TOWN OF TUFTONBORO

PLANNING BOARD
June 3, 2021
DRAFT MINUTES
Members Present: Matt Young, Chairman, Gary Qua, Vice-Chairman, Bill Marcussen, Selectmen’s Representative,

Carol Bush, Kate Nesbit, Tony Triolo, Members, George Maidhof, Alternate.
Member Absent; Laureen Hadley, Member.

Staff Present: Lee Ann Hendrickson, Administrative Secretary.

Chalrman Young opened the meeting at 7:00 PM at the Tuftonboro Town House.

. Approval of Minutes
May 6, 2021

Correction: Page 4, 11" paragraph; insert “not in” prior to “secondary”

. Public Hearing
Verizon Wireless and James & Barbara Duncan
Tax Map #50-2-17
Site Plan Review; Telecommunications Facility

Kate Nesbit recused herself stating that she is an abutter.

Scott Anderson, Verrill Dana, LLP, stated Verizon Wireless Is proposing a 130’ tower on James and Barbara
Duncan’s property located at 20 Eaglemere Road. He stated the proposal is low impact to the site and would
be regulated by the FCC. He noted the maximum energy level is 2.14% (for a 130’ tower) and at the property
line the level is 1.5%. He stated the Board requested the applicant to review the Abenaki Tower site; noting
the site is at a very low elevation and is located too far north to meet coverage objectives therefore, the site
is not an adequate alternative site. He reviewed the collectlve sound impact (tower is designed to
accommodate three additional carriers); noting modeling for all potential carriers on the tower showed it
was under 50 decibels and therefore, meets the sound requirements of the ordinance. He stated the plan
was amended to include a gate at the entrance. He noted a waiver for stormwater calculations was originally
requested however, a stormwater assessment was done therefore the walver Is no longer necessary. He
stated the tower site itself consists of crushed gravel and as a result of mitigation the stormwater would be
minimized with no runoff to the abutting property. He stated a waiver for soils data and traffic analysis was
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submitted. He stated following the construction of the site a technician would be at the site twice (or less)
per month.

Matt Young questioned the construction of the site.

Scott Anderson stated a concrete foundation is delivered in sections. He stated the access road would be
improved and designed for construction vehicles.

Matt Young confirmed the existing condition of the road is sufficient for construction vehicles and noted that
if the road is damaged the applicant would be responsible to repair the road.

Gary Qua asked if the material would be flown in by a helicopter.

Scott Anderson replied no, the material would be delivered by a truck.

Gary Qua confirmed the base of the foundation is concrete.

Matt Young stated the Board would require a bond if the application is approved.

Gary Qua confirmed a wooden gate is proposed and the drive would be 12’ with crushed stone and
underground utilities.

Scott Anderson confirmed there would be a perimeter fence around the equipment and the gate would be
locked.

Gary Qua asked if there are sensors if someone gets inside the fencing.

Scott Anderson replied there are no security sensors.

Carol Bush questioned “Keep Out” signage posted at the site.

Scott Anderson stated the signs would be placed on the fenced area.

Carol Bush questioned the rate of vandalism.

Scott Anderson stated he has not heard of any vandalism to a tower site in the past 13 years.

Matt Young confirmed that if there Is a maximum number of carriers on the tower at max capacity that the
level Is 2.14% of the Federal regulations allowed.

Scott Anderson replied no, the 2.14% at 130’ is Verizon Wireless only and is 1.5% at the property line.

Matt Young questioned the estimate for the percentage with the maximum number of carriers on the tower.
Oscar Swarez replied 15-20% at the tower.

Scott Anderson stated the percentage is lower at the property line.

Bill Marcussen questioned the maximum level if the tower is 108’.

Scott Anderson replied 2.3%.

Kate Nesbit, Cross Neck Road, asked if the applicant is permitting for 4G.

Scott Anderson replied yes.
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Kate Nesbit asked if the applicant has to come back to the Board if it changes to 5G.

Scott Anderson replied yes, because the antennas will have to change; noting the request before the Board is
for only one antenna.

Matt Young asked how often antennae are changed.

Brian Ross replied every 2-3 years.

Ivan Pagacik stated he conducted the peer review on the application and reviewed his findings, report, and
coverage maps (information can be found in the file). He confirmed gaps in coverage as identified by the
applicant.

Matt Young asked Mr. Pagacik to review his background and credentials.

lvan Pagacik reviewed such.

Matt Young confirmed with Mr. Pagacik that the 2.14% noted by the applicant is typical and not abnormal.
Ivan Pagacik stated the Board could request a Power Denslty Study once the site Is constructed.

Scott Anderson stated he agrees with Mr. Pagacik’s assessment.

The Board, Scott Anderson and lvan Pagacik reviewed the coverage maps and discussed such.

Matt Young asked If 128’ is important for colocation.

Ivan Pagacik replied yes; noting there is a 10’ separation between carriers therefore, the lower the tower the
less amount of avallable space for additional carriers. He stated there is more avallable space on a 128’ tower
as opposed to a 108’ tower.

Gary Qua asked if a 128’ tower was taken into consideration with other tower locations.

Scott Anderson stated the tower is designed to hold three bands beneath Verizon Wireless.

Matt Young read the following correspondence/emalils into the record, see attached; Julie Tryder, Dusty
Davies, Kathleen and Albert Sciarappa, Halie and Scott Comning, Fredericka Hayes, Pamela Thayer, Steve
Davis, Sarah Pelletier, Zach Graves, William Pottle, Karen Brewster and Gaylen Phillips and Ken Hoover.

Ken Hoover, Tuftonboro Neck Road, confirmed there are a total of four towers in Tuftonboro.

Matt Young stated the application Is for a tower located on Eaglemere Road and are proposing additional
towers at Sodom Road and Middle Road.

Ken Hoover asked if the installation of a tower could be stopped if there is a risk to endangered species.

Scott Anderson stated the FCC requires an endangered specles, tribal and archeological study on the site;
noting there were no resources found on site and therefore, the applicant can proceed with the proposal.

Matt Young asked Mr. Pagacik if Mr. Anderson’s comments are accurate.
Ivan Pagacik replied yes.

Ken Hoover questioned the purpose of the RF engineer’s study.
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Scott Anderson stated the purpose Is to ensure the site will operate within the allowable limits.

Ken Hoover requested that decay figures be defined.

Scott Anderson stated there are no health professionals at the meeting to speak to such. He stated the
Federal government developed standards regarding health impact. He stated the site at 131’ is operating well
below the federal standards; noting the system has been designed to get the benefits of technology and do
such In a safe manner.

Ken Hoover asked Mr. Pagacik if he has information on how it decays in 100’ increments.

tvan Pagacik stated such is not linear rather, exponential and that as you move away from the tower the
signal drops. He noted the calculations are noted in the density study. He stated different frequencies have

different wavelengths that are absorbed.

