GOVERNMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE
MONDAY, APRIL 15, 2013

5:30 P.M.

CouNciL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL

410 ESPLANADE

Mandate -To advise Council on a broad spectrum of issues related to departmental matters

COUNCILLOR GORD HORTH, CHAIR

CALL To ORDER
1. AGENDA APPROVAL
2. MINUTES

2.1. Minutes of the Government Services Committee Meeting held March 18, 2013
3. DELEGATION

3.1. Cara Light, Ruth Dougan- Hayes, Stewart, Little (Town Auditors)

Presentation of Town of Ladysmith 2012 Audited Financial Statements

4. REPORTS

4.1. City Manager’s Report

4.2, Telus Proposal - Monopole at 11 Roberts Street

4.3. Memorial Initiatives for Jaedyn Amann-Hicks

4.4. Building Inspector’s Report - March 2013

4.5. Trolley Report - March 2013

4.6. Fire Chief's Report - March 2013

4.7. Coastal Animal Control Services - March 2013 Pound Report

4.8. Ladysmith Chamber of Commerce Visitor Centre Report - March 2013
5. COUNCIL SUBMISSIONS
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Government Services Committee Agenda April 15, 2013

6. CORRESPONDENCE

6.1. Norm and Linda Watts
Backyard Hens

For the Committee’s information, the Town’s Animal and Poultry Control
Bylaw 1136 does not permit poultry on any Town property smaller than two
acres.

Council considered a staff report on amending the Animal and Poultry Control
bylaw to permit hens in back yards in 2010, and the matter was raised with
the public at Council’s Town Hall meeting in July 2011. After consideration of
priorities, Council has not included this initiative in its work plan for 2012 or
2013.

Staff Recommendation

That the Committee recommend that Council advise Norm and Linda Watts,
in response to their correspondence received April 3, 2013, that Council
has considered this matter previously, and amending Bylaw 1136 to permit
hens in backyards in the Town of Ladysmith is not on Council’s current work
plan.

7. NEew BUSINESS
8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

ADJOURNMENT
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; ereless communlcatlons play an mtegral role in Canadian
‘SOCIety Millions of Canadians now: use cellphones in their daily
- lives and nearly. all Canadlans use Some sort of wireless device
o dally For Canadian 50C|ety to benefit from wireless technologies,
mcludmg television and radlo that entertaln and inform us, all
i *Canadlans experience Iow Ievels of exposure to radiofrequency
- (RF) fields. This. handbooh descnbes what is known about the
~ potential health nsks from these fields. It also describes how
e the Govemment of Canada protects Canadtans from excessive
RF exposure ‘ | |

When you, a frlend or famlly member use a cellphone or any

f other wireless communications device, the information (voice,
video, pictures, text message, email etc.) is carried through the
air using RF fields from its antenna. A nearby outdoor antenna

receives the information and ‘respon‘ds in the very same way.
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RF fields are produced by a variety of sources. In fact, even
natural sources such as the sun and the earth emit low-level
RF fields. In addition to cellphones, RF fields are used by baby
monitors, cordless phones and various other consumer items
in your home. As well, certain non-wireless devices, including
computers and other digital devices, also emit RF fields.

How does the Government of Canada control public
exposure to radiofrequency fields?

The Government of Canada has determined that there is no
clear evidence that the use of wireless communications devices,
including cellphones and their networks, is dangerous for
human health provided its RF exposure guidelines are respected.
The government has set exposure limits based on its knowl-
edge of the effecis of RF fields.

What are the health effects of radiofrequency fields?

Scientists have been studying the potential health effects of
RF fields for decades. RF fields, no matter the source, can
cause heating which can be harmful if uncontrolled. However,
heating can also be very useful when used in devices that are
properly designed: microwave ovens, for example, safely heat
your food using RF. Scientists also know how much heat the
human body can safely handle when exposed to the sun,

RF or any other source. Based on this information, the
Government of Canada has established RF field exposure
auidelines.
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Are there other efiects?

Physical changes that do not involve heating are called non-
thermal effects. The Government of Canada keeps current
with research on these effects and asked an independent
expert group (the Royal Society of Canada) to evaluate the
scientific evidence on non-thermal effects of Rf fields. The
consensus of experts both in Canada and around the world is
that there is no clear evidence of harm to human health from
any of the known non-thermal effects of RF fields.

The word “radiate” is sometimes used to describe RF fields
leaving an antenna, but it should not be misinterpreted for the
word “radioactivity.” Radioactive material can be harmful. The
radiating RF field is not a form of radioactivity so it does not
present a health concern if exposure limits are met.

The Government of Canada continuously monitors the scientific
literature on both thermal and non-thermal effects. This
ensures that RF exposure limits are consistent with the current
scientific consensus so that known potential health effects are
prevented.

How will this handbook help me?

