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Diana Bonta, RN, DrPIL
Director, California Depariment of Health Services
714 P Street, Room 1253
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Dr. Bonta:

The Electric and Magnetic ield (EMIF) Scientific Advisory Panel (SAP) held is final mecting.
on & May 2003 in Oakland California. The purpose of tis meeting was to review the fourth
Graft report on the evalsation of the potenial hazards of EMF's prepared by your staff. The
members of the committee vere asked to individually coaunent on this drait. Following the
individual comments of the SAP, the public was given an opportunity to present their views.
‘The SAP then voted on the follosving issues,

1) Did the Department of Heslth Services (DHS) reviewers folow the EMF Risk
Evaluation Guidelines?

2) Was their use ofthe guidelings to reach a conclusion logical and within the range of
reasonable scentifc discourse?

3) Dioes the policy options document provide a balanced account of the options and i it
consistent with the scientific evidence?

Al ten SAP voting members were present and voted on al three questions. For each of the
‘hove questions, & summary of the vote and the issues raised in the members' discussions
before the vote axe summarized below-

1) Did the DHS reviewers follow the EMF Risk Evaluation Guidelines?

“The panel was satsfied that the reviewers followed the guidelines suficiently and
unanimously voted yes on this question. In discussions supporting their vole, members noted
that the document presented an excellent compendium and evaluation of the available
literature, displayed an effective and innovative use of a qualitative Bayesianike process, and
communicated uncertainties effectively-especially with graphical presentations expressing
Confidence ranges. Members also noted that the evaluation process used by each revietwer
“vas transparent and well documented in the finalreport.

2) Was their use of the Guidelines to reach a conclusion Iogical and withi the range of
‘reasonable scientiic discourse?

The panel al agreed that the conclusions were logically supporied within the range of
reasbnable seientific discourse and the panel unanimously voted yes on this question. But
here was consensus among the SAP mermbers hut different evaluators with the same or
different professional backgrounds may use the DHS guidelines and arcive at different
Humerical confidence estimates, perhaps substantially different. Although they had access to
Teviewers in toxicology, biophysics and occupational medicine,al three evahuators were.
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ey epidemiclogit,withsecondary specializations in medicine, physics and toxicology.
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1 EMFs have very low energy;

2. Biological effects of exposure to EMFs have not been demonstrated in animal models;

3 Consistent dose-response relations have not been demonstzated between EMF
exposure and several health outcomes;

4. These SAP members give more welght o negative studies than did the DHS.

5. Given the lack of a biological mechanism, those SA members gave more credence o
the possible effects of “confounders” thardid the DHS reviewers.

3 Dos the policyaptins document providea balanced sceount ofthe optons and i
Consstan it scentc evdence? e

Although there swas limited discussion of the policy options documen, the SAP unanimously
Yoted yes and expressed support for both the procedures used and the completeness of the
options presented.

“The several public commentators were invited to submit their observations in writing to the
Department. ,

On behalf of all the members o the SAP, may we take this opportunity to thank you for the
opportunity (o participats in this impartant publi health effort.

Sincerely yours,

Ve Wiled b /’jﬂ/tﬁ

‘Warren Winkelstein, Jr
Chairman, Scientiic Advisory Panel
(Dr. Winkelstein is working in London and has read and approved this letter)
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‘Thomas E. MecKone
Co-Chairman