Matt Young stated the government has a standard and the applicant has an obligation to meet that standard
which has been reviewed by a third-party engineer (lvan Pagacik).

Ken Hoover asked when Verizon Wireless would be upgrading to 5G on the tower.

Scott Anderson stated he does not know.

Ken Hoover asked if there are any health studies on a 5G tower that state it is safe.

Ivan Pagacik stated 5G is typically a higher range frequency intended to have higher speed in a short area.

Ken Hooper questioned the likelthood of other carriers increasing to a higher frequency and the likelihood of
Verizon and other carriers bump up their emissions.

Matt Young stated the Board will discuss such.
Kate Nesbit asked If the Board could deny the application if it meets all the criteria.

Matt Young replied no and reviewed the Dartmouth v. Hanover court case. He noted the request does not
require a variance - a telecommunications facllity is permitted in the Town of Tuftonboro.

Ken Hoover requested a copy of the federal law.

Scott Anderson stated such Is avallable on the FCC website.

Janice Van Fleet, 79 Tuftonboro Neck Road, asked if the height of the tower is to defer Verizon Wireless costs
by adding carriers. She asked how the towers are powered (underground or above ground) and questioned
noise and blinking lights on the tower.

Matt Young stated power is from Eaglemere Road.

Brian Ross stated the electric includes 600-amp single phase and noted there Is a small transformer outside
of the compound. He stated each carrier Is allowed 200 amps.

Scott Anderson stated there is no noise associated with the lines.
Steve Davis, Eaglemere Road, stated he Is a Verizon Wireless customer and recognizes that coverage is not

what It could be. He stated his concern is the visual pollution of the tower and requested the tower to be
108’ He requested the tower look more like a tree.
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Ken Hoover stated he is concerned about property values and health issues associated with the proposal. He
stated he also shares Mr. Davis’ concem.

Christie Sarles, 56 Eaglemere Road, stated there are eagles that nest in the area and questioned the
procedure if an eagle builds a nest on the tower.,

Brian Ross stated eagles often nest between April - October; noting that no work can be done on the tower
during that time.

Bruce Thayer, Tuftonboro Neck Road, stated that there are no pictures on the wall at the Town House that
depict cell towers.

Matt Young asked the Board if they believe the 200’ of underground utilities is adequate.

Bill Marcussen replied yes if the objective is to maintaln the character of the neighborhood.
The Board agreed.
Matt Young stated the applicant submitted stormwater calculations and a sound study.

Bill Marcussen stated the calculations presented do not exceed federal regulations and noted the Board
could require a Power Density Study as a condition of approval.

The Board discussed the design of the tower and agreed to Include as a condition of approval the
construction of a Monopine tower.

Matt Young requested motions to address the waiver requests and noted a conditlon of approval will include
the request for a written waiver request to increase the height of the tower to 130’

Matt Young reviewed the following conditions of approval;

1. Utilities shall be underground for 200’ off of Eaglemere Road.

2. An aesthetically pleasing (wood or wood synthetic material, rustic and fitting to the neighborhood)
gate shall be installed.

3. A Knox Box shall be installed at the site.

4. The top of the tower shall be reserved for Town emergency services, if desired.

5. The applicant shall return to the Planning Board for an amendment to the Site Plan approval for each
additional carrier or any addition of antennae.

6. The applicant shall return to the Planning Board for Site Plan approval for any substantial increase in
equipment at the base of the tower.

7. The applicant shall submit a bond for the removal of the tower.

8. This approval shall be subject to all local, State and Federal approvals and any conditions attached
thereto.
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9. The applicant shall obtain Fire Department signoff.

10. The applicant shall install a Monopine tower and shall work with two Planning Board members
regarding the start of the placement of the trees on the tower.

11. The applicant shall submit a written waiver request to increase the height of the tower to 130".

12. The applicant shall submit a Power Density Study upon completion of the construction of the tower.

13. The applicant is responsible for all damage to Town roads caused by construction vehicles.

Carol Bush and Tony Triolo volunteered to assist with condition #9.

IV.  Other Business

V.  Public Comment

There being no further business before the Board, the meeting adjourned at 9:54 PM.

Respectfully Submitted,
Lee sun Hendnickoon

Lee Ann Hendrickson
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m G mail ' Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

FW: Cell tower

1 message

Cathy Pounder <selectmen@tuftonboro.org> Mon, Apr 12, 2021 at 10.04 AM
To: "Lee Ann Hendrickson (hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com)" <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

FYI

Cathy Pounder
Administrative Secretary
Town of Tuftenboro

240 Middle Road

P.O. Box 98

Ctr. Tuftonboro, NH 03816
(603) 569-4539 X10
selectmen@iuftonboro.org

——-COriginal Message-=- .
From: Julie { P ]
Sent;:Sunday, April 11, 2021 8:49°'PN
To: Cathy Pounder <selectmen@tuftonboro.org>
Subject: Cell tower

CAUTION: This email originated from an external email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is
safe.

Dear Selectmen,

This email is to express my strong, very strong support for a cell tower to enhance the cell phone service in the area. Recently, it seems to have been
worse than ever. Moreover, we have all learned,as a result of this pandemic, how essential different forms of connectivity to the outside world is. Thank
you, Julie Tryder

9 Mirror Lake Dr

Mirror Lake

Sent from my iPhone

hitps:/mail.google.com/mail/u/1 7ik=84a8e3cbb3&view=pi&search=all&permthid=thread-{%3A 1696843723488131277&simpl=msg-{%3Al 696843723488131 277 1”1



4/12/2021 Gmail - FW: Internet sérvice

M Gma" Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>_._.

FW: Internet service

-Cathy Pounder <selectmen@tuftonboro.org> Mon, Apr 12, 2021 at 10:04 AM
To: "Lee Ann Hendrickson (hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com)"” <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

FYl

Cathy Pounder
Administrative Secretary
Town of Tuftonboro

240 Middle Road

P.O. Box 98

Ctr. Tuftenboro, NH 03816
(603) 569-4539 X10
selectmen@tuftonboro.org

-——Qriginal Message—-
From: Dusty Davies
Sent: Sunday, April 11,

21 8:36 PM

To: Cathy Pounder <selectmeri@tdﬂonboro.org>
Subject: Intemet service .

CAUTION: This email originated from an external email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is
safe.

Dear Selectmen,
This email is to express my strong, very strong support for a cell tower to enhance the cefl phone service in the area. Recently, it seems to have been

worse than ever. Moreover, we have ail learned,as a result of this pandemic, how essential different forms of connectivity to the outside world is. Thank
you, Dusty Davies Sent from my iPhone

hitps://mail .google.com/mail/u/17ik=84a8e3cbb3 & view=pt&secarch=all& permmsgid=msg-f %3A 1696843745996752185&ssimpl=msg-f%3A1696843745996752 185 11



April 4, 2021
Dear Tuftonboro Selectmen,

First, I'd like to thank each of you for your hard work and steady support of
the Town of Tuftonboro. It's a great town and your contributions to
continuing to keeping the town protected yet moving forward are so
important.

Please accept this letter as evidence of support for adding a cell town in
Tuftonboro. I reside on Mirror Lake at 4 Chipmunk Lane and increasingly, |
am doing more work from home. With dependence on Zocom and other
platforms, especially for presentations, is it critical that my internet service
be strong. It's not only frustrating and embarrassing to have an unstable
connection during an important meeting, it hampers my ability to work.
Most people | connect with around the country can no longer conceive of
being in an area that does not have solid internet. Sometimes | work
internationally and some of the smaller countries or more remote areas are
not always stable. As a resident, | would find absolutely reliable
connectivity very helpful.

| did happen to see exactly where the proposed tower could be placed off
Tuftonboro Neck Road and believe that is a good spot where it will be
mostly unseen and positioned to provide excellent service. | realize there
are many factors to consider, but this upgrade is something that is critical
for my household and helps move our town towards a positive future. It is
my hope that you will facilitate the building of this tower. Please be in touch
if | can address any questions or further explain my position.

Warm regards,

Kathleen and Albert Sciarappa
4 Chipmunk Lane

Tuftonboro, NH 03853
603-533-7412
kathleensciarappa@gmail.com
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M Gma“ ’ Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Opposition to proposed cell tower
1 message

Halie COminsw Sun, Apr 18, 2021 at 10:45 AM
To: myoung@melvinvillagemarina.com . )
Cc: hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com, Scott CorningliSiNRINDNIIND

April 18, 2021
Dear Planning Board,
We request that this email be read into the minutes of the May 6, 2021 meeting.

We are writing to state opposition to the proposed cell tower at 20 Eaglemere Road. Our family (Buell/Corning) have been taxpayers on
Eaglemere South (formerly also Eaglemere) since 1946.

Cell towers have only been around for less than 25 years. Their long-term effects on people are not known. Any effects from 5G tech,
both short- or long-term are not known. Any technologies that are to come to our back yard and their effects on people are also

unknown.

We value our property, our health and that of our children, grandchildren and generations to come.
This will also be an eyesore and may mar the gorgeous views from the lake forever.

Thank you for your consideration,

Halie and Scott Corning
15 Eaglemere South

‘ https://mail.google.com/mail/u/17ik=84a8e3cbb3&view=pt&search=all & permthid=thread-f%3A 1 69738985011921 5223 &simpl=msg-f%3A1697389890119215223 171
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5/6/2021 Gmail - Cell Tower

M Gmail Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Cell Tower
2 messages

Pamela Thaye! Thu, May 6, 2021 at 10:26 AM

To: "hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com” <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

As residents of Mirror Lake and having lived on Tuftonboro Neck for over thirty years, both my wife and | are expressing our
strong opposition to the proposed cell tower on Tuftonboro Neck.

Bruce and Pam Thayer

Lee Ann <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com> Thu, May 6, 2021 at 10:27 AM

To: Brian Ross <bross@structureconsulting.net>

{Quoted text hidden)

e an Y _R4sReAehhA & view=Dt&search=all &permthid=thread-%3A16990194521 19305806 &simpl=msg-f%3A 16950194521 19305806&... 1/1



5/19/2021 Gmail - [Tuftonboro NH] Verizon app for a cell tower on Eaglemere Rd (Sent by Steve Davis, Cuharo@aol.com)

M Gma“ Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

[Tuftonboro NH] Verizon app for a cell tower on Eaglemere Rd (Sent by Steve Davis, Cuharo@aol.com)
Mon, May 10, 2021 at 7:20 PM

Contact form at Tuftonboro NH <cmsmailer@civicplus.com>
Reply-To: S EJI——
To: Ikeathley <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Hello lkeathley,
Steve Davisw has sent you a message via your contact form {https:/iwvww.tuftonboro.org/user/11 3/contact) at Tuftonboro NH.

iIf you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at https:/mwww.tuftonboro.org/user/113/edit.
Message:
Good momning Lee Ann,

Would you please forward this email to the members of the Board? Thank you.

Dear board members,

Given that the initial hearing was done virtual and we were unable to‘hear or participate in the proceedings due to technical issues, | decided to come ir]
person for the continued hearing with my neighbor Christy Sarles to share my concerns about the proposed cell tower. However, as you know, the hearing
was continued tifl May 20th. Unfortunately, | will be traveling and unable to attend this meeting. As such, | decided to send this email to you.

| have written two letters to the Town expressing my concems about the height of the tower (130 feet) compared to the height of the tree canopy (66 feet).
While | am no engineer, | highly doubt it is necessary to have the top of the tower be more than 60 feet above the tree line. The tower, as proposed, will be
an incredible eyesore when scmeone is on the lake either in a boat or on a snowmobite. We really don’t need an eyesore like the cell tower in Melvin
Village Bay. Verizon’s application showed many pictures of locations where the tower could not be seen but conveniently did not show any photos from

just off the shore line. | find that omission very interesting at the least, and possibly disingenucus.

So | respectfully ask that the following conditions be placed on the tower if you are so inclined to approve it. First, please require that the maximum height
be no more than 80 feet (that is still 30 feet above the tree line) and second, that the tower be designed to look like a tree by installing artificial imbs on it.

Thank you for considering this request.
Sincerely,
Steve Davis

49 Eaglemere Road
Tuftonboro

e aaian - ot NGt A—eaen £0L2 A 140041 SARATNOAONST S&simpl=mse-{%H3A1699415434709600575 11



5/18/2021 Mail - Planning Board - Outlook

[Tuftonboro NH] Development Concerns (Sent by Sarah Pelletier, sh.heaney@gmail.com)

Contact form at Tuftonboro NH <cmsmailer@civicplus.com>

Fri 5/14/2021 7:38 PM

To: Planning Board <planningbd@tuftonboro.org>

ICAUTION: This email originated from an external email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Ikeathley,

Sarah PelletieroAiiINaSNENMINNEP has sent you a message via your contact form
(https://www.tuftonboro.org/user/113/contact) at-Tuftonboro NH.

if you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at hitps:/www.tuftonboro.org/user/113/edit.

Message:

Hello, | wanted to express our concerns with the huge increase of new construction/housing developments going up in town...
our small town is growing too much too fast and is quickly loosing the rural character we love. It will soon stress our town
resources (school, police, fire, plowing, etc) as well. Something needs to be done to slow down development and try to keep

large tracts of land in tact and undeveloped.