This handbook starts by explaining the basic nature of the

RF fields that are used in wireless communications. It uses
light as an example to explain a few important points about
RF. Next, it describes ways in which the human body can be
affected by RF fields. It then discusses how the Government
of Canada sets limits to protect the public and how it ensures
that those limits are respected. Finally, helpful suggestions
are offered if you prefer to limit your RF exposure from your
cellphone handset.
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RF fields come from various sources and humans have always
been exposed to them ln fact, the lrght that allows you fo
read this handbooH S 5|m|lar toRF ﬂelds

nght trayels from a Source (the Sun or a lamp) to the handbook
and then reﬂects |nto your eyes The llght carnes |nformat|on

in thrs handbook to your eyes through the speclﬂc pattern of
llght reflected by thls handbook ereless communlcatlons
work in a very Srmllar way | | T‘

An outdoor antenna 5end5 Rl= ﬂelds out |nto the local en\/lron—
ment, much like a Street lamp Shlnes llght on the Surroundlng
area. A cellphone can detect the Slgnal from the outdoor ’
antenna and then understand the Speclﬂc patterns of energy
within the RF ﬂeld SImpIy put, the cellphone sees" the N§
fields and can read" the lnformatlon contalned in them Slmllal‘
to how your eye and braln can receive and process lnformatlon
sent in the form of visible light. This exchange of RF back and
forth from the outdoor antenna to your cellphone allows you
to talk with your frlends surf the web and send and recelye
text messades and other rnformatlon



For a cellphone network to work properly, areas are divided
into “cells.” Within the cell is a cell site, usually near the centre.
Each cell site contains an antenna installation, usually on top
of a tower, building or other tall structure, and your call auto-
matically goes to the nearest one as you move about.

In an area where there are many cellphone users, more cell
sites are required. The antenna installation is carefully designed
and installed so that the established Canadian RF exposure
standards are respected at all times. A cell site’s desian,
including its antenna height and emitted RF, ensures good
coverage within the area while not interfering with neighbouring
cells. The cell network then allows the greatest number of
people to connect with the highest quality of service.

Does the location of the antenna and my distance
from it affect my exposure?

An RF field diminishes very quickly as you move further away
from its source. Think of a street lamp near your home. The
street lamp needs to light a large area. If you were sitting in
your home, trying to read this handbook, the street lamp

~ would not provide enough light for reading.

While a street lamp lights up a wide area below, cell antennas
are more like lighthouses. A lighthouse will cast a horizontal
beam to communicate with ships that are far from it. Similarly,
most cell tower antennas will cast a horizontal beam to com-
municate with cellphones that are around the tower.

The bottom line is that exposure to RF fields from antennas is
very low: usually hundreds to thousands of times below the
established limit.
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It is lmportant to Heep |n mlnd that although Some thlngs |k ,‘
life can affect you, thelr lmpact IS not necessanly harmful |

A number of SC|ent|f|c Studles have looked |nto whether RF

fields can cause adverse health effects. We can Separate

the eflects of RF flelds lnto two categones thermal and
non-thermal effects L ‘ ; . ~

What are ‘i%ﬁtl"t"%% e%eeta?

Thermal effects are rncreases in body temperature that may
be caused by the absorptlon of RF flelds Since the body ha5
many ways to cope with 5||ght lncreases |n temperature a
certain amount of heatlng can be tolerated eaSIly ereless |
communications equlpment is desrgned and installed in order
to ensure that the amount of heatlng that the public may
experience is well below the Ievel that mlght cause health
pmMems U | -

It Is important to note that although you may feel warmth while
using your cellphone you are likely only feellng the effect of
your hand holdlng the phone at the Slde of your head and not
due to RF exposure ] | | \ e



What are non-thermal effects?

Non-thermal effects are effects that may occur from RFF exposure
at levels that are low enough such that there is no noticeable
rise in temperature. These effects can include various subtle
biological and chemical changes within the cells that make up
human tissue. It is important to remember that biological
effects do not necessarily lead to adverse health outcomes.
The current scientific consensus is that there is no clear
evidence that cellphones and their cell sites cause non-thermal
effects that are harmful to human health.

- Are all Canadians protected?

Canadian safety guidelines for exposure to RF fields specifically
include protection limits for the general public. These guidelines
recognize that public exposure can be unavoidable. Because
of this, an additional safety factor is included in these limits to
provide for all possible conditions. General public exposure
limits are set to ensure the protection of all Canadians, including
pregnant women, the aged, children and the chronically ill.

| How much do scientists know about thermal effects
and non-thermal effects?

Thermal effects are well known to medical scientists and are
relatively easy to measure and predict. Your body also has a
variety of mechanisms for coping with changes in temperature.
For example, the circulation of blood in your body is constantly
transferring heat from warmer spots to cooler spots, redardless
of the source of the warmth.
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5ome may wonder why scientists have not concluded that
non-thermal RF exposure is absolutely safe. As with all scientific
research, it is very difficult to prove that something has no
harmful effect. An example of this is the inability to test for
every interaction between every potential use of RF fields and
every potential biological effect.

Cellphones have been in use for a relatively short period of
time so scientific research on their effects is still ongoing.
While some biological effects are known to occur, there is no
evidence that these effects are harmful to health. The inability
of science to identify adverse health effects cannot be taken
as absolute proof that adverse health effects are impossible.
However, there is within the scientific community, a high degree
of confidence that RF exposure from wireless communications
devices, including cellphones and cell sites, is safe.
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Wireless communications ls';Strongly‘cleslred by the vast
~ majority of Canadlans This is clear from the widespread and
| lncreaSIng use of wireless. technology throughout Canadian
| soclety You, your friends and famlly can beneﬂt from wireless
communications by being able to communicate and, more
lmportantly, communrcate in an emergency. In Canada,
apprommately 50 percent of 911 calls are initiated by
someone u5|ng a cellphone. Even rf you donotusea
~cellphone, you or your famlly may, at some point, benefit
from someone who. does. Cellphones also improve personal
security, which is most often appreclated when we feel
physrcally vulnerable.

The use of RF ﬂelds for wrreless communlcatlons is similar to
many other socletal dec|Slon5 about new technologles In many
‘cases, our society accepts the risks and benefits provided the
technology is properly controlled. Access to wireless commun-
ications essentlaylly requires that everyone in our communities
experience exposure to RF fields. Most Canadians have chosen
to use wireless technology in one way or another — it is usually
just a matter of degree.
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How does the Government of Canada protect me?

The Government of Canada takes various steps to protect
Canadians from RF exposure that exceeds established limits.

Health Canada is the federal agency that has broad responsibility
for the protection of the health of Canadians. Health Canada’s
RF exposure guidelines are written and maintained with the
purpose of protecting Canadians from unsafe levels of RF
exposure. These guidelines detail the maximum allowable
exposure limits to RF fields, taking into account evidence of
both thermal and non-thermal effects.

Industry Canada is the federal agency responsible for regulating
wireless communications equipment in Canada. All of this
equipment, including cellphones and cell sites, must comply
with Industry Canada’s RF exposure requirements.

How does the Government of Canada ensure these

[ 8

~ limits are respected?

The Government of Canada requires that all cellphones and
wireless device models be certified as meeting the Canadian
RF exposure standards. Additionally, the government operates
a post-market surveillance program, which tests a random
sample of products available for sale to Canadians against
these standards. As a result, manufacturers design and test
their products to respect Canadian RF exposure requirements.
Wireless carriers must also design and locate their antennas
to ensure that public exposure to RF fields from their wireless
installations respect Canadian limits at all times.
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Medlcal Association. All of the credlble bClentlflC reviews

A number of lndependent expert groups have conducted
detalled reviews of the potentlal health rlSHS assoclated with
RF field exposure. These groups include expert panels convened
k by the Royal Society of Canada (RSC) the World Health
‘Organization, the American Cancer Society and the British

\ Completed recently conclude that there Is no clear evidence
| of adverse health effects

“The balance of ~  associated with low-level RF

evidence to date  fields, like those from cell-

| ts that - phones or cell sites. The RSC,
SUGdESES that €xposures: iy particular, periodically

[safety] quidelines do = conclusions based on recent
not cause adverse scientific evidence and

health effects to the ~ ndinds.

aeneral population.”

National Radiological
Protection Board
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Studies continue in order to improve scientific knowledge.
Findings to date demonstrate no clear evidence of adverse
health effects associated with exposure to low-level RF fields.

“AII of the authorltatlve

| rewews COmpleted .
wnthm the Iast two

: years have! cof“cl,uded
| that there is no clear
~ evidence of adverse
health effects. assoo—"‘“ff,
,fated Wlth RF ﬂelds

The Royal SOC|ety of
- Ca_nadas Expert Fanel .
on Radioffequency Fields

12

The Qovernment of Canada has
determined that the use of
cellphones and cell sites is
safe for individuals and society
alike provided that Canadian
guidelines and standards

are met.
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'Experts do not belreve that changes
are requrred to protect your health,
. but here are some thlngs that you could choose to do to
. reduce your RF exposure frorn cellphones |

errt the trme spent on cellphone caIIS

Alternate between ears perlodrcally to reduce the duratron
‘ of RF exposure '

‘“Heep the phone away from your body when It is turned on

*For examp!e you could ayord carrylng itin your pocket or
7*very close to your body

° Avoid rnaH ng calls |n areas where the coverage |5 poor .
~ because it requlres the phone to use more power to
' ‘communrcate W|th the nearest cell srte

Use a “hands free mode or a wwed headset to increase the
distance between your head and the cerhone Appropriate
_use of these products may reduce your RF exposure.

- As weII when you are not usrng your ceIIphone (during a call
or surfing the web, for example) it goes into * 'sleep” mode and
only periodically emits any RF fields. ‘




:}‘|nformat|on on thé poten ; .
k_‘nsl«s aSSOCiated W|th RF xp‘osure .

lndus".‘jtry;‘VCanadal :fWorId HealthkOrgamzatlon .
Antenna Structures | {“http //www who. ln’t/en .
http~//www . gt’ ca/antennwa . ‘

;Royal Soc1ety of Canada k
Health Canada , -
http //www hc sc gc ca

Health Protectlon Agency |
oy
http //www hpa org uH

| - Sense About Smence (UH)

Federal Communlcatlon . ‘http //www SenSeaboutsc:ence ?
Commission (U.S. A) - . ~ -
http: //www fcc gov ‘

. ,eThe Instltutlon of Englneermg

Food and Drug - and Technology | .

~ Administration (U S A) . Ihttp //www thelet org
http: //wwwfda aov .




vancower -~ Statement of the Chief
Pmlngalth Medical Health Officer June, 2011

Health Concerns About Cellular Phone
Transmission Antennae and Base Stations

In 2005, in response to community concerns and after reviewing the evidence, the Vancouver Coastal Health Chief
Medical Health Officer concluded that the installation of cellular antennae in the community did not create health risks for
the public, and that Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 provided an appropriate level of protection. At that time, the Chief
Medical Health Officer also committed to undertake periodic reviews of the evidence and to provide public updates as
necessary. The Chief Medical Health Officer provides the following updated evidence review and associated conclusions:

Background on
Cellular Transmission Technology

Thg original cellular (analog) technology uses the il o
radiofrequency part of the electromagnetic spectrum : U’r\‘Chahgéd::tadia‘tiOh:frb,m~ CelIQ‘IE'\J::'b\asi‘elst,kétiongf‘
between 800-900 MHz (near the EM/T\/, AM Radio bapds . ::‘f—‘kié"féfyf“‘o‘klbﬁ'ft “fct‘aﬁl'js"e‘ Sverse hodlth eﬁeCtS ino
and cordless telephone frequencies). The newer digital o . E
technology uses the frequency bands of 800-900 MHz and
1800-2200 MHz and relies on antennae of significantly less
power than the analog system, emitting significantly lower
radiofrequency (RF) radiation. Cellular communication
operates through a network of base stations that transmits
and receives signals. The area covered by a base

station is called a cell - giving rise to the name cell phone.
The number of base stations (cells) in an area varies,
depending on the concentration of cell phone users. For
example, compared to smaller communities, the number
of base stations is greater in populated urban centres,
with many cell phone users. Each base station consists of
signal processing equipment, power supply, and one or more antennae. The antennae are the most visible parts of base
stations. However, a network of many lower powered based stations may result in lower levels of RF radiation exposure to
the public compared to a network that uses a few higher powered base stations covering the same area. This is because
the power required to communicate between a cell phone and base station increases as the distance between the cell
phone and the base station increases.

1The|nter nal scientifi

2. There s no public health benefit from prudent
avoidance regarding base stations.

ecommunication regulators and -
need to be explicitly transparentin. ~
' engaging communities and providing access'
to monitoring data to show compliance with

_expectedstandards.

To meet the demand for service, increasing numbers of cellular base stations have been installed across the country.
However, it is not easy for the public to access information on the number, types, and locations of cellular base stations in
their community. This difficulty has contributed to public concerns regarding potential harm from these installations.

Health Risks

The study of RF radiation and its possible effect on health is growing steadily. Since the last report in 2005, reviews from
recognized scientific organizations include the International Commission on Non-lonizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP)
2009 Review, the European Commission Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks (SCENIHR)
2009 Review, the Swedish Radiation Safety Authority, SSM, Independent Expert Group on Electromagnetic Fields 2009
Report, and the Health Canada Safety Code 6 revised in 2009. The scientific consensus remains unchanged: radiation
from cellular base stations is far too low to cause adverse health effects in the community. The current Canadian (Safety
Code 6 revised 2009) and international standards such as ICNIRP provide significant safety margins for public exposure to
RF.

33



Vancouver—~_- o

C““ZS'fi!jﬁf}’Fh Statement of the Chief Medical Health Officer June, 2011 2

In Safety Code 6 (2009), Health Canada states:

Critics of Safety Code 6 have challenged the adequacy of the Canadian standard to protect the public from effects other
than those resulting from the thermal heating of cells in the body. However, when scientifically sound methods are used
to assess the evidence, Health Canada’s conclusions are consistent with the conclusions reached by other credible
scientific bodies. In its review of evidence in 2009, the ICNIRP states:

: Therefore ICNIRP : frms z‘he 7998 baS/c rest. ‘t/bn
further notlc
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Promuring wellness Ensuring

Similarly, SCENIHR of the European Commission in its 2009 review states:

. Iti is concluded from three 1ndependent lmes of evudence (epldemiologlcal,; anlmal andin vntro studles) -
S that exposure to RE f/e/o’s is'unlikely to /ead to an increase in cancer in huma However as the o '
- W/o’espreao’ durat/on of exposure of humans to RF fields from mobile phones is shorter than the
~ induction time of some cancers, further studi eqUIred to identify whethe consrderably -
. longer- term (We// beyond tej years) human exposure to such phones m/ght ,oose some cancer r/sk

“ fRegardln non- ca‘rcmogemc outc ~ die k
; symptoms. In the previous opinion, it was. conc/udea’ thatrsc,'ent/f ¢ studles had failed o
Sport for a relatlonshlp between RF exposure and self reported symptoms Although an
assoc1at/orr etween RE exposure and. 5/ng/e symptoms was Ind/cated in some neW stud/es taken

_‘:expectatlon or bellef that somethlng is harmful) may play a role in sy mptom formatlon As in the o
“a.f;prewous opinion, there is no evidence supporting. that md|v1duals, including those attributing
. symptoms to RF ex,oosure are able to detect RF fi elds. There is some evidence that R fields can
influence EEG patterns and sleep in humans However the hea/th re/evance /s uncertain and
‘ - ation ‘ : eeo’ed Other stud/es on

‘efr’ects from RE fi e/o’s on ‘human or an/ma repr uct/on ano’ deve/opmenz‘ No

~~ ) W data have
- ;app ared that ndlcate any other eﬁects on hu an health - o

In its 2009 Report, the Independent Expert Group of the Swedish Radiation Safety Authority SSM concludes regarding
cancer and transmitters:

“The majority of studles on cancer among people who are exposed to RF from radio: or TV- -
. fransmitters or from mobile phone base stations have relied on too crude proxies for exposure to
= prowde meanlngfu/ resu/ts Indeed, only two studjes, both; ‘chlldhood leukaemia, have used moo’e/s
to assess mdlvrdual ex osure and both fthos provxde evidence agalnst an assocnatlon One cannot

‘ Whlle the symptoms experlenced?by patients wrth percelve‘d‘electromagnetlc hypersensmvrty are very
_ real and some. subJects suffer severely, there is no evrdence that RF exposure is a causal factor ln a
- number of experlmental provocation studies, ‘persons who consnder themselves electncally

: hypersenslt/ve and healthy volunteers have been exposed to either sham orreal RF fields, but
_symptomns have not been more prevalent during RF exposure than durlng sham in any ¢ ofthe o
f :expenmental groups ‘Several studies have indicated a nocebo effect, i.e. an adverse effect caused by ‘
. an expectation that something is harmful Assoc1atlons have been found between self—reported ‘
. exposure and the outcomes wh‘ereas no a omatrons were seen wrt measured RF exposure e
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Canadian Exposure Assessments

In 1997, Health Canada conducted a survey of radiofrequency radiation from cellular base stations in and around 5 schools
in Vancouver, in response to the concerns raised by nearby residents earlier that year. The measurements revealed that:

» The highest level of electromagnetic radiation from a PCS antenna (across the street) was
more than 6,000 times below the Safety Code 6 levels.

* In three of the schools the levels of radiation from all PCS digital antenna were actually
lower than the normal AM and FM radio signals that have been in the area for decades.

In 2003, Health Canada released the results of comprehensive ground level RF measurements representative of human
exposures near base stations within the Regional Municipality of Ottawa. The highest power density measured was 3000
times below Safety Code 6. Health Canada considers these measurements as likely representative of levels in other
Canadian urban areas.

In 2010, the Public Health Department of the Health and-Social Services Agency of Montreal was asked to assess two cell
phone base station sites located near schools in Qutremont, an urban residential neighbourhood. One location has 12
antennae (130 m to 145 m away respectively from two primary schools) and the other has three (50 m from a high school).
The investigation team estimated that the level of exposure to students would be over 5000 times below Safety Code 6
inside the school and over 1000 times below Safety Code 6 on school playgrounds and adjacent streets. The team also
reviewed the scientific literature on the subject and concluded that:

In May 2011, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) placed radio frequency electromagnetic fields in its
group 2B classification — possibly carcinogenic to humans. |ARC defines group 2B as a category used

Agents in Group 2B are not proven carcinogens. Details of the IARC review is expected to be published in July 2011. In
the meantime, the IARC does make it clear that the primary reason for the Group 2B classification relates to uncertainty
regarding long term heavy cell phone use and certain rare brain cancer. The type of radio frequency exposure of concern
is associated with using the celi phone close to the ear. As stated above, the energy of radio frequency field from cell
phone base stations experienced by the general public is thousands of times lower than from a cell phone near the head.
The IARC conclusion therefore does not alter the assessment for radio frequency exposure due to cell phone base
stations.
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“Prudent Avoidance”

The practice of “prudent avoidance” has been advocated by some in their opposition to specific location of cellular base
stations in the vicinity of schools, child care centres or residential buildings. “Prudent avoidance” in these situations does
not result in any increased level of protection. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to “prudently avoid” some level of
exposure to RF fields in an urban setting, whether it be from AM, FM, TV or cellular phones. The Medical Health Officer
concludes that scientific evidence provides no basis for recommending prudent avoidance with respect to cellular base
stations. There is no public health benefit. In fact, prudent avoidance ignores the reality that the area immediately below
an antenna has the lowest RF levels.

Community Consultation and Public Access to Information

Despite reassuring evidence, some members of the public remain concerned about the presence of cell phone antennae
and base stations. Telecommunications regulators and industry can do a better job in providing information (particularly
about base station types and locations), as well as providing meaningful opportunities for public consultation when
planning base stations. Industry Canada in 2009 established public and local government consultation guidelines for
permit applications for mobile phone base stations. The requirement for consultation unfortunately applies only to
antennae 15 metres or higher. There are a number of practices the telecommunications regulators and industry can
implement to mitigate public concerns. These include:

e Meaningful discussion with communities.

e Clear and publicly accessible supporting documents when deploying base stations.

e Greater consideration for site sharing, where possible.

® Greater consideration for sensitive location and design.

e |mproved public access to information on network compliance with Safety Code 6.

e Prompt response to community enquiries about base stations.

e Periodic but systematic and comprehensive measurements of population level exposure to
RF to monitor trends.

Conclusion

As has Health Canada, the Chief Medical Health Officer concludes that, in light of the current scientific understanding of
the risks of RF exposures to the public, the installation of base stations and cellular antennae in the community do not
pose an adverse health risk and Safety Code 6 provides an appropriate level of protection. However, public engagement
by telecommunication regulators and industry concerning the installation of base stations and antennae needs
improvement.

The Chief Medical Health Officer will continue to monitor new scientific knowledge in this area and will provide updates
when necessary.

Chief Medical Health Officer



Town of Ladysmith
STAFF REPORT

To: Ruth Malli, City Manager
From: Sandy Bowden, Director of Corporate Services
Date: April 9, 2013

LADYSMITH File No:

Re:  MEMORIAL INITIATIVES FOR JAEDYN AMANN HICKS

RECOMMENDATION(S):
That the Committee recommends that Council direct staff to:

a) plant a memorial tree at Forrest Field in memory of Jaedyn Amann Hicks;

b) send letters to the Federal and British Columbia governments requesting that “Jaedyn’s Law”
banning the use of free-standing soccer nets in public soccer fields across Canada be enacted
as soon as possible;

c) draft a comprehensive “Playing Fields” Policy which includes regulations pertaining to soccer
nets located on Town-owned playing fields; and

d) request School District No. 68 to comply with the regulations contained in the Playing Fields
Policy pertaining to the use of soccer nets on School District property.

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this staff report is to provide an update on a proposed course of action for a
memorial for Jaedyn Amann Hicks, a young Ladysmith resident who died tragically on July 4, 2012
when a movable soccer net toppled on top of her in Watson Lake, Yukon Territory.

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND:

Council will recall that at the meeting held on October 2, 2012 Council heard a presentation from
a relative of Jaedyn Amann Hicks regarding this tragic accident. Council directed staff to review the
matter and provide a recommended course of action, and include reference to the request for
support for “Jaedyn’s Law”.

The Yukon government has tabled new legislation on the safe use of movable soccer goals at
public recreational facilities in the territory. The Movable Soccer Goal Safety Act has been tabled in
the legislature and is expected to be effective sometime in May 2013. The act makes it illegal to
use a movable soccer net at any public recreational facility without written permission of the public
body that operates the facility.

The Town has already taken measures to ensure a similar incident does not occur in Ladysmith.
Once the Town became aware of the tragedy in Watson Lake, we immediately secured the soccer
nets and also added a clause to the field user contracts stipulating that the user must ensure the
nets are kept that way at all times. It is recommended that a formal policy be established to
ensure this practice continues.

201 2\5 «;?
Canada’s Greenest [/%
Employers §
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SCOPE OF WORK:
Staff time will be required to arrange for planting the memorial tree, preparation of a letter to the
federal and provincial governments and the drafting of a policy.

ALTERNATIVES:
The Committee could recommend ratification of all three recommendations or could select to
implement any one or more of the recommendations.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS;
Staff estimates that this initiative will cost approximately $1,000 for the tree plus staff time for all
associated tasks.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS;
N/A

CITIZEN/PUBLIC RELATIONS IMPLICATIONS:

The horrific death of Jaedyn Amann Hicks has had a significant impact on the Ladysmith
community. It is anticipated that the proposed actions by the Town will be positively received by
the community at large.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL INVOLVEMENT/IMPLICATIONS.:
This initiative will involve the Corporate Services, Infrastructure Services and Parks, Recreation
and Culture Departments.

RESQURCE IMPLICATIONS:
No additional resources are required to complete this project.

ALIGNMENT WITH SUSTAINABILITY VISIONING REPORT:
This initiative alighs with Sustainability Goal No. 8 - Create Healthy Communities and Individuals
and the 7t Pillar of Sustainability - Healthy Community.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PRIORITIES: ‘
This initiative aligns with Strategic Direction F - A Safe and Healthy Community.

SUMMARY:
~ In October 2012 Council heard an emotional appeal from a relative of Jaeydn Amann Hicks
requesting that the Town undertake initiatives to honour Jaedyn’s memory and to help prevent
such tragic accidents from occurring in the future. Staff’'s recommendations regarding this matter
are presented for the Committee’s consideration.

| concur with the recommendation.

“Ruth Malli, City Manager
RN P
Canadasé gﬁi’;ﬁfﬁ /~ fow ﬁ%@&@“‘%

39



90Z'LY6'T$ 8¢  |990'801'T$ () TTOZ 1A
J0joedsu| Buip|ing ‘Siuexs wol GER]'GYL'TS oz |eiv'ziocs T ZT0Z AlA
YETL'VCT'TS ST 1690°C68% 8 €T0Z QLA

anjep 494 anjep na# uosiiedwod

1 aiA Y Ul sowaq

sowad

VEL'VTTTS £20'8$ ST 8 G90'ZETS L 690'C68% 9 0$ 0 0$ 0 0% 0 [wioL

o3aa

AON

100

d3as

Ny

anr

NAF

AV

ddv

YET'PTT'TS 685'GBES LEC'ES 9 S 60T'7ES z 08Y'TSES € 0% 0 0$ 0 © 0% T
SPG'BELS S65'TrS$ SET'ES L T 9TG'96T$ v 6.0'8¥ES z 0% 0 0$ 0 0$ 0 d34
0S6'€6T$ 0S6'c6T$ £5G6'T$ z z Orr'T$ T 0TG'Z6TS T 0% 0 0$ 0 0$ 0 NV
e1B(] 0} JEDA

YET'VCTTS 68G°G8ES$ LEEE 9 ] 60T'VES ra 08V'TSES € 0$ 0 0% 0 0% 0 |dV

(sa1 mau)
oﬂ%mu uo m_wwuw__ M__H_ suwieg | suin sonjea m___wc.ﬁ”_m sanjen mu«,_ufmﬂn_ sanjep mwp_ucwwﬂn_ saniea mww:._“”_n_ sanjep mw._u:w“ﬂn_
JeaA sanjeAwiad SIULSONIBAULIR | 3014 7 3pia oL | Buliona 1910 ‘SOUdY ‘SPPY.
[enUapISOY (M3N) lenuapisay |euonmsul fetasnpuj jelosowwos

HLUNSAGV

£TOZ Udiep - Alewwns Juwlad 3uiping
HLIASAQV1 40 NMOL

40



Town of Ladysmith
Trolley Summary Report

March 2013
: (Prevuous 3 Months) |  (anDecember)
Stats 2013 2012 2011 2012 2011 2010 2013 2012 2011
Ridership Count] 1100 | 1327 1933 3202 4888 6232 2998 3612 5708
Days in Operation] 25 27 27 75 73 74 74 78 | 75
Avg. Daily Ridership] 44 49 72 43 67 84 41 46 76
Wheel Chairsj O 7 5 4 12 9 0 11 15
Service Dogs} 14 2 23 21 37 14 39 6 58
Bikes| 33 9 23 33 70 59 58 24 87
Fares*
Single Fares| $588 [ $904 $0 $1,726 | $577 * $1,889 | $2,147 *
Monthly Passes| $78 $100 $0 $561 $64 * $377 $557 *
Rentals**| $0 *ok * ¥ $150 $0 ok $0 *ok k%
Donations * * $550 * 1$1,067 | $1,907 * * $1,617
Totall $667 | $1,004 | $550 | $2,437 | $1,708 | $1,907 | $2,266 | $2,704 ﬁﬁ,eu

/
* From launch to September, 2011 trolley riders made donations in lieu of fares; as of Octobér 2011
to date, fares have been coliected on board the troltey in the form of single rides, and prefwyﬁurchased
monthly passes.

%* There were no rentals in 2010 or 2011 [}/ L /W

wﬁn Manson

&
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Ladysmith Fire /Rescue
P.O. Box 760 Ladysmith, B.C. V9G 1A5
Phone: 250-245-6436 - Fax: 250-245-0917

FIRE CHIEF'S REPORT

MONTH: March 2013

YTD
TYPE OF CALL OUT JIFIM|A{M|{J|J]|]A]S] O N D |TOTALS
Alarms Activated: Pulled Station 0
By mistake 2 2
Electrical problem 1 2 3
Due to cooking 1 1
Assistance 0
Burning Complaint 1 3 4
Fire: Structure 1 2
Chimney 2 2
Interface / Bush 0
Vehicle 1 1 2
Other 1 1 2
Hazardous Materials 1 1
Hydro Lines: Down / Fire 1
Medical Aid 11
MVI 2 3 8
Rescue 1
Mutual Aid provided by Ladysmith
to outside areas 3 0 1 4
MONTH TOTALS (exc.. Practises) 13l 15| 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44
Practises (Totals for each Month ) 5 4 4 13
Mutual Aid requested by
Ladysmith trom outside areas 0
ALARMS ACTIVATED (Location/Owner) COMPARISONS:
1. 1085 Edgelow Rd. N. Faulty Sensor Year to Date 2013 44 (exc. practices)
2. 1085 Edgelow Rd. N. Faulty Sensor
Year to Date 2012 41 (exc. practices)
Year to Date 2011 48 (exc. practices)

W’AM

ff/’w
APPROVED: /. /
/ )

Vi

Fire Chief
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RECEIVED

COASTAL ANIMAL CONTROL SERVICES OF BCLTD
2202 Herd Rd. Duncan, BC. VOL 6A6 (250) 748-3395
TOWN OF LADYSMITH POUND REPORT
March 2013

Disposition of Impounded Dogs Current Month 2013 Totals
Stray dogs impounded 1 3
Stray dogs claimed 1 2
Stray dogs put up for adoption 0 0
Stray dogs euthanized 0 0
Stray livestock / cats 0 0
Other 0 0
Calls Received and Investigated 9 24
Aggressive dogs 1 3
Dogs at large 0 4
Confined dog 2 4
Noise (barking) complaints 2 4
Other non specific dog related calls 4 9
Wildlife / livestock / cats 0 0
After hour call outs o1 1
Monthly Pound and Board Fees Collected $185.00 $355.00
Impound fees $100.00 $170.00
Daily board fees $85.00 $185.00
Tickets issued 0 4
Over 3 dog limit $000.00 $400.00
Unlicenced dog $000.00 $00.00
Dog at large $00.00 $00.00
Restricted dog not effectively confined $0.00 $0.00
Habitually noisy $0.00 $0.00

. . . Tags 3 6
Licencing Statistics Revenue $100.00 5180.00

Judi Burnett
Coastal Animal Control Services of BC Ltd
43



COASTAL ANIMAL CONTROL SERVICES OF BC LTD

2202 Herd Rd. Duncan, BC. VOL 6A6 (250) 748-3395
TOWN OF LADYSMITH POUND REPORT
February 2013
Disposition of Impounded Dogs Current Month 2013 Totals
Stray dogs impounded 1 2
Stray dogs claimed -0 1
Stray dogs put up for adoption 0 0
Stray dogs euthanized 0 0
Stray livestock / cats 0 0
Other 0 0
Calls Received and Investigated 5 15
Aggressive dogs 1 2
Dogs at large 4 4
Confined dog 1 2
Noise (barking) complaints 0 2
Other non specific dog related calls 3 5
Wildlife / livestock / cats 0 0
After hour call outs 0 0
Monthly Pound and Board Fees Collected | $100.00 $170.00
Impound fees $50.00 $70.00
Daily board fees [~ $50.00 $100.00
T . - e e

Tickets issued 0 4
Over 3 dog limit $000.00 $400.00
Unlicenced dog $000.00 $00.00
Dog at large $00.00 $00.00
Restricted dog not effectively confined $0.00 $0.00
Habitually noisy $0.00 $0.00

. . . Tags 1 3
Licencing Statistics Revenue $30.00 $80.00

Judi Burnett
Coastal Animal Control Services of BC Ltd
44



CAS Summary of Service Calls, Ladysmith
01-Mar-13 to 31-Mar-13

G calls in total

Issue Call # Received Type Completed
Aggressive i
1068 22-Mar-13  Dog
Confined 2
1067 21-Mar-13  Dog 25-Mar-13
1065 16-Mar-13 Dog 20-Mar-13
Noisy 2
1064 13-Mar-13  Dog 15-Mar-13
1063 11-Mar-13  Dog 11-Mar-13
Other 4
1069 28-Mar-13  Dog 28-Mar-13
1066  20-Mar-13 Dog
1062 04-Mar-13  Dog
1061 04-Mar-13  Dog

April-08-13
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