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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments The paper by Habash, Krewski and Paoli addresses
critical issues of the smart grid primarily in terms of
information and communication technologies (ICTs),
standards, security threats, and possible health
effects. My expertise is in health effects; as such, my
review focused on this aspect of the manuscript.Section 6.1 Smart Meters: the review of the health effectsof possible exposure to RF is very sparse.  The authorsshould either build a much larger review into their paper(and there are countless articles from the primaryliterature that can be reviewed) or clearly state at theoutset that the information provided is simply a verybrief overview of the issue, with a focus on governmentlimits of acceptability.Section 6.1 Smart Meters: While the authorsacknowledge electromagnetic hypersensitivity(incorrectly referred to as electrical hypersensitivity inthe manuscript), they do not mention that theWHO/IARC considers RF EMF as a class 2B possiblehuman carcinogen.  This needs to be discussed.Section 6.2 Wind Turbines: the review of the healtheffects and wind turbines is even sparser than in Section6.1. To date, there are roughly 50 articles in the primaryliterature dealing with this topic. There does not appearto be a reason for the selection of the articles referenced.The authors need to state why these articles were
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selected.If the intention of the authors is to provide a briefoverview of the issue, I suggest they stick with topicreview articles; they did cited Knopper and Ollson butshould look other primary literature reviews and thosefrom government and medical agencies from around theworld.  For example: Chatham-Kent Public Health Unit,2008; Australian Government, National Health andMedical Research Council, 2010; Australian Government,2011 and 2012; Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmental Protection (MassDEP) and MassachusettsDepartment of Public Health (MDPH), 2012. TheMinnesota department of Commerce (2011) has anexcellent review about global distance and noisesetbacks.Section 6.2 Wind Turbines (lines 365-367): The sentence“As a result, minimum setback distances have beenestablished world-wide to reduce or avoid potentialeffects for people living in proximity to wind turbines” isa DIRECT quote from Knopper and Ollson (2011). If adirect quote is used please reference the original source.
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Minor REVISION comments
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