Furthermore, with Spiderweb Gardens for sale | am particularly worried about the possibility of that becoming a development
too. It's a historic property, abuts a watershed, and its fields and farmland are big part of our rural heritage. | hope it will be
preserved and continued under new ownership - please don't let it become another subdivision.

Thank you

httos:foutlook office com/mail/inbox/id/ AAQKAGNINWZKZGEALTkyZTUN DhlYy1iNzNjLTImZGM4M;j [4ODViNQAQADI%2F86MmV PJIm2uBgEpUZPs%3D- = 1/l



6/3/2021 Gmail - Cell Tower on Tuftonboro Neck Rd

N‘ Gma“ Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Cell Tower on Tuftonboro Neck Rd
2 messages

Zach Grave? Thu, Jun 3, 2021 at 12:10 PM
To: "hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com” <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Pleas read this letter into the minutes at the meeting for Verizon putting in a 130ft cell tower.

While cell towers are important to have, this is not the location to place one. For one, our cell service isn’t bad enough to have a need for a cell tower to
constructed in the area. The studies for how cell towers are harmful to ones health while also lowering the property value in the area should be enough to
deny this proposal. Think of the health risk you are bringing to our children and families living on this road. | want to keep my health in tact so | may one
day see my children graduate high school, get married and meet my grandchildren. You should deny this proposal for the health and well-being at a
minimum. Members on the panel, | have one question. Would you pass this proposal if it was going in your back yard and endangering the lives of your

families?

Lee Ann <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 3, 2021 at 12:11 PM
To: Scott Anderson <sanderson@uverrill-law.com>, Brian Ross <bross@structureconsulting.net>

[Quoted text hidden]

Lttese lemnil annala comimailin/17%ik=R4a8e3cbb3 &view=nt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A 1701562727235745015&simpl=msg-f%3A170 1562727235745015... 1/1



6/3/2021 Gmail - Fwd: Cell tower construction on Tuftonboro Neck

Nl Gmall Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Fwd: Cell tower construction on Tuftonboro Neck
1 message

William POEIW Thu, Jun 3, 2021 at 11:43 AM
To: hendrickson.leeanni .Com

To Whom It May Concern:

| am the land owner of 33 Cross Neck Road, Mirror Lake, NH 03853. | am strongly opposed to construction of the cell tower for both health and property
value reasons.

Thank you,
William Pottle

https://mail.eooele.com/mail/u/1 7ik=84a8¢3cbb3 &view=pt&search=all &permthid=thread-f%3A 1701560977388580130&simpl=msg-f%3A 1701 560977388580130 1/1



Lee Ann

From: Gaylen Phillips <gaylen.phillips@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 3, 2021 5:20 PM

To: hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com

Subject: Proposed cell tower in Mirror Lake

Dear Members of the Board,

We are unable to attend tonight’s meeting; please read this email into the record.

We are opposed to the construction of the cell tower on Tuftonboro Neck. We purchased our property in July of
2020 at a price above appraised value. We did so because Tuftonboro Neck is a beautiful rural setting with a
robust history of rising property values. A cell tower within sight of our home would jeopardize our investment
because not only are cell towers unsightly, they are possibly associated with adverse health effects.

Thank you for listening to our concerns and we deeply appreciate your thoughtful consideration of this issue.

Respectfully,

Karin L Brewster and M. Gaylen Phillips
81 Tuftonboro Neck Road

Mirror Lake, NH 03853



'5/19/2021 Gmail - Ken Hoover: Cell Tower qustions for the Planning Board

M Gmail Lee Ann Hendrickson <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Ken Hoover: Cell Tower qustions for the Planning Board
1 message

Mon, May 17, 2021 at 10:31 AM

Reply-To:
To: "hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com” <hendrickson.leeann@gmail.com>

Good morning Lee Ann,

| ran into Gary Qua the other day and in a brief conversation raised the questions outlined below. Gary
suggested that | email the following to you and ask that you forward it to all planning board members today (if
possible) so they may have ample time before Thursdays meeting to consider the content.

I've copied the section below of the Verizon Wireless Site Plan application that raises some thoughts and
questions for me.

Here's where | need help in my understanding.

It would seem to me that if the planning board exercised and act of will, ie to "permit an increase in new tower height up to
190 feet". (Highlighted below) this would constitute a variance or special exception. Does this show that the planning board

have the capability of refusing the increase height of the tower?

(From the Verizon Wireless Site Plan application)
Sec. 1344

Height Standards.
RESPONSE. Based on the tree canopy survey shown on sheet Z-3 of the site plan, the average tree height within 150 feet of the

proposed tower is approximately 68 feet. Section 13.4.4(D) of the zoning ordinance provides that, as an initial standard, towers
should be designed to be no higher than 20 feet above the average tree canopy. At 88 feet this facility would not provide sufficient

coverage to address the inadequate coverage in this area.

Section 13.4.4(E) Mes;mumm_may_mummin new tower height up to 190 feet upon a showing that a
substantially better design will result from such an increase. As noted in the RF report, the chosen height of 130 feet is necessary

to provide adequate coverage. Further, as shown on the photo simulations attached at Appendix M, visual impacts from the 130
foot high tower are not unreasonable or significant.

Under the waiver provision of Section 10.1 of the Site Plan Review Ordinance, the proposed 130 height is consistent with these
standards and promotes the public interest. This facility, working in conjunction with others proposed for the town, will
dramatically increase wireless service for residents of Tuftonboro and visitors. No colocation opportunities exist for the proposed
site, and an 88 foot height tower would not provide adequate service. At 130 feet, the proposed tower is significantly shorter than
a standard 190 foot tower, and the photo simulations show that visual impacts are minor. Permitting Verizon Wireless to construct
at 130 feet will meet the purpose and intent of the wireless ordinance—specifically, to allow carriers to improve service while
respecting the need for responsible cell tower development. For these reasons we respectfully request that the Planning Board

authorize a tower at 130 feet.

Further, as | try to increase my understanding of the planning boards ability to vote against this tower as it
relates to NH state law, | confess my understanding and experience in these areas is very limited. So | when
researching this area | talked with a friend who is on the planning board of a neighboring town and he wrote the

following. 1 offer this with his permission.
"l was referring to granting a Vairiance by Zoning Boards of Adjustment (ZBA). Every town with a Zoning Ordinance has a
Planning Board and a ZBA. These, along with the Conservation Commission, are the Land Use Boards in NH towns.

So, to grant a Variance from ar{y requirement of a Zonin? Ordinance, the ZBA must conclude that all of five requirements are
met. One JPIREYIGE AiRraRico idmdemi e bM¥aHebndndiblopeses-ismot liministradadEhig ceglitement is also
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used commonly for Special Exceptions (a variation on the same theme as a Variance).

So, my logic is that if the ZBA is always held to a standard that requires that granting a Variance or Special Exception must
not diminish surrounding property values, and this is a well held and well understood tenet of land use, then a Conditional
Use Permit or a Site Application in front of the Planning Board should be held to a similar standard. If it is a bad idea to grant
Variances or Special Exceptions that diminish surrounding property values, should a cell tower that clearly will diminish
surrounding property values, be approved? Should this standard not apply to a Planning Board decision if it clearly applies to

ZBA decisions?

There are very likely plots of land somewhere in Tuftonboro that a cell tower could be pld
neighbors or reduce surrounding property values. So, why does this site need to be approved w e
neighbors, efiminate your family’s dreams of retirement homes, and lower your property values? Seems contrary to all that

we hold dear in land use decisions here in NH"
Please read and consider carefully. | will look forward to Thursday's meeting.

I've attached 2 articles that conclusively substantiate how cell towers diminish the property value.

Thank You,
Ken Hoover
603-998-2647

PS
I'm sending a second email that will have an article attached that address the negative health conditions

caused by cell towers.

11 attachments

cnm rege
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Drive, Sonoma QA. B

After a homebuyer-of 503 Mariano Drive leamed of the plans of a so- -called “Small Celi* Gell
Tower to be installed 28’ from his house next to the home they se!ected in Sonoma, CA. the

buyer canoe!ed escrow and- walked away

Six months later, thehause still hasn’t sold; the owner has now reduoed his price by
$150,000. Similar property’ value losses:are. occurring in other m See the targewd utility
pole. next toiha ForSale signln rlhe photo. o L

Radﬁn conf rmed the following datazls

. “Escrow estabiished in late May

« A week later, the buyer pulled our to escrow, chmg Venzon s plans fora cell phone
tower oni thé pole next to'thé house

e Two or three price: reductions later, the latest in late Aug. the askmg pnce has been
reduced to 8750 000 '

We taiked brisfly to the: ownerof- 503 Mariano Dnve, on 6/1 6/18 whule we were video taping at
his house.

More Sonoma.information.here: .
. /myst choice.com/sonoma.html

Nelghborhood Cell Towers &Antennas - Do They tmpact a Property's Deslrabiﬂty?

. https.//www busmesswire conVnews/home/20140703005726/en/Survey-Nanonal-
Institute-Science-Law-Public-Policy
. httpjlelectromagnetlchealth org/electromagnetic health-blog/suwey—propeﬂy
- desirablility” -
The National Institute for- Sdence Law and Pubuc Palicy's survey "Nelghborhood Csll Towers

& Antennas—Do Thay Impact a Property’s Desirability?” initiated June 2, 2014, has now been
completed by 1,000 respondents as of June 28, 2014, The survey, which circulated online

e et} mmmmle vl il U ifinhay EMEra203 Y SRK XexamRd<Chf ThIhVCOd?oroiector=1&messagePartld=0.1

1
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through emall and soclal fetwiorkng sites; in both thie U.S. andhabfoad, sought t detenming i
nearby cefl towers and antennas, or wireless antehnas placed on top-of oron the'side ofa* -
building, would impact a home buyer's or renter's Interest in a real estate property.

The overwhelming majority of respondents (34%) reported that cell towers and ariténnias in'a
neighborhood or on & bullding would irpact inferest in a property and the price they would be
willing to pay for it. And 799 said'nder no circumstances. would they ever-purchase or rent a
property. within a few blocks of a cell tower or antenna.
Study Results. .~ . onoow it L gLy
o 94% sald a nearby call tower or group of antennaswould negatively impact
interest in a propérty or the price they would ba willing to-pay for it.
» . 4% sald a cellitower oF group of anténnas.on top of; or-attached to, an apartment
building would negatively impact interest in'the-apartment bullding or the price - -
thay would be willing to pay for it.

« 95% said they would opt to buy or rent a property that'had 2ero aniennas on the
building over a comparable property that-had sevéral antennas on the bullding.

+ 799 said under o lrcuimistances worid iy evei puichiasé o rent a proparty
within-a few blocks of a cell tower orantennas. < '

«  88% said that under no clrcumstances would they ever purchase or rent a
property with:a.cell. tower or group of antennas on'top.of;-or attached to, the

apartment building. :

«  B99% sald they were generally concemed-about the Increasing number of cell
towers and anteninas in thelr residential neighborhood.

- 57% had previously experienced cognitive effects from radiation emitted by a cell
phone, wireless router, portable phone, utility smart meter, or neighborhood
antennadrceﬂtpwer’ ‘ e St s e e L

The National Institute for Science, Law and Public Policy (NISLAPP) was curious if respondents
had previous experlenice with physiéal or.cognitive effetts of wiréless radiation, or if thelr -
concern about neighborhocd antennas was unrelated to personal experience with the
radiation. Of the 1,000 réspandents; 57% had proviously experisnced cognitive effects from
radiation emitted by a cell phone, wireless router, portable phone, utility. smart meter, o
neighborhood antenna or cell tawer, and 43% had not experienced cognitive effects. 63% of
respondents had previcusly éxperiencéd physical effects from these devices or neighborhood
towers and antennas and 37% had not experienced physical effects. o
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The malority of respondents providled contact information indicating they. would iike to recelve

the results of this strvey or news refated to the possible connection between neighborhood
cell tnwefs and antennas and feal estate decisions.

Comments from mal esiats brokers who completed the. NISLAPP survey'
“{ am & real estate broker in NYC. fsolu a townhouss that had & ceff tower attached. Many
potential buyers chose to avoid purchasing the properly becausa of J!. ‘Ihera wasa long fease.”

“l own several propetrties in Sanra Fe NM and beheve me; I have taken care m::t to buy near ceil
towers. Most of these are rental properties and | ‘think | would have a harder time renting those
units... were a cell tower or antenna nesrby. Though | have not noticed any negative health
effects myselt, | know. many people are affected. ‘And In addition, these antannas and towers
are often exb-emdyugfy—dasme e atrempt In‘curtown afmding them as chimneys.or fake
traes.”

“We are home owners.and. real estate investors in Marin County and have been for the Iast 25
years. We own homes and. apertment building here in Marin. We would not think of investing in
real estate that wauld harm our renanfs Al our prapemes are free of smad maeters. Thankyou -
for all of your work "

“I'ma neallor l ve neverhad a sfngle complaint about calf phone anrennae Elecznc po!es, on
meomerhand,araahugepmblemforbuyefs. ‘ o . _"

A study on property prloe decﬂnes was comptated by Sandy chd, PhD of the New Zealand
Property institute, and Past Presidént of the Pactfic Rim Real Estate Socraty (PRRES).

The Impact of Cell’ Phone Towers on House Prices in Resldentlal Neighborhoods, was
published in The ‘Appraisal Journal of the Appral&a! Institute In 2008. The Appraisal Institute is
the largest global professional. organizaﬂon for apprafsers with 91 chapters.

The study indicated that‘

o‘Homebuyarswouldpayfmm10%-—19%tesstoover20%lemforapropeny(fﬂ o
weralncfoseproxlmnytoauenphonebmmﬂon - . L

o The ‘opinion’ survey results were then confirmed by a market sales analysis.

« The restits of the sales analysis showed prices of pmperﬂes were reduced by
around 21% after a cell phone base stationwasbuﬂt in the neighborhood.”
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POWERLINES AND CELL ANTENNAS LOWER PROPERTY VALUES

Wall Street Journal: The Electrifying Factor Atfecting Your Property’s Value *Vacant lots adjacent to power lines sell for
significantly less than equivalent property further avray as homeowners shy away from unattractive views...A recent study
i the Jeurnal of Real Estate Research by College of Charleston assistant professors Chris Mothorpe and David Wyman,
finds that vacant lots adjacent to high-voltage transmission lines sell for 45% less than equivaiént jots not located near
transmission lines. Non-adiacent lots still located within 1,000 feet of transmission lines sefl at a discount of 18%°

Cell Tower Public Comment at Anne Arundel Board of Education

Research indicates that aver 90% of home buyers and renters are fess interested inproperties near cefl towers and would

pay less for a property in close vicinity to cellutar antennas. Documeritat ion of a price drop up to 20%is found in multiple

surveys and published articles as listed below:

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development {(HUD) long considers cell towers as “Hazards and Nuisances Y

See HUD webpage

“With regard to new FHA originat ions, the guide provides
that “the appraiser must indicate whether the dwelling or
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related pmnerty improvements are located within the casement
serving 3 high-voitage transmission line, rodio/TV transmission
tower, call phone tower, microwave relay dlsh ortower or
satefiite dish,” which isradlo, Wcalﬂa ote

“If the dwelling or relsted propotty unprovement is

Tocated within such an essement, the DE Underwriter must obtain
aletter from the cwner or operator of the tower indicating

that the dwelling and its related propefty improvéments are not
located within the tower’s engineered I'alfdestance In order to

-waive this requireraent.”

“If the dwelling and related pmpmv Irm:rmemems are
located outside meeasement. thapmpertv lsmm:dm'ua
eligitite andmhzﬂwscﬂm&nmamma ﬁrarscr
However, i instricted to note and tamment i
marﬁetabﬂlty rew!uugfmm lhe pmiﬂ’mfiy X
and mnsances '

THE IMPACT OF OVERHEAD HIGHVOLTAGETRANSMISSION TOWERS AND LINES ON EUGIBIUTY FOR FEDERAL
HOUSING ADMINISTRATION (FHA) INSURED! MORTGAGE PROGRAMS COMMSTI’EE ON FlNANCIAL SERV 'CES us.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Once built. Cell towers can go up an additlonal 20 feet- without community

-consent.

Most people in the United States are unaware ythat oncoaww!sbuim it cavwgouptozofeethighawm\ no public process
due to the passing of Section MO?{a)dﬁ:eMtddbeClassTax Redief and Job Creation Act of 2012. In cther words. a 100

‘foot tower can be increased to 120 feet fter it Is constructed and ;he community will have na input. Communities are

largely unaware of this law.

The California Assoclatlon of Realtors’ Property Seflers Ques‘ﬁonnalre spedﬁcaﬂy 'cell towers” listed on the disclosure
ftorm for sellers of real estate. The selier must note nesghborhooﬂ noise, nuisance or other probtems from..* and includes
cefl towers and high vaitage transmission lines on'the fong Yist problems. Click here to see the California Association of

‘Realtors’ Propertyv'Selten‘Qwsﬂa'maire {p. 3:4 under K. Neighbarhood)

Scroll down this page for resources on property de-valuation.
Read the peer reviewed published science documenting the public health risk at this fink.

The realtor industry has wrltfem;éveral articles documenting the property devaluation after communication towers are
built near property. )

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS@ REFERENCES

Naucnal Assodaﬁon of REAL‘IORS Maaazine 'Homeowners Complah About 'Usty’ SG Bmtes Enmetf Yafds‘ Januarv 27
2021

» “Wireless companies are lnstalltng boxes in front of homes as partof thelr 5G network roliout. But homeowners aren 't
pleased cailing the chest freezer-sized boxes 3 big evesore in their front vards”

o “The boxes supply power and data to 5G antennas thatare ptaced on utitity mtes nearby. Homeowners in Houston have
been voicing their ire over fha “ugly” Installations from Veerizon. The company csiaunchms its'5G networﬁ inthat :HY and

. oW headedto«tssuburbnomstanSGtransmissionbmm -
» “Wireless companies do not need to get permission from homeswniers before Installing the bokes. They don't even need
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to notlfy them beforehand because u\ehnms are instailed on apublic right-of-way. This land is owned by the county.
> - “evenif it does sppear in a person’s front yard” )

. msmcwewﬂ S o .
Mmmntfbm :

. Streamlined SG buﬂdout puts ground fum!tme In
Hduston'sfront yards -

! g ugly: Verizon 5G data mamrwﬂmmﬁw o0 Houston r...
5G s touted as ancther disruptive techhology, and Houston residents

ave findimy that...
ywmohrhwncmcnm
714 AM - Jon 2" 20"" - O]
O 31 O 24 Shamunswwem

Letter to the FCC by tbeTheN&ﬂonal AssodatbﬂofREALTOltS 'SGCould Hurt Pronertvanefs

The Natiorai Assoclation of REAL‘I‘ORS@) and other rcal estata orgmixntmns are urgmg the chefa! Commumcatcons
Commission t6 heed caution and ensure that itsproposalto emand high-3pecd 5G fetworks nst?onnide deesntviolste
property owners' rights. Read the Nationat Assoclation of REALTORS® Letter

“A coalition of real estate Broups, including NAR the Nationatl Muititamily Housing Coanchl, the National Apartment
Association, and the fnstuute ofReal Estate Managemem among athers, su'bmltned letter to the FCC oxpressing toncern
over its proposed fulé regarding over- the-air receptisn dbvices The coafition says the'rule could make it easier for
antennas and other devices to be placed on properties without the dwners’ consent. The coatition flagged thizse two

potential issues:

o Therule could allow residential or commercial tenarits to install a 5G smali cell.or other wireless infrastructure ona
baicony or within aleased space ta beost individual coverage and also transmil a sxgnal to other customers of the
telecom providor

e The rule could allow a telecom camerwho ah'eadyieases rooftop space from awonertv ovmer (for antennas or other
equipment) to be able to attach.a 5G smafl cellar other wireless infrastructure on that existing equipment without
having to change their agreement with the property owner.

« “The real estate associations strongly support the deployment of broadband intrastructure of ait kinds because
apartment residents, commercial tenants, and their customers need and want the service that the infrastructure
supports, the coalition wrote in its letter to the FCC. "With the rise of e-commerce. changes In HOoW CONSUMETs ACCESS
media, and our ever- mcre.asmg reliance on the Internet for basic functions. broadband connectMtv is a top priority for
the industry’

o “Thereal estate associatlons belteve strcmg!v the marioctplace is working. and so weurge thie Commission to avoid
measures that could prove counterproducthe and thereby harm ims:ment_ constrain competition, and Girmit consuomer
access to broadband service. We are also cdncerned that inopportune regulaﬁon could raise the cost of deveioplng
multifamily housing and commerclal reaf estate”
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Wireless Towers and Home Valuss An Alternative Valuatton Approach Using 2 Spaﬂal Ecommetric Analysls Ucumai of
Ren! Estate Finance & Economics, May 1.2018)

o For properties located within 0.72 ldlometem c’r thedosest tower, results reveal significant sodal wetfam costs with
vahtes declining 2.46% on average, and up to 9.78% for homes within tower visibility range comnared {6 hames cutside
tower visibiity range; In aggregate, pfopertles veithin the 0.72- kilometer band lose over 524 m:ﬂ'un ddlars\

“Impact of Communication Towers and Equ[pmenton Nearby Pmperb/ Values prepared by Bufgoynt Aupmmt Company,
March 7.2017

* "In32vears of experlence asa Real Estal’e Ammisef spedalizingln detrlmentalcmdmmafaklngs. adverse impacts and
risht-of-way. 1 have found that aesmeﬁistor ramenhe adverse impact on ammet{m)cf mmm routinaly has the
targest impact on property values. As a nesult. pmmnitvtotawers of afl typas (cefl, w!nd turbine, and electric
transmission) has dn impatton mdﬂertv val&es The same Js true with ol sorts of surfaca msi:motbns such as pump
stations and communication a;xdumeufboms. This would apply to new smali cali and Das equipment. although again,
onewould expect that the less: mtms?ve the facmtv the less significant the lmpa:t Sma{l cell and DAS installations can be

unsightly, bulky, umors»stentandevenmisv‘ '

The Cost of Conventence: Estimating the lmpact ofOommmEcatlmlAmas on keslden(tal Propevtv Values {Land

-Economics, Feb. 2015)

* “Re astudyon pwpertv in l(eatud:y “I’he besteshmateof th.c imnact s that a property with a visibie antema tocated
1,000 feet away sells for L82%($3.342}tess mmasunllarprovenybcateddsOOfeetawav Theaggregate impact is
$10.0 million for properties located thhhr 1,0007@:’

The Lo Downon Cell ToweraNe:ghborhoodVak:es, and lheSweﬁveTe!eooms(l‘nk smerml) {The D:ssldent Voice. Dec.
19, 20!5)

Cell Towers: Not mmBackYard(Tedu’wn Blog. Aug S. 2015)

“Examining invislble urban poﬂuﬁm and its effecton real estatevn!uétnNew York. Ckv bv William Gatl in New York
ReafEstateJounmlSeutembeQOﬂ . - I .
¢ “Understanding EMF vames of. buslmssaﬂd residenttai Iocaﬂam hmlatively mw!vr the real 'estate industry. Cell nhone
towers bring extra tax revenue arid better reception toasectionaf the city. bulmany arasketstlcal because of potential
health risks and the fmpa:t on pfoneﬂvvalues. Increasing numbers of people dorit want to five near cell towers. in some
areas with new lowers.pmperty values have decreased by up to 20%”

*Cell Tower Antennas Problematic for Buyefs' publiished in REALTOR® Magatzine:

* An cverwhelnnng 94 aen:entof hume buversmd renters surveved by the Naﬁcnai Instinite tor Science, Law & Publ!c
Policy {NISLAPP) sav they y arelesy intérosted’ undwontd pay ess for aproperty | focated masr a cell téwer of antenna.

"o The NtSLAPPwrvev uchoas thehndmasof as{udyWSandv Bond of the NewZeaImd Prmeﬂy lnstifute and past

president of thé Paeific Rir Real Estate Sccxctv (PRRES) “The| lmpact of céll Phone Toveers on House Prices in’
Residential Nezghborhoods which was pub‘lmﬂ mme Apﬁrals:l.}oumal in 2006. Tound that buvers wouk! pay as
mmhm%pwmntbesshramwﬁnwacﬁl rowemraﬂtm

2014 Survey by the National institute ranwme Law and Pubiic Paticy (NISLAPP) inwashtnstm D.C.."Neighborhood
Cell Towers & Antenms—DoThev Impa:ta Propertv 's Desirabiiity? .

¢ Home buyers and renters are kss Inwested inproper(lu lacaicdneerceil towers and antcnms aswdl as snpmoerhes
where acell tower or group of antennas are placedon tooofor attached to a building.. 94% s3id a fieartiy cell toweror
group of antemaswould mgaﬁvehr impact interest in apropertv ortho  price xheywou!d be thhng to payforit

. 'Readme Press Refease: SurveywmeNaﬂonal Institute for Sdeme Law Public Poncy

r Aebt Parrvoe oo Pobicale Slpontlom oy ¢ crron Pecmontetiohine cud Soe 000t - w ol SMAMNA A



511912021

REAL ESTATE VALUE B PG4 jpeg

r

mmmgummnor/dmqummmmmrmﬁ Sg p!an-mtd'hm-pwpeﬂy-ﬁwners ’

Wireless Towers angd Honte Values: An Alternative Valuation Approach UstngaSpatlal Ecommeuu: Anafysrs (Jo:mazi af
Real Estote Finance & Emmmcs, Mny 1 2018)

o For propertles lomedw:th{n szmometers ofthedcsest tower, results reveat sigificant sodinl welfare costswith
values dedrnmg z%%onavemga and upte9: 78% For homes within lowervtsmmw range comﬁ‘ar%d to Mmes cutside
tower wsfbﬂiwrange in aggregate, propertias within the Q72 kﬂcmeter band !ose over 524 m»ﬂ‘on doﬁars.

'Impact of Communication Tawers md quﬁpment on Nearby PropcrtyValues prepamd by Burgoyne Appmml Campanv
March 7.2017 )

o “In32years of experlence’as 3 Real Estate Apcrausa- spécializing indetrimente! mmom. tokings, adverse impacts and
right-of-way. | have found that aesméﬁtn(orrathef the adverse Impact onaostﬂeﬁcs)of externalities routinely has the
-fargestimpacton property values. Asa m-sm!ﬁ praximity to towers of all types (cell wind (urbine! and electric
transmission) has &n umpm on propertvvahm.Thesame Is true with all sorts of sufface installations suth as pump
statlons and communication equrpmm' e, This would apply to new smali cell and DAS equipment. although again
onewould expect that the Iess mtnsrue the rac‘mty the less significant the Empatt. Smail cell and DAS installations can be
unsightly, bulky. imons&ent. and even umsv,

i

- The Cost of Convenience: Estimating t the Imnact ofCommm!caﬂonAntennas on Resldential Pmperty Values (Land

Eoonomics, Feb. 2016)

¢ “Rea study.on property iy Kentudty “The bestesﬁmm of the imoact is thata pmpertthth avidbfe anumna located
1,600 feet away sells for 1.82% (53.342] (&s man a ssmnar umpenv !ocated 4.500 foet away. The apgregate :mpad is
$100 miffionfor pmoemmlorated within. 1 OOOfcet‘ . g

The Lo Downon CellTowas Neughborhood\lan.rs.and meSeuetiveTezeooms{l'm ne:temall (The Dissident Vota:Dec
19.2015)

Cell Towers: NoﬁnMyBad: Yard(Tedmeloa. Ang S, 2015)

“Examining lnvislble utbanpoiluﬁon and ltseﬂect onreal atate vatuem New \’ork Cntv hy Wilillam Gatl in New York
Real Estate Journal September 2017 Lo - e .

¢ “Understanding EMF valuesof buslness and residential tocations s rclutlvety mwfcrﬂ\e veal estate industry. Cell phone
towers bring extra tax, tevmueandbener recemfonma sgcﬂonofthedw.butmmw areskepﬂm! becauseofpotmtlal
health risks and the fmpact on groperty va!ues Increasing numbers of people don’twam to Tive near cell towers. nsome
mmmwmmmvalueshavedweasedbyupmzo%f ) . .

“Cell TowerAntemasProh!emabcfor Buyers” publlshedm REALTom Maganne '

e Anoverwhelming 94 percem of home buvers and renters survewdbv the Nnt!cnal lnshb.nh rofScmm:e Law & Public
Policy (NISLAPP) sav they dre fesé iiterested andwould pay less fér a property Yocated near a call téwer of antenna.

¢ The NISLAPP survéy echoes the ﬁndlngsoi astudy by Sandy Bord of the New Zealand Proparty Institute and past
president of the Pacific im Rea) Estate Sodt'MPRRESS “The| tmpact of Celi Phani Towiers on House Prices in
Residentxal Ne@borhoods. whrcﬁwasmbhshed inThe praisa! Joumal n 2006,found that buvaswouldpay as
much as 20 percenuess fora mpartynearace" mweror anténm '

2014 Survey. by the Naﬂonat Instkuté&xf Sdem:e Law and: deii\‘: Pohcv (NISLAPP} inWashngton DC. 'Nenghborhw
Cell Towers & Antennas— Do Thoy !mpatt 3 Properl:v s D@'rnbiﬁty" ) . .

¢ Home buyers and renters are (ess lnten:s!ed m prowﬁes located near cell towers and antennas, as well as in properties
where a cell tower or group of aritennas are placedon tap of or. attached 10 a buitding. 4% sald a nearby cell tower o
_group of antennas wwldmgahvew impact] interest in a proporty of the pr:te ﬁmwculd bew‘nmg to payfor it
. Readme PresxRe!eaw'SuwavtheNatﬁmuﬂnmwteforSclm sz&PubﬂcPollcy C

F A Poiccove o Poelksvla Mevsllowmson § o Meca cobinh L od nd o l@...-.llb. SRS PN
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Lawyers Write About the Praperty Valus Drop: -
Filings bv Montgomaty County Mai\ﬁand 3 coamfon thatincludes Ann Arbor, ME; Atlanta. GA: Berlin, MD; Berwyn Helghts,
MD; Boston, MA; Capitol Hetghts. MD Cary. NC: Chesapeake Beath, MD; CoﬂegePark. MD‘ Dallas, TX: DeSoto County.
MS.; Frederick, MD:; Gaimefsbur& ™D Gréenbﬂl. MD; Havre de Grace; MD; LaPIam. MD: Lsarel, MD; City ot Los Angetes,
CA; McAtien, TX; Monme,Ml Mcntsumery CouﬂN,MD' Myrtle Beach,SC; New Carroﬂtoru MD Perryville. MD:
Pocomoke Clty. MD' Poclsvifle, MD: Portiand, OR; Rockville, MD; Takoma Park. MD: Unhrursity Park, MD; and
Westminster, MD.’

* many deployments of small cells could affect praperty vatues, with significant potential effect...”

-4/7/2017.Dotket No. 16-421, Reply Comments of Smart Commun&féé’S{tIm Coalition which includes Montgormery
County '

“RE” Smart Comounities and Specwl Dnstricts Coalmon Ei( Pnrte Submission: Acceterating Wireloss Broadband
Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure Investment, WT Docket No. 17- 79: Accelerating Wireline Broadband
Deployment by Removing Barrlers to ?nfrastmcture Investment. WC Docket No, 17-84” Best Best and Krieger Letter to
Ms. Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary Federal Communications Commissian September 19, 2018

o “Further. the assumptian that there is little to consider irr a small call application s belied by the definition the
Comunission adopts for *small wireless fadifity”: while it Justifies its rules hased on the assumption that many small celis
are the size of apizza box, apizza box isabout 1/2 cu. ft.in sae,wbﬂemeCommzssm proposes to expedite permitting
of equipment cabinets 28 co. fr. i size - 2 stack of S& pirza boxes - oﬂfmm fawns thrwghout the country. Considering
that the Smart Communities’ prior filings show that the addition of facdhm of this size diminish pmperty values, itis
strange fof the Commission to ssume that approval catibe gran_ted In the regutatory blink of an eye.”

o “Agood exampte lies in the Commission’s discussion of undergrounding 62 The Commission at once appears to
recognize that commun‘ties spcnd millions of dollars on undergroundlng projects, and that allowing poles togoup n
areas where poles have bien taken down has s:srufrcant impactson nestheﬂcs (rmt ‘o mention pmperty values)®

NEWS ARTICLES
New York Timas: "A Pushback Agalnst Celi Towers” August 2010
*If they have the cpportunity to buy snother home. they do.”

Qlcmidceﬂmmmmwmvna;rmafmmdpmpmyvammm “You can see a buyer’s dismoy over dvzﬁght‘afacd!
tower near a home just by their expression, even if they don’t say arything.”
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Thie Times of India: “Property hit where signal masts rise” July 2012
* