27 or Hsp70—

which are two heat shock proteins—

increases the tumorigenic potential of rodent cells and the metastatic potential of human breast cancer cells in nude mice.
Additionally, intriguing observations are that over expression of Hsp70 alone in primary cells can lead to transformation.
Likewise when Hsp70 over expression is turned off, a transformed phenotype is reversed. Consistent with these
observations, over expression of human Hsp70 in transgenic mice results in the development of T-cell lymphomas. Over
expressed Hsp27 has been shown to block apoptosis induced by anti-cancer drugs.

In plain English, the point is that it has been demonstrated by several researchers that increasing
the amount of heat shock proteins in cells results in the increased potential for developing
tumours, increased stimulation of metastasis or spread of cancers, the direct development of
cancer, de novo, and the decreased effectiveness of anti-cancer drugs. Any one of these
outcomes is obviously undesirable, but there is, within the heat shock protein and medical
research literature, evidence for each of these statements.

Moving on to the next slide, where are we with the mobile phone cancer link? This is a
summary of this part of my presentation. A mobile phone user will experience energy from the
radiation of the phone going into the brain. That can induce some physiological effects, as has
been published by Krause et al, but, importantly, it can potentially induce the heat shock
response in the brain which can lead to the turning on of heat shock proteins. For a single event
that is fine, because that is the body responding defensively. Normally it takes four to eight
hours for the protein machinery to work after the protein machinery has been activated. It takes
from four to eight hours for the proteins to be secreted, to be made and then ultimately they
disappear if they are not needed. If you continually use a mobile phone, you can imagine that
the heat shock proteins would be chronically induced, similar to the over-expression studies
which have been described. Continued regular mobile phone use can result in chronic
expression of heat shock proteins, which can lead to—from those findings which are referenced
there—increased metastasis, initiation and promotion of cancer and resistance to anti-cancer
drugs.

I am not saying mobile phones cause cancer. I am saying that this is a pathway—which is
founded on solid, peer reviewed international science—which provides a mechanism whereby
mobile phone radiation could lead to cancer. Given that that is the case, then I would contend
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that some action is needed. If this is a possibility, then clearly research is needed to determine
whether in fact heat shock proteins are being induced in the brains of mobile phone users;
furthermore, we do not need to wait 30 years until that bottom line is confirmed. I think there is
a role for legislators and for standards setting bodies to encourage industry to introduce
engineering controls to reduce the amount of energy from mobile phones going into the heads
of users. By contrast, what has been the response of one of these important bodies, ARPANSA,
to my submission? This is a document that was tabled at the RF standards committee in August,
and it was ARPANSA’s analysis of the submissions to this inquiry. Under the heading
‘Scientific Evidence’, the third dot point reads:

Nine submissions presented pseudo-scientific evidence. Contributors of such erroneous information were mainly lobby
groups or crusader scientists such as Peter French.

I think you need to query the motivation of an organisation that would regard evidence which
Professor McKenzie and I have scrupulously maintained in the scientific peer reviewed
literature as ‘pseudo-science’. Both Professor McKenzie and I have been guided by the data
which led to our position of a proposed mechanism here today; and I think that the motivation
and the competence of ARPANSA needs to be queried if they look at this sort of evidence in
that light. Thank you.

CHAIR—Could you perhaps spend a bit more time, Dr French, talking about the
methodology for the study you have just presented us with, given that we have not had a chance
to read it. I presume it is in vitro and—?

Dr French—No, this paper which I have given you is a review of studies which are both in
vitro and animal studies and also human studies, so it contains a number of references—127
references—to the work of other scientists. And this review—it is headed ‘Review’—seeks to
draw common threads together to review the role of heat shock proteins in oncogenesis, or
cancer.

CHAIR—The committee heard from another study from the Catholic University in
California, where a study showed similar protein changes as a result of exposure, and concluded
that the regular frequency was a contributing factor. Does that run counter to this study, or is it
consistent with what you read in terms of protein shock?

Dr French—If I could remind the committee—this review has nothing to do with mobile
phones. This is a review of heat shock proteins and the role of heat shock proteins in cancer. It
does not mention mobile phones. It does not refer to mobile phones. The link has been made by
me. Having said that, the mechanism by which microwaves may cause protein unfolding,
leading to the heat shock response, has not yet been determined, and there are a couple of
possibilities. De Pomerai’s group says that there may be a resonance of the microwave field
with the protein or with the water. We have published, and it is in the written submission, a
hypothesis paper in the Journal of Theoretical Biology which advances those two possibilities
as well, for attributing low power as another stressor to activate the heat shock response.

CHAIR—Can you tell the committee a bit of the background of your own research, such as
would lead ARPANSA to suggest you were a crusading scientist?
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Dr French—Over the past five years, as I have said, Professor McKenzie and I have been
engaged in using cells exposed to a couple of different exposure systems, attempting to ensure
that the cells are not heated to above 37 degrees during exposure, and have measured a number
of changes in cell growth and gene expression. Recently, I have worked with Jocelyn Laurence,
who is present here today and is a PhD student who has demonstrated some changes in the
stimulation of heat shock proteins in those systems.

I was originally asked to conduct this research by Dr John Holt, who was interested in finding
out at the cell biology level whether there were any effects at 835 megahertz. Using the
apparatus which Professor McKenzie assisted me in characterising, we determined that there
were some effects which could not be attributed to a heating effect on cell growth and on
histamine secretion. Those papers are in our written submission as well.

I began this work with an open mind as to whether there would be effects or not. I had not
really considered that there were any effects associated with mobile phones when I started. I
have been driven by the data to follow the research into the areas where we have gone, because
we have found experimental findings which indicate that there may be a mechanism going on
which had not yet been fully understood.

Prof. McKenzie—Perhaps I can add something at this point. It is very important to be clear
on the definition of thermal and athermal effects. The paper that Dr French referred to in the
Journal of Theoretical Biology attempts to make this distinction very clearly. The important
point is that a measurable temperature rise is regarded as one in which the temperature remains
high over some integration period which, in most of the standards applying in electromagnetic
energy, is six minutes. Only when the temperature is significantly elevated over an integration
time of six minutes is it regarded as a thermal effect.

If local temperatures are high over shorter times than that, then we have reason to believe that
modulations of electromagnetic fields and pulsing of electromagnetic fields result in elevations
of temperature which may be much higher, which might rise outside the normal operating range
of a cell and which might occur on a shorter time scale than six minutes. It might also induce
the heat shock response but, as far as it being a thermal effect is concerned, it will be called
non-thermal because the temperature would not be higher than 0.1 degrees when integrated over
six minutes. This is a very important issue—and it is one that we raised in the paper—where the
definition of thermal and athermal needs to be carefully considered. Something that is a thermal
exposure might result in temperature rises much outside the normal operating range of tissue
and might therefore cause some temporary unfolding of a protein. But, when that is judged as
being thermal or athermal, it is called athermal because it does not result in an average
temperature rise when integrated over the long, six-minute period. Does that clarify some of the
points?

CHAIR—Can you expand on the usefulness of those two disciplines coming together—the
collaboration between cell biologists and physicists?

Dr French—It is essential in this area. I know not very much about electromagnetic physics,
and I know a lot about cell biology. David is in a reverse position. For this area, which requires
a complex understanding of both issues, given the reductionist way science goes, it is very hard
to get that expertise in one group or one institution. Certainly, it has been of great help assisting
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in devising exposure systems that can seek to answer the sorts of questions that David has
raised and to characterise the exposure systems that we have used in the past.

Prof. McKenzie—While I am not expert in cell biology and Peter is not expert in
electromagnetic fields, we are fortunate in being able to understand each other’s language. We
interface very well and come up with new science because of this ability to understand each
other’s language.

CHAIR—Are you appropriately funded to conduct whatever research you think necessary?

Dr French—No. We have been struggling to raise funds. You may or may not be aware that
the capital cost required to build exposure systems that mimic a mobile phone is quite
considerable. Therefore, we have had to use approximations or alternatives that are in some
terms unsatisfactory but are as close as we can get to be able to investigate this issue. I believe
that the funding difficulties are attributable to a number of problems and that is mainly to do
with the fact that it is a cross-disciplinary field: it does not fit neatly into the NHMRC or the
ARC—it crosses both. It is an area of investigation which five years ago was certainly quite
obscure. It has now become of much greater interest. We currently have a proposal before the
NHMRC Electromagnetic Energy Committee, which is being considered for funding, to
investigate some of the issues of this model. I support the NHMRC EME Committee’s source of
funding and would like to see it continue because there are clearly some important questions
that we now can see in this area.

Prof. McKenzie—I think this field is one of the most difficult things to get support for that I
have experienced in my scientific career. I have had no success in being funded for this work.
Although we have tried jointly and separately for many years, we have not succeeded in
securing adequate support for our work. I would say that to get funding for this field is the most
difficult thing that I have experienced in my scientific career.

CHAIR—How do you account for that?

Prof. McKenzie—I think that it is partly the interdisciplinary nature of it, the controversial
nature of it. It tends to raise eyebrows when you are working in interdisciplinary areas without
supposedly adequate qualifications in all fields. But, together, I would contend that Peter and I
have more than adequate qualifications. In fact, we now have a significant track record together,
so I think we should be considered expert in the field; nevertheless, it proves and remains
difficult.

CHAIR—One of the terms of reference of this inquiry is to look at the $4.5 million set aside
from levies on telecommunications companies for research and information. Have you made
submissions for that grant scheme?

Dr French—Yes, and that is the grant that is currently being considered.

CHAIR—Would you like to describe the project that you have put in an application for?

Dr French—Yes. What we have proposed is that we would construct an exposure system that
is rigorously tested and agreed to by industry and by the School of Physics as appropriately



Thursday, 16 November 2000 SENATE—References ECITA 267

ENVIRONMENT, COMMUNICATIONS, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND THE ARTS

representing the mobile phone real life situation. We would like to chronically expose cultures
of human cells for a period of up to 14 days for an hour a day and then we would like to look at
the effect on gene expression, the permanent changes in gene expression which are induced by
that exposure. We would use the current gene array technology, which has just become available
this year in Australia—in fact, it is in Sydney at the Garvan Institute—and which can analyse
12,000 known genes on a single chip for changes in expression. I think that a demonstration
either way of a change in gene expression or no change in gene expression will make a
substantial contribution to our understanding of the potential adverse health effects of this field.

The issue is that it is very difficult to go looking for epidemiology for disease when you do
not know exactly what the disease is—it may be cancer, but it could also be dementia, for
example, or it could be something else. The cell studies and the gene studies can tell us is what
genes are affected. Those genes which are known have well-known connections to diseases and
therefore that can provide the basis for an intelligent epidemiology study rather than a fishing
trip of ‘Find a disease, and let’s see if it is elevated’, which does not seem to me to be a very
scientific way of going about the process that is needed.

Prof. McKenzie—It is important to emphasise that a scientific approach is necessary. The
mechanism has got to be identified before any substantial science can be done in this field. A
viable mechanism has to be established by doing meticulous science, establishing that
mechanism, working out what it could lead to and then looking for those effects in the
population at large. A cell biology experiment is crucial here to identify and to prove the
mechanism, identify possible links and then work on those links by looking at epidemiological
evidence.

CHAIR—Does that suggest that we should not proceed with animal studies, such as the
confirming study of the Adelaide hospital on mice?

Prof. McKenzie—I think we should go ahead with those animal studies, of course. What we
are saying is that those studies need to be supplemented with human cell work.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Dr French, going back to that review article, you reviewed the
literature and tried to find a series of logical developments that could be built upon that might
lead to a general proposition or a general conclusion. Is that correct?

Dr French—I do not understand the question, I am sorry.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I am trying to understand the point of reviewing all of the
literature in your review article.

Dr French—It was not my review. It was a review by two scientists who were reviewing the
literature in the heat shock protein area in America. This is what scientists do. Occasionally
there are published reviews by experts in the area to put in context where the whole field is
going at the moment. The review is to draw together disparate publications and bring those
findings together to look at the consistent trends and what this tells us about the field. In this
review, Jolly and Morimoto contend, and show evidence for, the important role of the heat
shock proteins in controlling or regulating cancer and controlling or regulating cell death. They
say that the two sides—cancer and cell death—are two sides of the same coin. Heat shock
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proteins have a role to play in both. The way that they are regulated can be in different cells and
different cancers but nevertheless it gives us very important insights into their very important
role biologically and in cancer.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Thank you for that. If the material that they reviewed and
referred to as part of their building block process was in turn found to be flawed or erroneous or
not supported by later peer reviews or identical types of experiments, does that necessarily lead
to a conclusion concerning the heat shock proteins?

Dr French—I have gone back to the articles that they quote as supporting their statements. I
have looked at the abstracts of those articles and they are consistent in all but one case with
what they have contended. In the case where the article that they quoted was not consistent with
their statement, which was on the metastasis, I then looked up literature and found other articles
that, in fact, confirmed it and which I think they were alluding to. So the point is that the way
that biology works, which may be different to some other disciplines, is that studies are not
identically replicated because you cannot actually do that in biology. Cell cultures are different
between different labs and different passage numbers. Biology looks at consistent trends. Where
there is one result, which is increase in the transformation of the cell associated with an increase
in heat shock proteins, there are other papers that show the same thing in different cells with
different heat shock proteins, so there is a consistency in that argument. It is the case—and there
are some papers in here, which I have found that show the opposite. It does not always work
100 per cent of the time, but all we can do in biology is look at the trends, and where the trends
are taking us is in this direction. Those papers that they reference go back to the early 1990s, so
this area has been around for quite a while, but it has taken this review for me to understand the
important that heat shock proteins play in the process.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Subject to the comments you have just made, the literature leads
you to the conclusion that there is a heat shock protein response. What then is the connection, if
you could state it again, between that conclusion and the issue of mobile phones or cellphones
or other types of instruments putting energy into the brain of users? Can you just outline that
specifically?

Dr French—The important paper is the Nature paper, which I enclosed in my written
submission. The de Pomerai group in the United Kingdom showed that in nematodes exposed to
very low level microwave radiation—

Senator MARK BISHOP—‘Nematodes’ being?

Dr French—Worms. The de Pomerai group showed that the heat shock response in those
worms at power levels up to 1,000 times less than mobile phones were known to inject into the
head. We have also shown in our recent data—which is not published as yet—the stimulation of
heat shock proteins in cell cultures exposed to microwave radiation at non-thermal levels. So
our observations have supported de Pomerai’s findings, bearing in mind that the heat shock is
ubiquitous and consistent from bacteria to man. It is a very well known, commonly regulated
phenomenon.



Thursday, 16 November 2000 SENATE—References ECITA 269

ENVIRONMENT, COMMUNICATIONS, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND THE ARTS

Senator MARK BISHOP—Can you characterise the response that occurs as having either a
biological effect or a health effect, and is it necessarily adverse or might it have no impact on
human beings at all?

Dr French—That was the point I got to in my written submission, that the electromagnetic
energy would induce a heat shock response into the brain. The question was, ‘So what?’ What
this review paper does tell us is that, when the heat shock proteins are turned on chronically,
they can directly lead to cancer, transformation, metastasis and resistance to anticancer drugs.
So having heat shock proteins there all the time is likely to be an extremely adverse event for
human health. When I read this review, the link for me was finally made. I had wondered
whether merely the biological effect of inducing the heat shock response was necessarily
adverse for human health. I knew of no evidence that there was. This review makes the point
that, in fact, that could be a problem.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Are your conclusions or findings published as yet?

Dr French—Not with regard to the heat shock response, no.

Senator MARK BISHOP—This is the critical thing we are talking about, the heat shock
response?

Dr French—Yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—This is now the conclusion that you and Professor McKenzie
have come to.

Dr French—Yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I presume you intend to publish that material?

Dr French—Absolutely. I think we are the only group in the world that has made this
connection at the moment, and what I am very anxious to do is to publish it. Firstly, that claims
ownerships; and, secondly, it allows it to be tested in the scientific community.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So you have this finding which someone characterises as an
assertion, but you hold it in such high regard that it is now appropriate for it to be peer reviewed
in a reputable way?

Dr French—Yes, bearing in mind that it is only two weeks old.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I accept that point. Thank you.

Senator TCHEN—You might have gone over this ground already with Senator Bishop and I
think I understood what you were talking about, but different people have slightly different
thought processes so I would like to go over it again.

Dr French—We will put the diagram of the stress response back up on the board.
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Senator TCHEN—My understanding is that when the animal cells initially come under heat
stress, HSGs are produced and the function of those is to repair damage caused by the heat.

Dr French—That is correct.

Senator TCHEN—And research has found that a microwave creates the same effects in
living cells.

Dr French—That is right.

Senator TCHEN—More recently, this review has indicated to you that microwaves from a
mobile phone—

Dr French—No.

Senator TCHEN—Just microwaves?

Dr French—No. This review has nothing to do with microwaves or mobile phones.

Senator TCHEN—I am sorry, you did say that. But this review indicated to you that a
microwave, having created this pseudo heat response, could lead to cancer formation or
enhanced cancer formation?

Dr French—Correct.

Senator TCHEN—You mentioned this mechanism in Ms Laurence’s paper, which I take it is
Ms Laurence’s thesis, and this mechanism for microwave radiation to act as a cell stressor. Is
this the first publication of this?

Dr French—No.

Senator TCHEN—Is this the first time this concept has been put together?

Dr French—The de Pomerai group published their finding originally in 1997 in another
journal and they repeated that work and published the second group of findings in the Nature
paper this year, which I have in my submission. That was the first published finding of heat
shock response to microwaves. Ms Laurence’s work was for her honours thesis and her PhD
thesis. In fact, I have to attribute this to Professor McKenzie, because he was the first person in
our group who suggested that the heat shock response might be important and we should look at
it. I took a bit of convincing, but when we looked at it Jocelyn found, in her system, that several
heat shock proteins were turned on, depending on the duration of the exposure of the cells.

Senator TCHEN—But in here you describe a mechanism—

Dr French—Yes, that paper that we published in the Journal of Theoretical Biology does
refer to that.
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Senator TCHEN—That mechanism is the first articulation?

Prof. McKenzie—I think that paper does give the first mechanism for a non-thermal
expression of the heat shock response. Although there is an experimental observation in
nematode worms, I think that paper is the first one that says how this might have happened
because of non-thermal temperature fluctuations.

Senator TCHEN—In that case, may I offer my congratulations to Ms Laurence. I am a lay
person, but it seems to me that it offers a pathway to focus future research into this area. At the
moment, all the research we have seen is going in all directions because they do not know what
they are looking for, whereas this mechanism provides a focus. One day it might be worth a
Nobel Prize—hopefully.

Dr French—Perhaps we will get some funding if that happens.

Senator TCHEN—As an individual, I offer my congratulations. I think this is remarkable
and a good insight. It certainly will throw some light on the direction research should take. I do
not know enough to ask you questions about the research, but what is the significance of the
increase in P53?

Dr French—P53 is a protein that is mutated in over 50 per cent of known human cancers. Its
normal function is to act as a protein that is turned on when the cell becomes cancerous. It binds
to the DNA of the cell and tells it to die. It drives the cell to apoptosis, which is programmed
cell death. It is a natural defence mechanism of the cell against cancer.

If you mutate P53, interestingly one of the mechanisms of mutating it can be induced by heat
so that the mutations are all to change the shape of P53 so that it no longer combines to DNA
and then it can no longer kill the cell. So a cell that develops cancer loses its protection and
continues to grow rather than to die. One of the mechanisms we have proposed to look at is the
effect of mobile phone microwave exposure on P53. One of Jocelyn’s early findings has been
that P53 is altered. We obviously have yet to confirm that and we have not yet published it, but
P53 is associated with the heat shock protein response, and that is the point that this review
makes as well, that these heat shock proteins are very important in both cancer and in cell death.
The review makes a point that the two have very similar pathways.

Senator TCHEN—So far your research only indicates an excessive level of P53 and other
HSPs and your published information does not include any information about whether those
P53 are deformed. Will you be looking into that?

Dr French—We do not believe anything, but we will ask the question.

Senator TCHEN—Okay. The presence of excessive amounts of HSP P53 would in itself
give some indication that there may be some extra work for them to do.

Dr French—It is certainly confirmatory that the heat shock response has been turned on,
because P53 is in a sense a partner of the heat shock response, so it is not surprising that we see
increased levels of P53 and HSP70 together, so it is consistent with what is known about the
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heat shock response. We are not discovering any new science here; we are applying well-known
orthodox physics and biology to the problem.

Senator TCHEN—I hope when it is published shortly it will receive the attention it
deserves.

Dr French—Thank you.

CHAIR—Before we finish, could you relate this review to your other work on mast cells in
vitro. I recall you have found some considerable change in various respects with mast cells.

Dr French—I cannot specifically relate the heat shock response to those effects in mast cells,
only indirectly. What we think is happening in the mast cells is that we are activating an enzyme
called protein kinase C by the exposure, because the way that the mast cells change is consistent
with what you do if you activate protein kinase C chemically. This review by Jolly and
Morimoto makes the point that the role of heat shock proteins is to bind to a wide range of
proteins and that binding can change the activity of the proteins that they bind to. So, by having
heat shock proteins turned on consistently in the cytoplasm of the cell, they can bind to other
proteins and alter their regulation. If you asked me to speculate, I would say that this is probably
what has happened, but we have to test that hypothesis.

To go back to the point about NHMRC grants, having heat shock proteins around in the cell
can bind to important proteins which are regulatory for the cell and that can ultimately influence
down the line gene expression, which is what we would look to see. So just having heat shock
proteins sitting there is not the point—they are sitting there and doing something. What Jolly
and Morimoto speculate is that they are binding to important proteins and changing the function
of those proteins, which causes the cells to change. That is their hypothesis, and it seems like a
reasonable one to me and my colleagues with whom I have discussed this area.

CHAIR—Central to this inquiry is the question of standards and whether Australian
standards should be changed. Does this work lead you to any cautionary advice or any views
about our exposure standards?

Prof. McKenzie—I have an important thing to say about that particular issue, and that is that
it is clear from our work that pulsed radiation should not be considered to be equivalent to
continuous radiation of the same frequency and power level. It is important to distinguish
between radiation which is made up of short, high-intensity pulses and radiation which is made
up of a lower level of continuous radiation. That is the important thing that we need to flag at
this time, that there is an actual difference between response to continuous radiation and that to
a train of pulses of the same average power.

CHAIR—With that pulse radiation, you are talking about GSM but not analog: is that
correct?

Prof. McKenzie—Analog, of course, is a heavily modulated continuous signal, but it is not
very similar to the digital. The digital is much more intense over short time periods. The pulses
are more intense and more widely spaced than in the analog system. So there could be a
difference in the biological response to the two signals.
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CHAIR—And with CDMA and emerging 3G, do we know enough about those to say they
are a separate group as well in terms of where standards should be set?

Prof. McKenzie—I do not know enough about the signals produced by those. But I am
saying that the thing to be looked at is what the peak power level is, versus the average power
level. That is something important.

CHAIR—For the record, our standards do not differentiate and do not speak to that.

Prof. McKenzie—The present standard does not; but there have been attempts in previous
drafts, I believe, to make some allowance for pulsed radiation, but I do not think those have
been carried forward into the actual standards.

CHAIR—It was said earlier today that the power output for CDMA was much less likely to
be damaging to human health than GSM or 3G; but you do not have any knowledge along those
lines?

Prof. McKenzie—No more than what I said. If the peak power level is high, then I think the
potential for effect is high.

CHAIR—So it is not the pulsing per se; it is the peak at which the pulse—

Prof. McKenzie—Yes; the size of the peaks on those pulses.

Senator TCHEN—Just following from what you say, the actual continuous power is not the
issue? Usually we measure power—

Prof. McKenzie—I will interrupt you just briefly. I can illustrate the point very clearly with
an analogy. Suppose that we apply the current standards in the radiofrequency region to laser
beams—and we insist that laser beam intensity should be integrated over six minutes: we would
judge to be perfectly safe a very strong pulse of infrared radiation coming from a laser which
would burn a hole in your clothing and your skin. We would judge this to be safe, by the current
standards. So that is the point.

Senator TCHEN—Yes; that is what I was getting at. I was getting to that point, but you were
much quicker to the point!

CHAIR—Thank you very much for your submissions and for appearing before us today.
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[3.29 p.m.]

DWYER, Mr Daniel Lee, Vice-President and Branch Secretary, Communications,
Electrical and Plumbing Union

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee has before it submission No. 66, which has been
published. Are there any alterations or additions you wish to make to that document at this
stage?

Mr Dwyer—No, not to the document. I have a short statement.

CHAIR—I invite you to speak to it, and then we will go to questions.

Mr Dwyer—I have been listening to the eminent people before me, and on the last topic,
where you were talking about pulsed radiation, I have addressed issues such as that in my paper.
This was a matter of concern to me during the TE/7 considerations. It concerned me because,
when we were looking at picking up ICNIRP, there were some subtle changes there which I
thought would be quite significant in the long run. For example, if we increased the
measurement time from one minute to six minutes, I will explain to you what significance that
would have. It means that we could turn a transmitter on for one minute at high power and turn
it off for five minutes. Having measured that over six minutes, we could effectively put a lot of
power into that first minute. That is not what you would call a ‘pulse’. You would probably call
it a ‘duty cycle’. We could put six times the amount of power into that one minute at the
beginning and turn it off for five minutes and, by averaging it over six minutes, we would still
comply with the standard. That was an area of concern. Pulse transmission is really a very small
amount of that, where we may turn it on for 10 milliseconds and then off for 90 milliseconds: a
very similar sort of analogy. I have mentioned those in my paper, but I thought I would just pick
up those points very quickly.

CHAIR—Does your paper tell us precisely what the previous standard was in this respect
and what we are going to, with the averaging? If it does not, is it possible for you to tell us? You
should also mention what your involvement has been with the TE/7 committee—and you are on
the current committee, as well.

Mr Dwyer—Yes; I was involved with the TE/7. I was nominated onto the committee by my
organisation. I joined it about three years ago. There was an interim standard published soon
after I joined. We struggled with trying to develop a standard from that point on. You have
heard the history of where it has gone. Like others you may have heard earlier today, I too was
inclined to pick up the ICNIRP standard, provided that we could have an effective precautionary
approach associated with the standard. There was a significant decision in New Zealand at the
time in the environment court—the Shirley High School case. That looked at our interim
standard in Australia and interpreted that interim standard. The significance of that case is that
the judge saw our attempts to put a precautionary approach into our standard and effectively
decided that it had no effect whatsoever: if the hard numbers in the standard were to apply, the
precautionary standard was more of a comment or a suggestion rather than being anything
binding or having any real effect. That concerned me greatly: if we were going to put a



Thursday, 16 November 2000 SENATE—References ECITA 275

ENVIRONMENT, COMMUNICATIONS, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND THE ARTS

precautionary approach in there, it was not to be window dressing but had to have some effect.
That effectively convinced me not to support the standard.

CHAIR—By saying the ‘hard numbers’, are you referring to this averaging change?

Mr Dwyer—The standard talks about the basic reference; that is, the standard is a one degree
Centigrade rise in temperature. From that they mathematically calculate what are called
‘derived’ standards. You will see figures such as watts per square metre or amps per square
metre. Those derived standards are theoretical figures, which can actually be measured. It is
very hard to measure a one-degree rise in temperature in a body—this is how it has been
explained to me, at least. I do not think a thermometer is an appropriate sort of thing, and there
is no equipment around whereby they can really test it. But they can measure such things as
amps or watts per square metre or volts per metre. So they have these derived standards. When I
talk about numbers, I am talking about those numbers of the derived standards and also the
timing and some other issues about how you actually measure it. When I talk about numbers,
that is what I am talking about.

CHAIR—I am sorry; I interrupted you.

Mr Dwyer—You asked me if there was a comparison. I have provided some comparison of
the derived standards in my paper, and it would appear to me that the ICNIRP have come up
with a different set of derived standards. Both assume the one-degree rise in temperature is the
same, but different derived standards have arisen. I am not sure why that has occurred. In my
view, the old Australian standard—was it tighter or safer?—was a harder standard to meet than
the ICNIRP standard if you compare the derived standards. Theoretically, they both were
supposed to be the one-degree standard at the front end. The ICNIRP standard would have
allowed, if adopted, higher derived standards, by my comparison of the old and new figures. I
have set that out in my paper.

There were other changes—for example, the standard talks about the whole body increase of
one degree in temperature. Another concern—it is a bit like the pulse radiation—is: if we can
heat the whole body one degree centigrade, the assumption is that you can heat the head, which
is part of the body—or the leg or the arm—to a higher temperature. That temperature is
dissipated fairly quickly by the flow of blood through the body. My concern really goes to that
initial heating of the local area. I do not know what the research is on it, but it seems practical to
me that, if we start putting too much heat in—sometimes six or seven times the amount;
theoretically a lot more than that—into localised areas, we really need to see research done at
those higher theoretical temperatures rather than as if it were just a one degree increase over the
whole body. It is those short-term effects that are a matter of concern to me.

I have departed from what I wanted to say to you today, but that arose from that last set of
questioning of the eminent people before me. That is a concern to me. I do not think a lot of
research has been done either into that or into the theory of how those things have arisen. I do
not know if you want to question me on that quick topic; I will just jump back to the short
issues.

CHAIR—Go back to your statement.
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Mr Dwyer—It is obviously a difficult subject, even to me. My only background is in some
areas of radio communications, and I have struggled with trying to work out what it all means—
through TE/7 and since then. This ICNIRP standard has been referred to you several times. I
want to refer to two sentences in ICNIRP. They are in my paper, but I think it is important. The
first sentence says:

It is the view of the ICNIRP that the results from the epidemiological research on EMF field exposure and cancer,
including childhood leukemia, is not strong enough in the absence of support from experimental research to form a
scientific basis for setting exposure guidelines.

The key words I want to highlight there are their saying that the research ‘is not strong enough’
to form a scientific basis to set a standard. As a layperson I ask: just how high must that barrier
be to meet the scientific basis? It is obviously a question of judgment. I do not think that, at the
end of the day—certainly not in the next few years—someone is going to come out and say that
this is a safe level or not a safe level. I believe a judgment will have to be made. Even the
people at ICNRP are saying, ‘We’ve had to make a judgment, and our judgment is that the
research we have seen so far is not strong enough to form a scientific basis.’ I have always
thought that a scientific basis was a fairly high standard to meet. I cannot give you the answer to
this, but it still leaves me with a concern that even ICNIRP have a worry. A second sentence—
and it is referenced in my paper—reads:

There is insufficient information on the biological and health effects of EMF exposure of human populations and
experimental animals to provide a rigorous basis ...

Again, that would seem to be a fairly high standard to have to meet, a rigorous basis hurdle to
get over, before you convince ICNIRP that they might do something about it.

The aside concern is that the onus seems to be on the people with the least resources—that is,
the consumers—to prove that this is unsafe. I have always believed that the onus should not be
on the consumer. The onus should be on the provider to show that what they are providing to us
is safe. Quite often I am hearing from the questioning that it seems that we have to bear some
onus to do it. I certainly cannot prove it, because I do not have the resources, the training or the
experience to do it.

In terms of practical issues, I think there are two important practical things we could do. The
first thing, I believe, is that we should label shares. There is a photo of my telephone in the
submission and you can see that you could get a fairly large label on those phones there which
perhaps is not the appropriate label, where you see here, RF Hazard Area. It is a statement of
fact that it is an RF generator on the other side of the phone, the symbol for it.

I think we should at least inform the public that there is a possibility of health effects from it.
I think the first thing is inform them. The best way to do that is to label the phones. I think the
label should indicate it is a RF source and that prolonged use should be avoided. Having
discussed and debated this with many people, I think long use should be avoided, I think that
should be the message that should go with it. We are not going to stop people using mobile
phones. The second thing is, and it is probably a different—

Senator MARK BISHOP—I see you have a label on your phone, so I pay attention to the
label and I ask a second question: what is the hazard you are warning me of? You respond,
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‘Adverse health effects.’ My question then is: what are those adverse health effects, Mr Dwyer,
and what proof do you have of them?

Mr Dwyer—I am not in a position to be able to prove anything.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That is the sequence of questions that logically follows when I
see that you have a warning on your phone. It says a warning in some council areas about
particular hazards. That is a general proposition. I then ask: what are the specifics that—

Mr Dwyer—It is an appropriate question. I see what you are saying. This label is actually a
Telstra label that I have cut up and put on there. This normally is put near Telstra equipment. It
is normally higher-powered equipment up towers. I believe the reason it should be on the phone
is that this gets so close to it. I think what we are seeing here in this era, never before have we
seen so much energy so close to a human body. In the past, we have not had widespread
exposure to RF energy, right beside the brain. The amount of energy going into my brain when I
use this is far greater than the amount of energy coming from the towers. So whatever the
concerns are from the towers and whatever that label is designed for, it is the same concern. My
concern is: there are eminent people debating whether there is a link or not. I obviously cannot
say that. While I see them debating it, I think we should just err on the side of caution.

The second thing is I think manufacturers should label their phone. I believe there is probably
a good way to label the phone by putting on the phone the amount of energy, in percentage
terms, of the phone emissions that are absorbed by the brain. I have been told at the various
meetings that somewhere between 50 to 60 per cent of the energy of that phone, when I am
using it next to my head, goes into my head. Experts will be able to give you some better
figures, but more than half that energy goes into my head and it is wasted—all it does is heat up
my head.

I have seen a paper by Dr Rodney Vaughan in New Zealand and his associate Neil Scott. I am
not sure if it has been put before the committee by others and I do not want to inundate you, but
I will leave you a copy. I happened to be in New Zealand with the TE/7 for one of our meetings
and they took us out to their facilities and showed us what they have done. They have been able
to design a phone aerial system which is not much bigger, just more aerials on the top—in
practical terms, looking like a box on top—but which will direct the power away from the head
as they are directional aerials. Their paper, which has been published, goes into the details of
what they have been able to do in directing the power away from the head and reducing the
amount of energy absorbed in the head from the mobile phone.

Most people believe these are line of sight devices, so that if you have a directional aerial and
it is pointing away from the transmitter you will lose the signal or it will be lower. I am told by
all the experts that, at these frequencies, these signals bounce around rooms. It does not really
matter where the phone is pointing, they bounce around the room, and bounce off walls and
buildings and things, so that the issue of line of sight is a non-event. My original concern was
that a directional aerial might reduce the performance of the phone, but that reflected the fact
that I have played with radios at various times in my life. It is not a factor at this time.

Going back to my point about labels, if we were to put on the phone the percentage of energy
absorbed by the head in a standard use situation, we would encourage manufacturers to design
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those aerials on top of the phone so that the energy is directed away from the head. That would
at least go some of the way to reducing some of the concerns I have about the amount of energy
going into the head, particularly in relation to what we heard from the eminent people who just
gave evidence before.

There is a third matter. I represent a lot of occupationally exposed people and I have not yet
seen a logical reason why workers in RF fields should be allowed to be exposed to five times
the amount of energy that is allowed for the public. Normally in occupational health and safety,
workers are allowed to be exposed to at least the same or lower amounts. The best explanation I
have heard, which is illogical, is that a person who works in this area would know how to avoid
the RF energy and would be able to take precautions. Of course, that is a circular argument. If
they know how to avoid it, they should be able to meet the public standard. I do not see any
reason why occupational standards should be any different from public standards, certainly not
in the terms that are currently expressed. That is my submission.

CHAIR—Thank you, Mr Dwyer. How did you see your role on the TE/7 committee? You
represented the union, presumably. Was it made clear to you that that was your role, and did it
change when the new committee was set up and you were on that second committee?

Mr Dwyer—I do not think anybody really explained the role to me; I think it was assumed
that I knew my role. Perhaps the better answer is that I saw myself as representing a large
number of users of the phones. Most of our members use mobile phones in their normal
occupation, they work in the field and are contacted by mobile phones in the field, so I saw my
role as looking at the health and safety aspects of that. It would not be a lot different from those
of the consumer or the public.

CHAIR—On the second committee, did you lose your representative status? Were you asked
to be an individual in your own right and not to discuss this with your union?

Mr Dwyer—I have been on TE/7. I am also a member of the ACIF committee looking at the
guidelines, not the ARPANSA committee. Again, no-one sits down and tells us our role. We are
all fairly independently minded people. I saw my role in a similar way.

While those ugly mobile phone towers were built and were way up in the air, in reality the
real problem was these phones. In terms of over-energy it was not the towers themselves. While
they were stuck up in the air they were actually a lot safer. Now they are bringing them down
and you may find them sitting on walls. As you see in some of the photographs in my paper,
they may literally be sitting 15 feet from me. They have lowered them to make the cell smaller:
more people are using phones, they need more transmitters and they only have a certain number
of resources, a certain amount of spectrum, so they make the cells smaller. They have to lower
the aerial. They have pico cells and micro cells. Some of them are lower powered,
unfortunately. Some of them are not. There is a photo in my submission which acknowledges
EMRAA, although some of my own photos are also in there. The towers these days are full
powered towers which are put on top of residences and across the road from schools.

In my second committee, which you asked about, we are designing guidelines for the
installation of those towers. We looked at that photo from EMRAA where you can see the
school in the background and the residents underneath the aerial. It was a very short aerial—
probably one metre off the roof of the residence. Children were living in that residence. I asked
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bably one metre off the roof of the residence. Children were living in that residence. I asked
myself if our new guidelines would stop that installation. I must say that those present at the
meeting unanimously agreed that was a bad installation.

CHAIR—Will the guidelines as drafted prevent—

Mr Dwyer—I do not believe they would. But, like all committees, we may be able to
improve on where we are. We have not yet seen the input, and I have not yet had to make that
hard decision of whether to support it or not. But, really, the question I put is: can we, at the end
of the day, after all the consultation with the council, stop that sort of installation? I do not
believe we can at the moment, other than that there is some avenue because, by informing the
public, there will no doubt be quite a large public reaction to something being installed. I think
at the moment they come out one day and there is a tower there, but not so much—

Senator MARK BISHOP—Are you talking about low impact facilities in your comments?

Mr Dwyer—Yes, I am talking about low impact facilities.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I do not think your committee or any recommendations could
override the act.

Mr Dwyer—No. We may be able to put a few hurdles in the way, but we cannot stop it under
the act. I think that is the point I am making. And, at the end of the day, I think they can still put
that aerial where you see it there on the building.

CHAIR—Is this all busy work, Mr Dwyer, at the end of the day—involving people such as
yourself—people from the community—on these committees? Do you end up being subsumed
by the whole enormity of the task? What was said earlier was that we should have just gone
ahead with the ICNIRP standards and be done with it, and what was the point in all these
meetings and consultation. Is that your view? Do you find yourself getting caught up with the
whole thrust of the committee’s work?

Mr Dwyer—I do not believe I got carried away with it. At the end of the day, apart from
what I learnt from it, it was probably a waste of time. It takes an enormous amount of time. It is
not my role. I am a branch secretary in a union—I do other things. I am not an occupational
health and safety officer. I was nominated because I have some radio background. I came off the
job from a radio area. Other people found it enormously difficult. You have heard about the two
areas. I have no knowledge of the medical area. As far as the RF energy area is concerned, I had
an amateur radio licence and actually built aerials in my youth. I had some knowledge of it and
could understand it. But it is very hard. We receive no funding and have to pay our own travel.
We have been to New Zealand and Melbourne, and I am Sydney based. It is a fair commitment
from the union.

CHAIR—You pay your own air fares when you go along to one of these meetings?

Mr Dwyer—Sorry, the union pays the fare—and even the fare to New Zealand.

CHAIR—Extraordinary.
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Mr Dwyer—I must say that the cost is one of the reasons the ACTU and the Labour Council
were unable to attend a lot of meetings.

CHAIR—You talk about the system which will redirect the signal and protect the—

Mr Dwyer—Directional aerials.

CHAIR—There would appear to be a lot devices on the market at present. Does it worry you
that there is not a standard setting arrangement, or a testing or a verification system in place, to
inform consumers about the efficacy of those devices?

Mr Dwyer—Are you talking about some of those shield devices? From what I have read of
them they are ineffective. I had asked Dr Vaughan about that when I was in New Zealand. The
shields he tested are in his paper and the results are there. They were not as effective as actually
using directional aerials as opposed to just putting a shield in the way.

CHAIR—Does anyone manufacture or import directional aerials in this country?

Mr Dwyer—In his test he believed that some of the manufacturers were putting directional
aerials on to a minor extent, not to the extent that he is proposing. He believed it is a bit like the
‘Fly with us, we’re safe’ argument, and the adverse publicity that creates. Industry would not
want to go down that path.

CHAIR—You said in your submission something to the effect that the industry was strongly
opposed to both the labels and warnings and other devices. Is that your understanding? Has that
come through your work on the committee with industry people?

Mr Dwyer—Certainly they were my impressions from the discussions we had on the
committee. They strongly opposed any sort of labelling of that type that I am talking about.

CHAIR—So you were not in the committee at liberty to raise this issue and get some
resolution?

Mr Dwyer—I am talking about the TE/7 committee, which would have been the appropriate
level. I did put in some paperwork there.

CHAIR—It was not successful?

Mr Dwyer—No.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I have no further questions. Thank you for coming along and
making your submission and making those points. They were useful.

Senator TCHEN—I join Senator Bishop. Thank you. That was interesting.

CHAIR—Thank you very much, Mr Dwyer.
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[3.58 p.m.]

BLAIR, Mr Colin Douglas, General Manager, Standards and Technical Writing Division,
Standards Australia

LYLE, Mr Roger, Director, Communications, IT and e-Commerce Standards, Standards
Australia

CHAIR—Welcome. The committee prefers all evidence to be given in public. However, you
may at any time request that your evidence or part of your evidence be given in private and the
committee will consider any such request. I point out, however, that evidence taken in camera
may subsequently be made public by order of the Senate. I also remind witnesses that the giving
of false or misleading evidence may constitute a contempt of the parliament. The committee has
before it submission No. 133 which has been published. Are there any alterations or additions to
that document at this stage?

Mr Blair—No.

CHAIR—We will proceed to an opening statement and then to questions.

Mr Blair—I will give a brief background of Standards Australia and our process and then
open it up to questions about our process. Standards Australia is an independent organisation
which prepares standards through an internationally recognised process of transparency and
consensus. Our organisation was formed in 1922, and in 1929 it became the Standards
Association of Australia. In 1988, we changed our name to Standards Australia. In 1999, we
became incorporated as Standards Australia Ltd by guarantee. Standards Australia is recognised
by the federal government as the peak standards writing body in Australia through a
memorandum of understanding. There are currently over 6,000 standards maintained by
Standards Australia by approximately 8,500 experts on our technical committees. There are
approximately 1,700 main committees, subcommittees and working groups. Australian
standards are voluntary documents, unless referenced in legislation. Really, Standards Australia
is a facilitator of a process for the development of standards which brings together experts from
representative interest groups that work to formulate or revise standards. Standards Australia is
a facilitator. We do not play an active part in the decisions of the committee, we do not have a
vote on any standards that are prepared and we do not chair meetings.

The process of developing standards has three main components. The first component is that
it is an open and transparent process. The second component is that we have a balanced
representation on our committees. This balance is a cross-section of all organisations that would
potentially be used or influenced by the standard. Generally, when we look at that balance, we
split it into groups along the lines of user, purchasing bodies, manufacturers-suppliers,
independent professional and technical bodies, consumers, regulatory or controlling bodies,
research and testing organisations and unions. The third component of our process is consensus.
Really, the important part of the consensus process is when the formal postal ballot takes place
after the document has been developed and been through the public comment stage.
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There are three hurdles that need to be cleared to enable a standard to be published. The first
one is that we need 67 per cent of people who are eligible to vote to actually vote on the
document. Of those who have voted, we need 80 per cent of them to be positive. Even with that
80 per cent, we still have a third hurdle that no major sector interest is to maintain a negative
vote. We believe that, through an open and transparent process, balanced representation and our
consensus requirements, we get fair and reasonable documents that are published at the end of
the day. If we do not achieve consensus then we do not publish our documents. That gives you a
quick overview of our process and our organisation. We would be happy to answer any
questions.

CHAIR—Can I start with the last of the three hurdles. If there is a negative vote from a
major sector interest, what is a major sector interest in respect of the standards we are
discussing today?

Mr Blair—If you look at the seven groups that we were talking about, user and purchasing
bodies are one group, manufacturers-suppliers are another group, independent professional and
technical bodies are another group, consumers are another group, regulatory or controlling
bodies are a group, research and testing organisations are a group, and unions are a group.

CHAIR—If you had all of the consumers, all of the unions or all of the technical bodies
opposed, you would then not publish?

Mr Blair—It is really there because you can get over the 80 per cent hurdle such that, if you
have a large committee and you have a balance across all of them, you can, say, have a group of
consumers in which less than 20 per cent have voted negative. So you have satisfied the 80 per
cent hurdle, but you have a significant sector interest that has a negative vote. That hurdle has to
be jumped, as well, to be able to publish. You might say that it is a further safeguard to ensure
that we are getting consensus.

CHAIR—For the standards setting that is the subject of this inquiry, you had 67 per cent of
the vote. You did not have 80 per cent positive and all major sectors were not supportive.

Mr Blair—We did not get to the 80 per cent mark, so the third hurdle—

CHAIR—The rest does not matter.

Mr Blair—We did not get to that mark, so that was the end of it.

CHAIR—Is this the only standards setting committee that has been dissolved in this way for
failure to deal with the interim standard?

Mr Blair—It is very rare that we have not achieved consensus. We publish an average of 40
to 45 standards a month, every month of the year. In the last six or seven years, I have not
known us not to achieve consensus in publishing standards. So this is a very rare event.

CHAIR—Mr Lyle, did you want to say something?
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Mr Lyle—A point of clarification here is that the committee has not been dissolved—the
committee still exists. The committee itself voted to not extend the validity of the interim
standard and basically discontinued the project of revising the standard. So the committee has
not been dissolved.

CHAIR—Does it still meet?

Mr Lyle—We have committees which are dormant. We keep committees there to maintain
standards. It does have one project currently in abeyance, the EMR testing standard, which is
part 2 of the standard we have been talking about, the AS2772.1.

CHAIR—That committee would continue its work on the testing standard?

Mr Lyle—Yes. The committee has not been dissolved.

CHAIR—But it has not met about the testing standard either in 12 months?

Mr Lyle—No. Mainly because the stakeholders, so they tell me, want to concentrate on the
issue about the human exposure standard.

CHAIR—They have moved off into ARPANSA?

Mr Lyle—Basically, yes.

Mr Blair—Yes.

CHAIR—Is that called the support group, the reference group?

Mr Lyle—The ARPANSA working group.

CHAIR—Do any of your other standards setting organisations have to deal with the public
health question?

Mr Blair—Do you mean our technical committees across the board?

CHAIR—Yes.

Mr Blair—Yes. We have a number of technical committees. Off hand, I cannot think of them
specifically. We are right across a whole range of issues so, yes, they would be addressing those
sorts of issues as well.

CHAIR—How do you account for the failure of this committee to get over those three
hurdles? Why do you think this has happened?

Mr Lyle—I think if you have a look in detail at the actual process, it really got down to the
stage where they hardened their positions. Consensus building means coming up with
compromises. After the third meeting of the committee, my view was that there probably would
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be an outcome. But a few weeks later when the postal ballot was held it was fairly obvious that
various members on the committee had hardened their views, for whatever reason. For a period
of about six weeks there was an impasse. When we get into a situation where we do not meet
our hurdles we go through a process of trying to resolve the issues. We ask people when they
vote in the negative to actually provide the reasons for that in order to help the committee try to
work through compromises to be able to reach a consensus. It was fairly obvious that people
just were not finding those compromises. One group was saying black was white; the other was
saying the reverse. Consensus is about wanting outcomes and finding those compromises. I
think that over a period—from about August 1998 to April 1999—they had gone through a
process where they had run out of compromises. People felt that their whole position would be
eroded if they had compromised any further.

CHAIR—I think this goes to the heart of the whole question: why was it not possible then,
having not got over those first two hurdles, to then say, ‘There is disagreement on this
committee, so let us stay with the current standards?’ Why was it necessary to find that
compromise and move on? What was the compelling reason for making the shift to the new
standard?

Mr Lyle—Our process obviously had to come to some sort of conclusion.

CHAIR—Why couldn’t it conclude with the decision for no change? Why couldn’t it say,
‘The committee does not agree with this direction, and we want to stay with the existing
standard?’

Mr Blair—To stay with the interim standard?

CHAIR—Yes, or make the interim standard the permanent standard.

Mr Lyle—We would not agree to it. It was put to a vote.

Mr Blair—We went through that process as well, and there was not agreement.

Mr Lyle—If you look in our submission, we actually took the impasse to the Joint
Electrotechnology Standards Policy Board, the board that oversights the process in this area,
and we asked for their guidance because we did not just want to take an administrative decision
on how to deal with this.

CHAIR—I am sorry to interrupt. I am missing a step in the chain here.

Mr Blair—I think we are getting confused. The key is that we had an interim standard out
there for a certain period.

CHAIR—Who decided we should have an interim standard?

Mr Blair—That decision would have been made by the committee when the initial standard
came out.
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CHAIR—When was that?

Mr Lyle—The interim standard came out in March 1998.

CHAIR—What was different about the committee at the point at which the interim standard
was adopted that then changed by the time it came to affirming the interim standard or adopting
a new one? Was it the same committee, the same members?

Mr Lyle—No. There were two consumer representatives added in August 1998, before the
process of revision started, and I think AMTA was added as well.

CHAIR—Was the CSIRO supportive of the interim standard?

Mr Lyle—Yes, that is my understanding.

CHAIR—Does that need to be checked?

Mr Blair—Yes, we should check that one.

Mr Lyle—This particular committee was being facilitated by Standards New Zealand at the
time, and my understanding is they were supportive.

Mr Blair—We will check that one for you and advise.

CHAIR—Thank you. The question arose with the previous witness about the precautionary
approach and labelling equipment. It was said to be something that the committee discussed but
was not able to deal with. Does Standards Australia also have the capacity to develop standards
for labelling, and was that on the agenda for this issue?

Mr Blair—We can certainly provide advice in standards on labelling, yes. I would have to
defer to Roger as to whether that was discussed in this process.

Mr Lyle—The focus of this particular revision was to look at the exposure limits. While it
was raised in the committee, the focus was on the actual limits rather than on the labelling.

CHAIR—Who decides to keep that focus as opposed to another focus?

Mr Lyle—It is principally the committee’s decision. The contents of all our documents are
really in the domain of the committee as to what it does or does not want to include in the
standards.

CHAIR—Mr Lyle, were you here for the presentation by OneSteel, the pipe makers?

Mr Lyle—Yes.

CHAIR—Were you able to hold discussions with that organisation today, and can you give
us some advice on your attitude to their concerns?
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Mr Lyle—They put in a late submission to the public comments, and the committee really
did not have a chance to actually look at it in detail. But it is fairly obvious that the issue about
induction heaters is an area which needs to be considered in the setting of standards. It did not
come up in the committee’s discussions, but I tend to think that one should take those sorts of
concerns into account in any revision of the standard.

CHAIR—But that organisation said they had made representation to Standards Australia and
not heard anything. You did not receive a submission?

Mr Lyle—We received a submission, and in fact I spoke to the general manager of BHP
Newcastle, Paul Greatrex, about it. So they did certainly get a response and it was circulated to
the committee. When we received it was outside the public comment period.

Mr Blair—But it still circulated.

Mr Lyle—Yes, absolutely.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is Standards Australia a for-profit company?

Mr Blair—In terms of profit, it makes surpluses, but surpluses are put back into the business,
so it does not distribute any surpluses. Any surpluses it makes go back into the organisation to
keep running.

Senator MARK BISHOP—It is a not-for-profit organisation, is it?

Mr Blair—When I say it is not-for-profit, it will make surpluses but does not distribute
surpluses.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is it akin to the RAC or Red Cross, or is it a government
agency?

Mr Blair—It is an independent organisation, so it is not a government agency, no.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is it akin to something like the Red Cross?

Mr Blair—I am not familiar with how the Red Cross operates, so I could not really answer
that question.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I want to pursue the discussion you were having with Senator
Allison. In your introductory comments you said there were something in the order of 6,000 or
7,000 committees across nearly all industries in Australia—

Mr Blair—That is standards. There are about 1,700 main committees, subcommittees and so
on.

Senator MARK BISHOP—This is committees and subcommittees that have established
working groups, and in excess of 6,000 standards, across a range of industries?
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Mr Blair—That is right.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I take it that all of them have been successful to date. Is that
correct?

Mr Blair—In terms of achieving consensus with those standards, yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—In this case we have an inability by the relevant committee to
achieve consensus. You must have done some in-house post analysis as to why your system was
not effective or did not achieve the desired results after breakdown.

Mr Blair—On in-house analysis, once again it is this issue of people coming round the table
and clearly wanting to achieve an outcome, and I am not saying that that was not the case in this
case, but a lot of our work is very technical work. For example, looking at design of concrete
structures you will get a committee and there are clear technical issues that can be resolved. But
I think in this case we have got a combination of technical issues and I suppose community
issues, and it was trying to marry those together to get an outcome, and unfortunately it was not
successful.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That marriage of technical and social issues must have occurred
in other standard setting committees in the past.

Mr Blair—I am sure it has.

Senator MARK BISHOP—They managed to achieve a result. Are you satisfied that all of
the members of the committee have been sufficiently positive in their approach to deliberations?

Mr Blair—I think they came to the table wanting to achieve an outcome in the first instance.
In terms of them being positive about getting an outcome, I could not speak on their behalf, but
I think our important thing is to make sure our process operates the way it is meant to, in other
words, we get the transparent process, we get the consensus and we have the balanced
committees. We have to make sure from our point of view that that is what we are concentrating
on and seeking to derive a result. Unfortunately, in this case we did not.

Senator MARK BISHOP—It has been argued to us today and at past public hearings that it
has been totally inappropriate for there to be any company or industry representatives involved
in the standard setting process. What is your comment on that?

Mr Blair—I think you need to understand how our process works on main committees. They
do not come there as a company, they come there representing a nominating organisation. The
process is that they represent the interests that that nominating organisation is about. They
should be coming to the table not representing their own interests but representing the interests
of that nominating organisation to put into the process. So they should be being advised by the
nominating organisation what its position is when they come to the table and they should be
reporting back to that nominating organisation the outcomes of the meeting and seeking further
directions. They are not there as an individual person, they are there representing a nominating
organisation, and that is very important to our process.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—If the nominating organisation has a non-negotiable position, or
a set position, and it gives very limited instructions to its representatives to bargain or negotiate,
would that limit the ability of the committee to achieve consensus?

Mr Blair—That certainly does make the process hard. Generally, our committees find that
people who come to the table are seeking to find a result, and so there is some flexibility in their
position. If there is one particular nominating organisation coming and saying, ‘This is our
position, and we will not deviate from it,’ that makes our process hard; yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Has that been a factor in the deliberations of this particular
committee?

Mr Lyle—It is a bit difficult for us, as facilitators, to say what goes on between the
representative on the committee and their nominating organisation. All I can say is—and I
repeat what I said earlier—that the impression I got from the last meeting was that there was
likely to be an outcome; but, a few weeks later—maybe after they got back to their
constituency; I do not know—things seemed to harden up. Obviously, people are accountable
back to their constituencies, and that can make things difficult.

Senator MARK BISHOP—It intrigues me that apparently this committee, in almost an 80-
year period, has been unable to resolve an issue. Essentially, the same issues that were unable to
be resolved at your level have been flicked off to a Senate committee that wanders around
Australia for five or six days. There is a clear divergence of views from the various people who
come in to give us evidence—no unanimity of viewpoint. Would a solution be to have different
representatives from the same bodies, or different representatives from similar, but different,
organisations?

Mr Blair—That is an interesting one. Having different representatives from the same bodies
would be up to the bodies themselves. But, once again, if they are representing their constituent
body, really the representative person should not make too much difference, as long as they are
carrying a proper brief from their organisation. In terms of different bodies and different
nominating organisations coming, we do seek to get a balance of interests, as I say, of all the
people who are affected or are likely to be affected by the standard, and we get all the experts
around the table that we can. In fact, in this case it is a very large committee of 29. Our average
size committee would be about 12 people, so it is a large committee.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Twenty-nine people?

Mr Blair—Yes; that is a lot of people.

Senator MARK BISHOP—You are telling me it is. Why so large?

Mr Blair—I suppose it was trying to get broad stakeholder input to the process.

Senator MARK BISHOP—And the broad stakeholder interest has resulted in zero progress.

Mr Blair—We have not achieved consensus; no.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—No, you have not achieved consensus. The structure that you
have effectively delegates a veto to a group or groups on any result. With this process of
consensus—67 per cent to vote, 80 per cent to be positive and no major group sector to
maintain a negative—I could see how that could work in a small to medium size committee of,
say, six to 10 or 11 persons. Once the number starts getting up to 20 plus and there is a range of
disparate groups with input, that suggests to me that any one or two effectively have the right to
veto, for whatever reason.

Mr Blair—Once again, it is how people come around the table. If they are trying to achieve a
result, we do not generally have that problem with the sector interest side. People are trying to
achieve a result.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Do you have other 29-person standards setting committees?

Mr Blair—We do have some. We do not have a large number. There are specific instances
where, unfortunately, main committees can be large; but we seek to bring them down to more
manageable numbers.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Would you recommend a different structure for your committee
in the future if it were to re-meet and revisit this issue?

Mr Blair—We would probably take this forward to our relevant governance structure and
raise the question of whether it should be a smaller group and whether we could get all the
players who had been on the committee but who had to leave the committee. I do not know
whether they would be happy to do that. But, yes, we would try to get a small focus group—still
with the balance of interests—and have another attempt at it, because that is what our business
is about. We have been here for about 80 years and we are going to be here in another 80 years
time. That is what we do: we are not into diamond mines or gold mines; we are just into writing
standards.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Thank you, Mr Blair and Mr Lyle.

Senator TCHEN—Mr Blair, how does Standards Australia work? You tell us that you have
technical subcommittees and committees that advise you on standards and vote to approve
standards and so on. What do they look at? Do you get this committee together and say, ‘Right,
here it is; we need a standard’, or do you sit down with them and say, ‘We would like to get a
set of standards, would you like to come up with something?’

Mr Blair—You want to understand the process?

Senator TCHEN—Yes.

Mr Blair—Basically, for a new standard to be developed, someone comes to Standards
Australia and says, ‘We think there should be a new standard on whatever.’ We then undertake a
survey of industry to establish that there is in fact a need for such a standard, and we go to the
wider industry and government to establish that need. If it is agreed that there is a need, we form
the committee, which is a balance of interests. The first thing the committee needs to do is look
to see what international standards are in place. So its first port of call is to seek to adopt
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international standards, and then it basically proceeds to develop the document. It then goes to a
public comment period for two months, all the comments are then collated, the committee
works through and considers all those comments and then amends the draft if necessary. There
is then a formal voting process, formal consensus rules and, if they are all satisfied, it then goes
to the relevant sector board for process approval. We must establish that the new standard has
been through this process, and then it gets published.

Senator TCHEN—Who generates all the words?

Mr Blair—Basically, the experts on the committee.

Senator TCHEN—Are committee members paid?

Mr Blair—No.

Senator TCHEN—So thousands of people get together from time to time to come up with a
set of standards?

Mr Blair—Yes.

Senator TCHEN—That is amazing. What role does Standards Australia play while they are
deliberating? Do you provide a secretariat service?

Mr Blair—We provide the secretariat service. There is clearly a process behind what we do,
but we provide the full secretariat service for that committee.

Senator TCHEN—Unless there is consensus that we need a set of standards, would a set of
standards not be introduced?

Mr Blair—Yes, there needs to be agreement at the project proposal end for a document to be
developed before a committee or any work would start on it.

Senator TCHEN—The proposed standards must be approved by the committee according to
the three thresholds—or three high bars—that you described.

Mr Blair—The committee is responsible for the technical content of the document.

Senator TCHEN—I am amazed that we have any standards in place.

Mr Blair—As I have said, we have been doing it since 1922. Interestingly, I brought with me
today the bible about wiring rules in the electrical industry, which were first published in 1931.
This document has been revised every seven to 10 years since 1931. Developing a document is
not easy, but the other key is maintaining it. That is what we are about: we write standards, and
we have been responsible for this document for 69 years.

Senator TCHEN—There are two things coming out of this TE/7 deliberation about
AS2772.1. The chair has already mentioned about the submission made by OneSteel. They were
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concerned that their industry might be affected by this set of standards and they have had no
input. They believe any issues about radiation emission or electromagnetic emission in the
manufacturing industry should be subject to a different set of standards. How would they go
about getting into play? They were not involved in this particular one.

Mr Blair—I have got to take issue with any notion that they did not have a chance to have an
input. There was a public comment period. They had ample opportunity for input. They did put
in a late submission to the committee, but the committee did consider it. Once again it gets back
to the size of committees. We can have everyone there and have the committee of 50 if we want
to. They did have an opportunity to input.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Their point was that it was basically a telecommunications
subcommittee setting standards for the telecommunications industry. They value add to molten
steel. The point Senator Tchen is making is that it is not unreasonable for them to have separate
or different standards that are appropriate to their industry. That is their criticism.

Mr Blair—Certainly. If there is need for any additional or specific standards, we go through
the process.

Senator TCHEN—Their concern is that this set of standards according to the wording might
apply to them but in fact should not apply to them. Therefore it is not that they want another set
of standards; they do not want to be in this standard. How do they get out of it?

Mr Blair—If they are not on the committee, they are certainly part of the public comment
stage. If the committee deems it appropriate, that is part of the scope of the standard. If there is
an issue with the scope of the standard or, really, in this case the application of the standard or
how it applies, then that is where it should be addressed.

Senator TCHEN—It seemed to me that there is potential for example in the manufacturing
steel industry for them to find themselves being described or potentially described under this set
of standards. They came to this committee and said they did not want to be involved. The
committee said they would like them to be involved but not to come on the committee, just to
follow the standards. How do they currently resolve that?

Mr Blair—Once again I think it is in input to the process, trying to get that scope or
application clause sorted out such that it correctly addresses what the standard is about.

Senator TCHEN—There must be an arbiter somewhere to say, ‘You are in,’ or ‘No, you are
not in.’ Who is this person?

Mr Blair—It is the committee that is responsible for technical content. In terms of their
specific case I suppose they could go to those nominating organisations. It is quite transparent
who these nominating organisations are on the committee. That is a transparent part of our
process. They can also speak to them as well.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Why should they have to do anything? Why should Telstra,
Motorola and a range of other organisations be setting standards for the molten metals
manufacturing industry. That is their complaint. They are saying, ‘It is none of your business.’ It
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seems to be that that is a legitimate issue for them to raise. They should not have to do anything.
It is a free country. Who are you, Telstra, Cable and Wireless, Optus or Vodafone to be
imposing standards on BHP? That is their complaint.

CHAIR—Perhaps there is question of occupational health and safety.

Senator MARK BISHOP—There might be.

Senator TCHEN—Does Standards Australia have a role and say they might have overlooked
these people when they talked to the stakeholders and that these people should have been the
stakeholders? Maybe they should reconstitute the committee.

Mr Blair—Certainly. The committee is always up for review and reconstitution if necessary.
In this one when we restarted the revision of it, we did in fact look at that and found that we did
not have sufficient consumer representation. We acted on that. Perhaps we might not have been
aware or had not acted on this issue. I am not sure of the background at the time.

CHAIR—Take it on board.

Mr Blair—We will certainly take it on board.

Senator TCHEN—You said here that, in the TE/7 discussion in February 1999, a major
point of debate was the strength of the proposed precautionary approach given in clause 10 of
the committee’s ballot draft. I take it the argument is about whether they should or should not
include a precautionary clause or it is about the wording of the precautionary clause? Can you
recall?

Mr Lyle—It is in the wording. I think we said that, in the first meeting back in August 1998,
that there was general agreement to use ICNIRP with a yet to be worked out precautionary
approach. It was in the actual words of that precautionary approach. For the people who voted
no, the issue was that it was getting watered down beyond a level which they thought was
actually useful at all. It was in the wording, rather than whether it be included or not.

Senator TCHEN—Did you provide us with a sample of the proposed wording?

Mr Lyle—Yes; the proposal ballot draft is given in attachment 9.

Senator TCHEN—Thank you very much.

CHAIR—Can I come back to a question which is central to our inquiry, and it is the one
about health and thermal and non-thermal effects as they relate to this standard. What would be
the process if a new study were to emerge which demonstrated to your satisfaction that there
was a cause for looking at a standard which went beyond thermal effects? What is the process?
Who would you expect, firstly, to raise that with you? And how would you go about re-
examining the standards in the light of that?
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Mr Blair—I will have a go and if there are any technical details, you can help me. What
would happen is that someone would write into us or submit some information to us about the
particular issue.

CHAIR—From anyone?

Mr Blair—Yes, from anyone. In this case, we would then take it to the committee in the first
case for their advice, because they are the technical experts. If there was a need to go wider and
it was felt that there needed to be wider consultation, we would do that. But we would take it to
the committee, in the first instance, to get some advice and we would see where it went from
there. If it was something that was going on beyond the scope of this particular committee, then
we would need to look as to whether we would form a new committee or whether there would
be a need to do a wider consultation to establish what the boundaries were, and we would go
forward from there.

CHAIR—We were shown 500 or so abstracts today of the studies done in various places
around the world. Dr Peter French has come with another review which, he says, suggests a
strong link with biological effects. At what point do you start to take notice of that? Would it
simply be a matter for Dr French to write to you and say, ‘Here is the work that I have now
done. I ask you to refer this to the committee for a consideration of a change to the standards’
and that would be an automatic process that you would go through? Has it happened so far on
this issue?

Mr Lyle—No-one has submitted anything to us. Obviously, the subject is now being
discussed in a different forum.

CHAIR—Let me put it another way. What if some body like CSIRO, which was on the TE/7
committee, brings forward information: what happens then?

Mr Blair—The same thing.

CHAIR—It gets discussed?

Mr Blair—Absolutely.

CHAIR—In those circumstances, given the balance, as you say, on the committee, would
ever a problem associated with public health get through? Would it ever get through those three
hurdles that you set, given that there is quite an industry focus on the standards setting?

Mr Blair—I think we have to be careful about using the word ‘industry’. In our case, we are
talking about a balance of interests. We are getting the experts—

CHAIR—It is a simple question—hypothetical but simple: the CSIRO comes along, Dr Peter
French has discovered this business about heat shock and proteins and this now becomes a
matter that he would like the committee to deliberate upon. How easy would it be to get through
those three hurdles, given the balance on the committee?



ECITA 294 SENATE—References Thursday, 16 November 2000

ENVIRONMENT, COMMUNICATIONS, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND THE ARTS

Mr Blair—I think if the committee is committed to achieving consensus and achieving
outcomes and there was strong logic and outcomes—

CHAIR—I put it to you that it is committed to setting standards that are related to industry
rather than to public health.

Mr Blair—When you say ‘industry’, what do you mean by industry?

CHAIR—Obviously those who represent the telecommunications industry. That would seem
to me to be fairly straightforward. The balance you refer to, users and purchasers, may not have
an intimate knowledge of the science. Manufacturers and suppliers, technical bodies and unions,
even, may not have a public health and safety emphasis. How does your balance work under
those circumstances?

Mr Blair—If people representing a nominating organisation did not have the particular
intimate knowledge themselves, I think they would get advice to input into the process if the
matter were critical—which it would be, because they would be representing a nominating
organisation on the committee.

CHAIR—A Scandinavian country has now significantly restricted its standards, made them
much tighter. What is the process it went through in coming to that conclusion?

Mr Blair—The standards bodies around the world would be using the same processes of
transparency and consensus.

CHAIR—I think it was Professor McKenzie who suggested that, in different kinds of
cellphone systems, there may be an argument for a different standard for each. Is that something
the committee considered—the pulsing nature of GSM, 3G and what that might bring forward?

Mr Lyle—Certainly in committee discussions the issue of pulse systems versus continuous
systems was raised. I think the outcome of those discussions are really embodied in that
document on which they voted, which does not discriminate between pulse systems and
continuous systems.

CHAIR—So they considered it and rejected it as being unnecessary?

Mr Lyle—I really cannot say, because I was not intimately involved in the discussions.

CHAIR—Would such discussions, if they took place and there was argument and points
were made in debates, become a public document? Could I have access to that debate? Are
there minutes kept of those kinds of discussions and the information brought forward?

Mr Blair—We keep minutes of all our meetings— absolutely.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Mr Blair, interim standards were promulgated, and the
committee chose not to vote for permanent standards. Does that mean that the interim standards
remain indefinitely or are there no standards now?
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Mr Blair—There are no standards now. The interim standard has a set period. The committee
was given the opportunity to vote on extending the interim status, which I think they did for six
weeks—

Mr Lyle—Yes, for six weeks while the deliberations went on.

Mr Blair—They then agreed not to go any further with the interim standard, so it was
withdrawn.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So the interim standard lapsed?

CHAIR—Why were they interim in the first place; why weren’t they final? Why the
deliberation?

Mr Blair—When we want to get standards out there and used, an interim standard is almost a
standard with an extended public comment period. It may be that the committee says, ‘We want
to get something out in the marketplace to be used, but we are not 100 per cent sure of it.’ It
might be in a new area, for example, so they get it out—

CHAIR—Was this in the new area?

Mr Blair—No, this is not in the new area.

CHAIR—What was the reason in this case?

Mr Lyle—I will have to take that question on notice because it was before my time. We
usually put out an interim standard when it is an evolving technology: the standard is
continually under review, pending changes in that technology or the gaining of knowledge in
these sorts of areas. That is my understanding.

Mr Blair—That is right, but I think in this case we will have to take that question on notice
and go back through our records to ascertain why it was done specifically for this document.

Senator MARK BISHOP—To conclude that point, the interim standard lapsed after its
extension for six weeks so we now have no standard. Does that mean that the Radiation Health
Committee can promulgate a standard in this area?

Mr Blair—Is that the ARPANSA group? Yes, If they wish to do so.

Senator MARK BISHOP—They could?

Mr Blair—Yes.

Mr Lyle—My understanding is that, under the ARPANSA Act, they have the power to set
standards.
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Senator MARK BISHOP—The relevant committee of Standards Australia failed to achieve
consensus on a standard so the Radiation Health Committee can do that under the ARPANSA
Act. Is that correct?

Mr Blair—Yes. We have no exclusive right to develop documents.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Thank you.

CHAIR—You described a process whereby somebody comes forward with new information
about health effects and says to you, ‘This is the information; I would like it to be considered.’
Would you then reconvene the TE/7 committee or would you refer it to the committee under
ARPANSA?

Mr Blair—If it came to us, we would send it to our TE/7 committee by correspondence. We
would then decide where we went from there as to whether it would be a trigger to reactivate
the process and go forward. I do not know what would be in the document, so we would
certainly get it to the committee.

CHAIR—Yet the responsibility has now been shifted to ARPANSA; is that correct?

Mr Blair—ARPANSA is certainly developing documents. We would have discussions with
them and send it to them. Anything that is sent to Standards Australia we have a responsibility
to send to our relevant technical committee.

CHAIR—Thank you very much for appearing before us today.
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[4.48 p.m.]

HORTON, Dr Robert, Deputy Chairman, Australian Communications Authority

McALISTER, Mr Ian Charles, Manager, Radiocommunications Standards Team,
Australian Communications Authority

CHAIR—I welcome witnesses from the Australian Communications Authority. The
committee has before it submission No. 100, which has been published. Are there any
alterations or additions you wish to make to that document at this stage?

Dr Horton—No.

CHAIR—I invite you to make a brief opening statement and then we will go to questions.

Dr Horton—I have a few comments to begin with about the organisation. I am sure you are
familiar with it, but this is just to level everybody else’s understanding.

Overhead transparencies were then shown—

Dr Horton—The ACA is a statutory authority of the Commonwealth within the portfolio of
Communications, Information, Technology and the Arts. We were established under the
Australian Communications Authority Act in July 1997. Our core functions under that act
include telecommunications functions—the regulation of telecommunications in Australia—and
spectrum management functions under the Radiocommunications Act 1992.
Telecommunications is done under the Telecommunications Act 1997.

We have a vision which is largely given to us to be efficient and competitive and to have an
increasingly self-regulated communications sector which meets the needs of the Australian
community. This derives from the act; and, to achieve that, our mission is to contribute to the
development of dynamic and efficient markets for radiocommunications and
telecommunications products and services which will maximise the benefits to the Australian
community.

In the operating environment, there are basically four major factors that influence the ACA in
conducting its operations. First of all is government policy, which requires us to develop
efficient and open communications markets, to lower direct regulatory costs, to provide a fair
return to the community for the use of natural resources—such as the electromagnetic spectrum
or numbering—and to strive for continuous improvement in our industry. Secondly,
technological change requires us to have regard to the expansion in the range and type of
products and services available in Australia. The wide range of technologies to meet consumer
demands and increasing demand for bandwidth and a variety of services offer us plenty of
challenges along the way.

A third area of great importance of us is consumer needs and expectations, and influence on
the operating environment. These influences include information needs that consumers need to
make in coming to informed decisions about equipment services and suppliers within the
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industry, influences on their personal wellbeing, and access to new and improved services and
the cost associated with that—or the price associated with that within the marketplace.

With regard to the marketplace itself, we need to have an open marketplace, and that certainly
influences our operations. We need to conduct our affairs in a way by which new players are not
discouraged from entering the market, and we must have regard to changing roles and
relationships which go on in this very dynamic industry. That includes increasing globalisation
and the effects of that; and we see much of that, for instance, in the subject matter you have
been discussing today. Global influence is very much an influence within these matters—and
greater operation and interconnection of networks. They are the broad, operating environmental
factors that we come to grips with. I will ask my colleague, who is much more involved in the
EMR issues that we come across, to briefly make an opening statement in that area.

CHAIR—Before you do that, Dr Horton, can I ask you why it is that, in those four dot
points, public health and safety is not rated a mention?

Dr Horton—I mentioned consumer safeguards or the protection—or such words—of
consumer considerations. Just in broad terms, it would come under that.

Mr McAlister—In terms of the ACA’s involvement in electromagnetic radiation issues, the
ACA has mandated a human exposure that sets public exposure limits to radiofrequency EMR.
The standard was made under the Radiocommunications Act 1992. The act gives the ACA
powers to make standards to protect the health and safety of people who operate, work on, use,
or are reasonably likely to be affected by, the operation of radiocommunications transmitters or
receivers.

The ACA’s standard was introduced in February 1999. It has been progressively phased in.
More and more products are coming within that scope. The standard currently applies to mobile
phone handsets and base stations, cordless phone handsets and cradles, and satellite phone
handsets operating in the 800 megahertz to 2.5 gigahertz frequency range. The ACA plans to
extend the application of the standard before the end of 2001 to all radiocommunications
transmitters, not just mobile telephony.

The public exposure limits in the ACA standard are based on the limits of the lapsed technical
standard developed by Standards Australia known as AS/NZS2772.1 (Int): 1998). The ACA
intends to continue to mandate these limits until a new technical standard, currently being
developed by the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency—ARPANSA—is
finalised. The new limits will be consistent with current international peer reviewed scientific
findings and world’s best practice. I expect they will also largely reflect the International
Commission on Non-Ionising Radiation Protection—ICNIRP—guidelines. Completion of a
new national standard is expected early in 2001, at which time the ACA will consider its
adoption as an ACA standard.

The ACA has supported the process undertaken by ARPANSA to establish an expert group to
develop the technical standard. All members of the group were chosen on the basis of their
scientific background and experience. We believe a fair balance between industry and
community representation has been achieved in the make-up of that committee. I am an
observer on the ARPANSA working group developing the standard. The ACA’s view is that,
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given ARPANSA’s resources, experience and statutory backing, it is most suited for the
standard development task. As an observer on the ARPANSA working group, I endorse the
earlier comments made by John Lincoln that, to date, the group has worked very harmoniously
in what has proved to be quite a complex task.

I will turn briefly to the issue of research funding, which is a major element of the terms of
reference. The ACA is not directly involved in the allocation of the $4.5 million for EMR
research and public education. However, we were involved in and have been a member of the
interdepartmental EMR public health issues committee. So, even though we are part of that, we
have not been directly engaged in the research program. The funding for the research program
did, however, come from a one-off, additional one per cent increase in licence fees for all
radiocommunications transmission licences. That was in 1996-97.

In 1994, prior to the formation of the ACA, the Spectrum Management Agency—one of the
predecessors of the ACA—contracted the CSIRO to conduct the literature review on the health
effects of EMR. That was the report that Dr Barnett discussed earlier today. This research was
paid for, I might add, by the three mobile carriers at the time—Telstra, Optus and Vodafone—
and we had no trouble getting that funding very quickly. The CSIRO report found that there
were accepted thermal effects above a one degree Centigrade body temperature rise, and
increasing evidence of non-thermal effects. However, the CSIRO report found that past research
lacked direction and that the general standard of publications was not very high. As a
consequence, the report made a number of recommendations for future research in a number of
areas. Increased community concern, coupled with the CSIRO report findings, led the
government to the decision to allocate funding to the EMR research and, hence, the decision on
the $4.5 million allocation.

To conclude, the ACA is committed to the development of regulations that provide
appropriate public protection from the known effects of RFEMR and to take into account the
uncertainty in the science about the unknown effects. The challenge for us is to provide
appropriate public protection without unnecessarily delaying access to beneficial services such
as mobile technologies. Thank you.

CHAIR—You would have heard our exchange with Standards Australia about what might
happen in the future should a piece of research indicate that the non-thermal effects were
somewhat clarified or there was stronger evidence in support of them, and that if somebody sent
that information to them they would reconvene the TE/7 committee and deal with it. Is that your
understanding of the procedure from now on in terms of who sets the standards for this area?

Dr Horton—We set mandatory standards in this area. That is our legislated function.

CHAIR—In your mind, what does Standards Australia do in relation to that standard now?

Dr Horton—Standards Australia is a body which produces voluntary standards. These
standards can be picked up for regulatory or contractual purposes. In the past—and certainly in
the future, too—we will use those in our array of mandatory standards which we apply in the
telecommunications arena. ACIF, the Australian Communications Industry Forum, is a body
which was set up to bring consensus considerations within the telecommunications industry—to
develop standards and codes—and it is also accredited by Standards Australia for standards
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writing. So it is a separately disciplined body in the field of telecommunications for that
purpose.

We may also, and we do, pick up material from ACIF to turn around into either registered
codes or mandatory standards for the industry. Where we get our material from is relevant in
terms of standards that are available at the time. Most standards are achieved through
international inputs. When we hear about local committees meeting to develop a standard, what
they are basically doing is taking what is available internationally. Standards Australia is the
national member of ISO, the International Standards Organisation. There are other bodies, such
as the ITU, which draw international standards. They are available for country or national
application. That is what happens on any sort of national committee, whether in Standards
Australia or ACIF, or whether we adopt them directly in our mandatory standards within the
ACA. That is vaguely how this material comes to us.

I think any notion of a local committee devising the standard from scratch is something which
we need to recognise that usually involves that committee considering the applicability of
material to the Australian environment and being representative in doing that. These are the
tests that we need to apply when we look at candidate material for mandatory standards.

CHAIR—So all these committees are probably a bit of a waste of time if ICNIRP is going to
be the way to go because we take our cues from international standards. What is the point in the
Australian exercise?

Dr Horton—They still need to examine this material for nationalisation purposes. There may
be particular circumstances in Australia. We have different voltages in this country which these
things plug into.

CHAIR—The debate has not been about voltages, as I can sense it.

Dr Horton—It has been about field strengths. But that was an example.

CHAIR—There are no locally specific situations, I would suggest.

Dr Horton—There are different circumstances in Australia which may lead to different
densities of application of cellular phones and of the networks which provide them. We may
find that circumstances justify the use of satellites and there may be quite different
considerations that we apply to the eradiation from these things.

CHAIR—So will there be any difference in our standards to those overseas, in your
expectation?

Dr Horton—No, we have not put any differences into our standards in terms of safety issues.

CHAIR—What about the local issues? I thought that is what you were talking about.
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Dr Horton—Within Australia, we have mandated the interim standard, which you heard has
lapsed as a voluntary standard, but it has not lapsed as a mandatory standard. That is still
Australia’s mandatory standard in this field.

CHAIR—My question to you, though, was: what is the purpose of the whole process in
Australia if we have ended up with a standard which is identical to the standard overseas? You
said there were some reasons for Australia having specific standards.

Dr Horton—Yes, there could be reasons.

CHAIR—There could be, but there were not in this instance?

Mr McAlister—They may arise in the ARPANSA work.

CHAIR—But currently they are or are they not? We have an interim standard and we have a
mandated standard. Is it specific to Australia or is it the same as elsewhere?

Mr McAlister—I understand the interim standard, where we came up with something rather
unique, was an Australian once-off. It was a combination of a number of things. It was more
stringent in some areas and less stringent in others, compared to international standards. So
there is an example of where the original approach adopted by Standards Australia for the
interim standard was a combination of various inputs, a lot of them largely Australian.

CHAIR—What is the process that has decided that that interim standard locally based is not
suitable and we now have to go to ICNIRP?

Mr McAlister—I do not think the final decision has been made, to start with, that we are
going to ICNIRP.

CHAIR—Dr Horton said he expected that that would be the case. I think you might have
done, as well.

Mr McAlister—I would imagine that the future ARPANSA standard will be largely based on
ICNIRP, but the complete standard may include a number of things. For example, we heard
today from John Lincoln that the precautionary approach, which was rejected out of hand in the
Standards Australia arena, is now being considered in the ARPANSA standard. The question
now is whether it goes in the full text or is an appendix to the standard.

CHAIR—And whether it means anything or not.

Mr McAlister—The issue of precaution was not even discussed; it did not even get on the
agenda of the Standards Australia process.

Dr Horton—Basically, we have a standard in place which is fairly conservative. That interim
standard or Standards Australia was a conservative standard. It is much stricter than the current
ICNIRP proposals, and we probably will not see ARPANSA’s results for another 18 months or
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so. But we are confident within the authority that we have a very strict standard by any measure
around the world.

CHAIR—What about Sweden?

Dr Horton—I am told that it is probably stricter than Sweden’s standard. Is that correct?

CHAIR—No. I am not sure it is Sweden, but one of the Scandinavian countries has a much
stricter standard than ours; and I gather there are other stricter ones in parts of Europe, too.
Maybe you can check that.

Mr McAlister—I also understand that CENELEC is about to come out with a new health
exposure standard, which is likely to be picked up by the European Community generally.

CHAIR—Can I ask you about extending the application to all transmitters. You did not
mention devices. It has come up again and again in our inquiry that there are various shielding
devices and hands free devices. Aren’t they subject to a standard at present and aren’t they of a
concern to you? Why wouldn’t you extend this application to those bits of equipment?

Mr McAlister—We would have to look at whether or not, for example, the device that Dan
Dwyer was speaking about was a modification to the mobile phone itself. If it was, it would be
picked up by our standard right now.

CHAIR—Is a modification something you plug in and put into your ear?

Mr McAlister—No; the hands free kit is not picked up by our application.

CHAIR—What is the standard applying to those? How do we know whether we are reducing
the radiation or increasing it?

Mr McAlister—It is not currently caught by our mandatory standard. We do have it on good
authority that they do not pose a health risk.

CHAIR—What is that authority?

Mr McAlister—I am talking here about Australian expert laboratories who are involved in
the testing arena. I am thinking of research undertaken by Choice magazine to follow up the
Which? research in the United Kingdom.

CHAIR—So the ACA relies on Choice magazine research?

Mr McAlister—No. I am just saying that hands free kits are not part of our regulatory
regime at this point.

CHAIR—Do you see them becoming part of your regime?
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Mr McAlister—At this point they are not high on the agenda, because they are considered an
attachment to the phone itself, so the total phone would need to be tested with a hands free kit.
We may look at the—

CHAIR—How much testing do you do of devices that are in fact attached—shielding
devices on the antenna, for example? How many of those have been considered by you and
tested?

Mr McAlister—They are not currently caught by the regulatory regime. At the moment, the
regime extends—

CHAIR—How do the consumers know whether they work or not, and whether they are
useful, or whether they interfere with the compliance regime of the current standard? How do
we know that?

Dr Horton—We have a composite, which is available as the hand unit and other accessories
that are with it, and it has a radiated envelope around it which still has to meet the standard. The
standard dictates what radiation levels can come from around the device. We do not do any
testing at all in the authority. This is left for industry to do its own testing.

CHAIR—Why should industry be bothered with testing a device which is said to reduce the
level of exposure? Some witnesses have told this committee that some of those devices in fact
make the situation worse. The phone has to try much harder to get a signal because of the
device. Where do consumers stand in terms of understanding health and safety in relation to
those devices?

Dr Horton—The equipment is labelled by suppliers to show that it meets Australia’s
standards in this area.

CHAIR—What are the standards for devices? You just told me there were none.

Dr Horton—There is a single standard—the AS2772.1 interim—that has now lapsed but we
have continued its lifetime as a mandatory standard. That needs to be met by all equipment
which is provided to the marketplace. If it does not, it cannot be labelled.

CHAIR—When buying a new phone, somebody says, ‘I have got a great device for you.
This will limit the exposure to your brain. Simply screw it on.’ It gets permanently attached.

Dr Horton—If the effect of it is less than the handsets which just work on their own, then it
would obviously meet the standard if that handset met the standard too.

CHAIR—How do you know whether it meets the standard?

Dr Horton—Because the suppliers put a label on the equipment to tell us that it meets the
standard.
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CHAIR—No, they do not. The phone comes to us without the device. The device comes
along, apparently without any standards being applied to it, and gets affixed to it.

Dr Horton—The assembly would be what is packaged and labelled. It is what you buy.

CHAIR—We seem to be going around in circles here. The assembled phone is sold first and
the device is fitted after that.

Dr Horton—If that is not the case, then what we can do is make an amendment to the
labelling notice.

CHAIR—Labelling of what?

Dr Horton—Of customer equipment.

CHAIR—The phone or the device?

Dr Horton—Whatever attachment or device goes with the phone when it is assembled must
meet the standard.

CHAIR—But what if it is assembled after it has been sold?

Dr Horton—It would come together in a package or box for you to assemble. The box itself
would be labelled to say that the whole assembly meets the Australian standards. If that is not
the case, then we could amend the labelling notice to require that.

CHAIR—But there are no standards for the devices. That is what I am trying to draw your
attention to.

Dr Horton—There is a mandatory standard.

CHAIR—On devices?

Dr Horton—Not on devices. The devices you are talking about are passive devices. Is this
correct?

CHAIR—Are they passive devices which you attach at some stage?

Dr Horton—They are passive.

CHAIR—I do not know what your definition of passive is. I do not know what that means.

Dr Horton—They do not themselves generate electromagnetic radiation.

CHAIR—Correct.
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Dr Horton—That comes from the handset. What they do is maybe reshape it. It is the
combination of that assembly that needs to operate in a safe manner in accordance with the
standard. If we have these advances in the marketplace, which we would like to encourage if
they do meet the standard, then on the labelling notice we can say that in assembled form the
active device plus the passive device associated with it must operate together in a way which
does not conflict with the standard.

CHAIR—Can you give us examples of that happening?

Dr Horton—In the marketplace you would buy this assembly, not individually labelled but
the whole package. On the box itself, there could be a label if it would be a more convenient
way of doing that.

CHAIR—Is this operating? Can you buy the phone and a separate device and is there any
way in which you can be assured that they, once they have been put together, meet the standard?

Dr Horton—If we ask for it, we can be assured of that. I do not know how extensively our
labelling notice goes into attachments as well. That is certainly something we can consider
extending to.

Mr McAlister—It is something we have not addressed in the labelling instrument to date.
There is one issue there; that is, if you altered or modified the phone or the handset after it was
sold, if there were a change of aerial or something, you may alter the characteristics of the
device and the A-Tick? of the label on the phone, you may change the device to non-standard
device.

CHAIR—Precisely.

Mr McAlister—So this is something people should be very wary of.

CHAIR—How are they aware of it? What is the mechanism for consumers being aware of
that?

Dr Horton—There is an A-Tick which is needed to be—

CHAIR—What is an A-Tick?

Dr Horton—It is a regulatory tick which is a label on the device itself or on the packaging
and it signifies that the device meets standards.

CHAIR—It is on our phone. Can you get an A-Tick on your shielding device as well from its
box?

Dr Horton—It may be possible to do it. It may be relevant to do it. I do not know at this
stage, but the whole assembly may need to have an A-Tick on the packaging.

CHAIR—But it does not at present?
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Dr Horton—No.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I want to get it clear in my own mind. There is this interim
standard brought down by Standards Australia. They have had a committee trying to make it
permanent. Their deliberations have failed and their interim standard has now lapsed. That is
what they advised us. In the meantime you have determined a mandatory standard by regulation
which has effect according to law. Is that correct?

Dr Horton—That is right.

Senator MARK BISHOP—And the life of that regulation?

Dr Horton—Until further notice.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Is that done by disallowable instrument or just issued by the
agency?

Dr Horton—Yes, it is a disallowable instrument.

Mr McAlister—Yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I think you said it was brought down in mid-1999?

Dr Horton—No, early in 1999.

Mr McAlister—Very early.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So it could have been disallowed by the parliament last year?

Dr Horton—Yes.

Mr McAlister—It had to be tabled; that is right.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So it was tabled in parliament and the parliament chose not to
disallow it? We now have ARPANSA considering necessary—

Dr Horton—A candidate international voluntary standard.

Mr McAlister—New Australian health exposure—?

Senator MARK BISHOP—And you think their deliberations will take about 18 months?

Mr McAlister—Maybe less. From the last meeting, I understand they expect to have a draft
out for public comment either before or just after Christmas.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Did you observe the process going on in Standards Australia,
referred to by the previous witnesses?
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Dr Horton—Yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Have you done any analysis as to why their process failed on
this one occasion?

Dr Horton—We certainly agree with the summary from Standards Australia that this is a
mixture of community concern and industry endeavour coming together in the one place and at
the one time. Our analysis of it was that we needed to separate the scientific part of this—the
hard known facts of whether there was a material influence on body temperature and that sort of
scientific thing—from community concerns and perceptions. These are perceptions of, say,
whether a mobile tower in a schoolyard is safe or not. That is not the argument. The thing is
community perception and responding to that. So we felt very happy that ARPANSA would be
looking at the scientific solution. We were also comforted that we have a standard which is
stricter than what ARPANSA is looking at, at the moment, so we have that degree of comfort, if
you like. We can live for a lot longer with the mandatory standard that we have.

Senator MARK BISHOP—That is okay. I understand that.

Dr Horton—The second leg is that we looked to the industry specific body, ACIF. Our
promotion to ACIF’s suggestion was to look at an industry code which considered the
community perceptions. What should come up is a proper code of conduct which takes into
account community concerns and draws carriers and service providers into agreement across
this area.

Once a code is agreed—and there is one at the moment which is on public exposure and
closes in a couple of weeks time—it will come to us for registration. I am sure that ACIF will
present it to us for registration. What that entails is that we, as the regulatory body under part 6
of the act, can direct a player in the industry to conform to the code if it is not doing that.

In our assessment of whether we should or could register what code comes forward, there are
a number of things we look at. One is the representativeness of how that has come together.
Another one in this case will be to make sure it works in a complementary way with the low
impact facilities directions, because that is a piece of subordinate legislation which defines what
a low impact facility is. But, there are other issues in the implementation of that which should
be in this code and seem to be missing. So, we have encouraged the scientific avenue and also
the community perception, tried to divide those, and got them progressing in a parallel way.
That was the difficulty, as Standards Australia said, that having those two things together you
really cannot get the total solution because people are torn between tensions.

Senator MARK BISHOP—All right. You have just now discussed the code and the
community input, community consultation. I take it that was the same issue that Mrs McLean
was referring to earlier in the day. She was from the EMRAA organisation.

Dr Horton—I was not here, but my colleague was.

Senator MARK BISHOP—She said they had been involved in participating in the
formation of the code, it was out for public discussion, and in due course she or her organisation
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would make a decision as to whether they would recommend acceptance or rejection of the
code. Do you recall that, Mr McAlister?

Mr McAlister—That is correct, yes.

Dr Horton—That would be a voluntary code until ACIF decides to come for registration,
and then it can be enforced, once it is registered.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Who are the parties to that voluntary code?

Dr Horton—The membership of ACIF comprises carriers, carrier service providers, industry
suppliers, operators, and service providers in the market. Consumers are represented on the
organisation. All the materially interested parties who would be affected by any such code
would be represented.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Does EMRAA come in as a consumer group? How do they get
into the act?

Mr McAlister—In the ACIF arena, yes. Mrs McLean is the deputy chair of the committee
developing the code. I think they went to great lengths to ensure that the committee developing
the code was more or less split into four. There were three reps from each sort of broad group.
That included community users and industry regulators. It is quite a well balanced committee.

Senator MARK BISHOP—So if the code is signed off on then ACIF has the option of
coming to you and seeking to have it registered. Does it then go from a voluntary code to a
mandatory regulation?

Dr Horton—It is not a mandatory regulation, but it can be enforced.

Senator MARK BISHOP—It can be enforced.

Dr Horton—So if there is a complaint about a player in the industry not conforming with the
code, then we can direct them to conform to the code under the threat of a civil penalty in the
federal courts.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I noticed in your submission you say:

It is the ACA’s view that given ARPANSA’s resources, experience and statutory backing, it is the most appropriate body
to develop standards in this area.

Do you have any cause to walk away from that part of your submission?

Dr Horton—We stand by that statement, yes.

Senator MARK BISHOP—Thank you. You have been very helpful, Dr Horton and Mr
McAlister.
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CHAIR—The last time we had correspondence was concerning a complaints system. I think
it might have been at estimates that ACA indicated that it had set up a complaints process. Is
that the case?

Mr McAlister—That is the case. I should admit it is rather embryonic at the moment. We
have had some 20 to 25 legit complaints that we have recorded, more or less. What we have
started to do now is to ask the same questions of people ringing up with complaints. We started
this at the request of Dr Hocking when he was starting to do some work into headaches and
mobile phone use. He said, ‘If you get any calls, please take them down’. We started doing that,
but now it is a much more methodical arrangement. But it is not anything like a database or
something like that that is being floated around, it is just—

CHAIR—Can you provide the committee with a summary of the sorts of complaints, as well
as the format? Presumably you have a format of questions you ask.

Dr Horton—What sort of time scale have we got for doing that?

CHAIR—We will not report until about March—I think that is the latest date—so there is
plenty of time.

Dr Horton—That should not be a problem.

CHAIR—Do you ask questions about where people have been before they come and ring
you? Did they try their Telstra shop first? Did they go to their GP? How were they referred to
you?

Dr Horton—Yes.

Mr McAlister—This is a good issue for the committee to consider, because there is a lot of
flicking around and there is no one central point. I do know, for example, that people complain
they will go to the carriers; they will go to suppliers where they bought the phones; they will go
to the TIO; they will come to the ACA; they will go to the department and the Department of
Health as well. I think if you pulled them all together, you might get a basis for some research.

CHAIR—Have you talked with each of those organisations, TIO and others, and the
Department of Health, and is it agreed that you will be the complaints section?

Mr McAlister—No, we have not done that.

Dr Horton—Can I butt in, if you do not mind? What we will be doing is a sort of community
education campaign, if you like, over the coming six months. We will be putting together fact
sheets and so on which explain whatever the circumstance is, the process you should follow,
and what is in place—who is responsible for what—whether it is about towers or whether it is
about purchasing equipment in the marketplace. There are plenty of questions and answers,
which we will set out and go public with. We have also found that there is an education
campaign with even local councils who do not understand the new act and their position in this
area.



ECITA 310 SENATE—References Thursday, 16 November 2000

ENVIRONMENT, COMMUNICATIONS, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND THE ARTS

CHAIR—What does the ACA nominate on this document that will be their responsibility in
terms of accepting and dealing with complaints?

Dr Horton—We will be looking for systemic issues. Any singular customer complaints
would usually end up going to the TIO. The TIO will come to us, if he sees a relationship or a
systemic—

CHAIR—Can we stick to the health effects, because that is what is central to our inquiry.

Dr Horton—Whatever the issue is, it has the same sort of—

CHAIR—How do you know if a headache is a systemic problem or not?

Dr Horton—If it is a regularly occurring complaint, you would suspect that it is becoming
systemic—or systematic in that case.

CHAIR—What will your fact sheet tell people in terms of headaches?

Dr Horton—I cannot tell you what they will say at the moment or if they will say anything
about headaches, but we may provide information of where people should go if they do have
problems.

CHAIR—Where will that be?

Dr Horton—We have not done the work yet.

CHAIR—Who do you think is the appropriate agency to receive those complaints?

Mr McAlister—It depends on the complaint.

CHAIR—I have a headache. I want someone to ring. Who do I complain to? What is your
advice?

Mr McAlister—The ACA gets complaints on a whole range of things. With headaches, we
have not worked out a set policy on this; but if someone rings me directly I tell them they
should talk to their medical practitioner first.

CHAIR—Is that what your fact sheet will say: if you have a headache you think is caused by
the mobile phone, go to your medical practitioner?

Dr Horton—We will certainly not be claiming to be a medical expert body.

CHAIR—What do you say to the doctors? What do you say to GPs about their complaints
about headaches and mobile phones? How do you collect this data? How do you get a sense of
when you have a systemic approach, if you have thousands of doctors—
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Dr Horton—This is beyond the scope of our competence. We are here to adopt a standard for
the industry, based on the best medical or whatever other attention is given to it in an
international sense, and we will pick up that and apply that standard. That is the scope of our
competence.

CHAIR—The reason for my question was that you indicated you were setting up a
complaints system within ACA.

Mr McAlister—As I mentioned, it is at a very early stage, where we decided to collect
information and to start to record information coming from people ringing us directly. We were
not setting up a database or setting up some sort of basis for epidemiological study or anything.

CHAIR—Or even seeking to decide which organisation should receive which kinds of
complaints?

Mr McAlister—No. All I did was at Dr Hocking’s suggestion, that he would like to know of
people who had complaints about headaches and if we asked them if they would be willing for
us to pass their contact details on to someone doing research in this area we would be happy to
do so. That is the basis of our complaint handling on adverse health effects.

CHAIR—Someone rings the ACA and says, ‘I have got a headache, I have got migraines, I
assume it is my mobile phone because it is happening on that side of the head.’ What do you
then do? What is the advice you currently give people who ring you with that complaint?

Mr McAlister—I tell them to go and see their doctor first.

Dr Horton—We would not pretend to give them any expert advice in that area. We say we
have concerns and we will pass these on, perhaps to the interdepartmental committee, but it is
not a subject that we have any expertise in.

CHAIR—So then someone goes to their doctor and the doctor says, ‘I do not know anything
about telecommunications and headaches from mobile phones.’

Dr Horton—He can refer them to us if they want to know something about
telecommunications.

CHAIR—Then what do you do?

Dr Horton—If it is a telecommunications matter, then we do have expertise.

CHAIR—So they have been to their doctor. He or she has said, ‘I can’t help you, I don’t
know anything about this, go back to the ACA.’ What do you then tell them?

Dr Horton—We are starting to get a headache by this stage, I would think! We would feed
what information we have in the right sort of direction.

CHAIR—Which is where?
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Dr Horton—The interdepartmental committee of medical health and research, as perhaps
matters that they may be interested in.

CHAIR—So why send them to their doctor? Why not refer that material to this committee
anyway?

Dr Horton—I did not say that we were referring them. That is what he says.

CHAIR—Well, Mr McAlister then. I am just trying to understand. You have got a system,
apparently, but we are not sure how it works.

Dr Horton—That is his personal opinion.

CHAIR—You have a system, Dr Horton, or you do not. We are led to believe that you have a
system.

Mr McAlister—It is very early days.

Dr Horton—What we explained before is that, over the next six months or so, we are
developing a system like this. Some of your questions are a little premature for us to answer in a
defined way at this stage.

CHAIR—Will you develop this system with consumer groups?

Dr Horton—Yes.

CHAIR—Which ones will you go to?

Dr Horton—Largely, we deal with those associated with ACIF, and that is CTN.

CHAIR—When does the money run out on the research fund from the licence levy?

Mr McAlister—I cannot answer that definitively. The bucket of money from that one-off
increase in licence fees was more or less passed to the NHMRC back in 1997-98, so it was out
of our hands. I understand that not all the money was expended—and this is a matter for the
groups administering this—

CHAIR—That is our understanding too.

Mr McAlister—but I think they went out seeking research proposals for a second round.

CHAIR—Would you be recommending to the government that there be another one-off
licence fee—

Dr Horton—It was not our idea in the first place. We would not be recommending or passing
any opinions on that.
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CHAIR—Why is that?

Dr Horton—That is not our responsibility.

CHAIR—Whose responsibility is it?

Dr Horton—I do not know.

CHAIR—We are in good hands, obviously. Thank you very much for your appearance today
and for your submission. Thank you Hansard, for a marathon effort, and committee and
colleagues.

Committee adjourned at 5.33 p.m.


