CELL TOWER/ANTENNA Survey Results
Overall: 56 participated of 79 Main Building Chiefs & Staff
Do you use a cell phone on a regular basis?
77% are Regular Cell Phone users (43)
23% are not regular cell phone users (13)
Do you believe a cell phone tower would cause health problems?
47% felt it wouldn’t (26)
(11 said NO, 15 said Probably not)
32% felt it would (18)
(5 said YES, 13 said Probably)
21% did not answer or did not have enough information
Are you in favor of the FAO having the Bell cell phone tower on the MCK
main building roof ?
66% are in favor (37)
32% are against (18)
1 did not answer (2%)

(25 said YES, 12 said somewhat in favor)
(11 said NO, 7 said somewhat not in favor)

NEIGHBORHOOD SURVEYS – Only 2 of 35 neighbors took part.
Both said NO
An initial sampling of 35 Neighbors to the MCK Main Building were given the
same information as MCK employees in July 2007. 10 days later, the same
households were given the survey questions and also given one week to return
them.
After one week, none were returned. A follow-up letter was sent in early August,
to the neighbors informing them that a decision on the tower was to be made at
the end of August and they could still return their surveys or have their concerns
heard until then. Only two did so, both against the Tower.

The following pages include documentation that was provided to community
members for the Neighborhood Surveys.
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
In an effort to improve service to Kahnawake Bell Mobility Cell phone clients, Bell Mobility has proposed
to locate a Cell Tower/Antenna on the roof of the MCK Main Building.
The Mohawk Council of Kahnawá:ke (MCK) staff were given the attached information and asked if they
favor this tower at their place of work. Results showed that 67% were in favor of having the tower. The
MCK now wishes to ask our surrounding neighbours what they think. Please read the material provided
and we will return in a week to ask you the same questions asked to the staff.
Bell is offering a $5,000 signing bonus (one time only) and $12,000 per year. The Finance, Administration
and Operations (FAO) Committee wants to know what surrounding neighbours think of the project
before moving ahead with the proposal.

OTHER POTENTIAL BELL MOBILITY CELL
TOWER/ANTENNA SITES
Three other sites were looked into for this
Tower/Antenna before coming to the MCK.
Ideally, such a tower would need to be in a
high place and close to the “dead spots” they
are trying to reach. Other potential locations
are being looked into.
Church
The Church was the prime location, and was
to be placed in the steeple. The Church was
worried about housing additional equipment
in a storage facility on the church grounds,
and how it would affect the aesthetics of the
building as an historic site and were unsure
the building could hold such a tower/antenna
Youth Center
In order to house this Tower/Antenna, the
Youth Center would have had to build a large
base on its roof in order to have the Tower/
Antenna reach higher than the steeple and did
not believe the roof would be able to hold it.
Further, there may be potential construction
with the Youth Center’s renovation plans, which
may interfere.

READING MATERIAL AND STUDIES
The following studies are included in this document
for your reading:

• The study titled, “Paknys: Safety Code” deals

with the relation this kind of structure has to
the Canada Safety Code.
• The study titled, “Paknys: Power Distance”
deals with the Calculation of Power Density in
relation to such a tower.
• The study titled, “Paknys: Biological Effects”
deals with Biological Effects.
• The study titled, “Environment Summary” was
conducted by Holly McComber, of the Kahnawá:
ke Environment Protection Office (KEPO).
• The study titled, “KEPO: Toronto Study” was
provided by the Environment Office. It is only
part of the entire assessment. The complete
summary can be found online at the web site
listed below.
• The following web sites were also provided by
the KEPO:
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/
http://www.cancer.org/(American
Cancer
society)
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ (Safety Code 6)
ht t p : / / w w w. ka h na w a ke. c o m / u p l o a d /
documents/TorontoSUMMARY.pdf (Toronto
Summary)

Kateri School
The parents at Kateri School rejected the tower/
antenna due to concerns with the potential
health risks and are also against the MCK
having this on its roof for the same reasons.
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PROS

CONS

• The Cell Tower/Antenna would improve

• The Kahnawake Environment Protection Office

service to all of its Kahnawake clients (not just
MCK staff clients) and reach “dead spots” in the
Community. Such a Tower can improve service
if located in the center of the Community,
including in emergencies.

has concerns that the Tower/Antenna could pose
serious radiation health risks, citing reference
materials found through their own research.

• The EPO feels this technology is unproven

and cannot maintain for certainty that it does
“not” cause health problems as further research
is needed.

• Bell Mobility is offering a $5,000 signing
bonus and a $12,000 per year fee, which will
go towards Functions/Entities in need (ie:
Library, Language, Youth Center, etc…)

• The EPO would prefer if the MCK erred on the

• There are no maintenance fees for the MCK.

side of caution and not go forward with this
initiative.

• MCK hired Robert Paknys, Concordia

• The EPO feels that there is not enough evidence

University Department of Electrical and
Computer Engineering to review potential risks
the tower/antenna could bring. Paknys found
no risks and that it was in adherence to the
Health Canada Safety Code 6 standard. Paknys
research can be found in three parts and is
included in the Reading Materials portion of
this document.

to show that these towers/antennas do not pose
health risks.

• Finally, since the research is inconclusive, it is
unknown if such a tower/antenna would affect
neighbors.
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READING MATERIALS - Paknys: Safety Code

PAGE 

BELL TOWER PROJECT

READING MATERIALS - Paknys: Power Density (Page 1 of 2)
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READING MATERIALS - Paknys: Power Density (Page 2 of 2)
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Fri Mar 23 13:25:34 2007
100
10
Power in Watts/m2

Antennas

7.6 m above the roof
1.8 m above the roof

1

Safe at 2.5 meters

7.6 m

0.1

Case 2: 1.8 m

0.01

1.8 m

0.001
1e-04

1

2

4
8
16
32
distance from antenna mast (meters)

64

0

PAGE 

2

4
6
distance (meters)

8

10

BELL TOWER PROJECT

READING MATERIALS - Paknys: Biological Effects
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READING MATERIALS - KEPO: Environment Summary

March 27, 2007

Attention: Attention:
All Kahnawakero:non:
All Kahnawakero:non
The Kahnawake Environment Protection office was contacted
“because of the low field strength associated with the public
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exposure
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fields,
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communication
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negatively impact human health. The panel also concluded
that population sectors (children, pregnant women, and
was conducted and the following is a summary of findings.
Cell phones and associated towers operate within the
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300 MHz (analog) to 300 GHz (digital). I have attached a
In November 1999, Toronto public Health recommended
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Royal Society of Canada made 10 statements concerning SC6.

In brevity, the panel of Scientists from the RSC recommended
further research needs to be done. The studies reviewed by
the panel did find biological and health effects, however,
insufficient evidence has allowed the panel to conclude,

“FIGHTING TO PROTECT AND BETTER OUR ENVIRONMENT”
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READING MATERIALS - KEPO: Toronto
Summary (Page 1 of 2)
The use of wireless communication technology is increasing
rapidly. In particular, cellular telephones and their associated
transmission towers are becoming more widespread. Cellular
telephones allow for improved communication and are becoming
an integral part of how we live and work. They can enhance
work productivity, improve service capabilities, and provide for
increased personal or family security.
However, there is an associated concern over the potential
health effects of this technology, in particular the emissions of
radio waves.
In Canada, the regulation of telecommunication devices is
a federal matter, which is administered by Industry Canada.
Telecommunication devices must meet the requirements of
Safety Code 6: Limits of Human Exposure to Radiofrequency
Electromagnetic Fields in the Frequency Range from 3 kHz to 300
GHz. This code, developed by Health Canada, includes guidelines
for exposure to the public. Allowable power densities for public
exposures vary depending on frequency and range between 2
and 10 W/m2.
The use of wireless telecommunication devices (e.g., radio,
television, and wireless telephones) has resulted in ubiquitous
radio frequency (RF) fields in the environment. On the ground,
maximum power fields are usually found 30 to 250 meters from
base telephone towers. Results from monitoring studies typically
show levels of RF well below current safety standards. For
example, in Vancouver at a school with a roofmounted antenna,
the highest levels measured (25 times less than Safety Code 6
standards) were on the roof. At ground level around the school,
the maximum RF levels measured were 230 times below current
standards. Indoor levels were even lower (4,900 times below
the limit).
In discussing health effects of radio waves, it is common to
distinguish between thermal, athermal and nonthermal effects,
as follows:
· Thermal effects occur when there is sufficient RF energy to
cause a measurable increase in the temperature of the object or
person (e.g., more than 0.1°C).
· Athermal effects occur when there is sufficient energy to
cause an increase in the temperature of the body, but no change
in temperature is observed due to natural or external cooling.
· Non-thermal effects are those occurring when the energy
of the wave is insufficient to raise temperatures above normal
temperature fluctuations of the biological system being
studied.
The thermal effects of RF fields in general are well known. They
include changes in temperature regulation, endocrine function,
cardiovascular function, immune response, nervous system
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activity, and behaviour. Current standards are set to prevent
adverse health outcomes from the thermal effects of RF.
Some of the non-thermal effects of concern that have been
studied include the following: the potential to promote the
formation of tumours; the increase in the permeability of the
blood-brain barrier; the potential influence on the natural
pain control mechanism; and, changes in sleep patterns. The
Royal Society of 2 Canada (RSC), at the request of Health
Canada, has recently reviewed the health effects of RF. It
notes that there is increasing evidence that biological effects
occur at low levels of RF which do not result in any thermal
effects. It concludes that it is still uncertain whether these
biological effects should be considered as adverse effects.
However, the scientific evidence is not sufficient to rule out
the possibility of adverse health effects at such low levels
of exposure.
Other areas of concern are the impacts of RF on reproduction
and cancer. The RSC concludes that the weight-of-evidence
available today does not suggest that RF can cause cancer
or reproductive effects in humans. More research is needed
to confirm if RF can cause genetic damage or if biological
effects would lead to adverse health impacts.
The precautionary principle argues for caution when there are
uncertainties on what level of exposure could have potential
adverse effects. Waiting for confirmation of adverse effects
from epidemiological studies before taking action does
not adhere to a public health approach, which encourages
prevention over cure. So far, human studies have not indicated
a strong link between RF exposures and adverse human health
effects. This is reassuring – if there are any health impacts
at current levels of RF found in the environment, they are
likely to be small. However, due to various methodological
limitations, such studies by themselves are not sufficient as
proof of either safety or harm.
The public is exposed to radio frequency fields from a
multitude of sources in addition to cellular telephone
services. Radio, television, radio taxis, pager services,
emergency communications (e.g., police, ambulance, radar)
all depend on the use of radio waves. Given the size and
density of the city, the presence of many high buildings close
to each other and the numerous other sources of RF there
is concern that overall exposure levels in Toronto may be
greater than in other Canadian communities. Therefore, the
siting of telephone transmission antennas in the city merits
special consideration.
In deciding whether current exposure levels of RF are a
concern, there are several areas of uncertainty that need to
be addressed. For example,
· Non-thermal effects: Current standards are based on thermal
effects of RF. Available data show that biological effects do
occur at levels below those where thermal effects are known
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READING MATERIALS - KEPO: Toronto
Summary (Page 2 of 2)
to occur. While there is uncertainty in the health significance
of these effects, it is also uncertain whether current standards
would protect from potential adverse effects should these be
confirmed.
· Duration of exposure: Current standards are based on shortterm effects. Longer-term animal studies at lower levels of
RF showed behavioural changes because of mild heat stress.
Stress is known to lead to various adverse health outcomes.
In addition, a doubling of cancer incidence has been reported
in cancer-prone mice at average exposure levels of RF close to
occupational exposure limits. More studies are needed to confirm
if long-term low level exposures can lead to adverse effects.
Use of threshold effect : Present standards are based on a
threshold for irreversible effects, rather than a no-effect level.
Preference is normally given to the use of a no-adverse effect
level (NOAEL) in developing environmental health standards.
Based on current practice of environmental standard setting in
various agencies, the uncertainties identified above suggest that
a protection factor of 1,000 to 10,000 is justified and prudent.
Current levels for the public under Safety Code 6 incorporate a
protection factor of 50. The current standard uses a factor of 5
to derive public exposure levels from occupational levels. This
is less than is often customary, where a factor of 4.2 is used to
convert exposure levels from a 40 hour work week to continuous
exposures, and an additional protection factor of 10 to take into
account that some people in the general population are often
more sensitive than workers. Ensuring that levels of RF were
kept 100 times below Safety Code 6 recommendations would be
equivalent to using a safety factor of 5,000. This is within the
range given above.
In examining the need for a prudent avoidance policy, Toronto
Public Health considered two factors:
· Specific situations where high levels of exposure may occur;
and
· The weight-of-evidence that harm may occur at these levels
of exposures.
There are situations where Toronto residents could be exposed
to levels of RF approaching Safety Code 6. Given the degree
of uncertainty as to whether or not such levels could result
in adverse health effects, Toronto Public Health supports the
implementation of a prudent avoidance policy. Such a policy
encourages the adoption of individual or societal actions to
avoid unnecessary exposures to radio frequencies that entail
little or no cost.
Toronto Public Health was requested to consider a policy
of prudent avoidance based on restricting the siting of base

transmitter antennas a certain distance from schools and
day-care centres and away from residential areas. Given the
density of Toronto, the mixed land use, and the existing
network of antennas, it would be difficult to implement such
an approach. Toronto Public Health believes that a prudent
avoidance policy that ensures that the public is exposed to
levels less than those recommended by Safety Code 6 would
provide a greater level of protection, and in a more consistent
way, than either a distance or land-use based policy could.
In Canada, the final authority for the approval of the installation
of base transmission towers lies with Industry Canada. The
City of Toronto has little direct control over this matter. It is
therefore recommended that the City work with the industry
to develop a protocol for the siting of antennas in the City.
A protocol incorporating a policy of prudent avoidance is
in accord with the recommended policy and procedures of
Industry Canada. This protocol could be developed by the
City’s Telecommunications Steering Committee in conjunction
with all the relevant parties. It should include the following
elements:
(1) A request that applicants who wish to install new,
replacement or modified antennas demonstrate that radio
frequency exposures in the areas where people other than
telecommunications workers would normally use (e.g. rooftop gardens, balconies, or grounds) will be at least 100 times
lower than those currently recommended by Safety Code 6;
(2) In situations where residents express concern over an
existing base cellular telephone antenna, the owner and /or
operator of the facility be requested to monitor levels of RF
fields around the antenna and provide this information to the
affected community and the Telecommunications Steering
Committee; and
(3) A mechanism for notifying residents of a proposed site for
new telephone base antennas. This notification should include
the advantages of using the proposed site, alternative sites
considered, and the maximum expected exposure to RF due
to installations in areas that the public or building occupants
would normally use.
The application of this prudent avoidance policy and protocol
is expected to be feasible and readily achievable. It will also
provide a rational basis with which to evaluate and respond
to community concerns about both existing and future
installations. The predicted exposures from single installations
are very low, and thus in most cases, this policy is not expected
to have an adverse impact on existing facilities. However, this
policy provides an extra measure of protection as the number
of installations increases in the city, and in the event that
new research provides evidence that adverse effects do occur
at levels lower than those currently known to do so.
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Contact the MCK For More Information on this Project
MCK Communications
P.O. Box 720
Mohawk Territory, J0L 1B0

Tel: (450) 632-7500
Fax: (450) 638-5958
Email: communications@mck.ca
www.kahnawake.com

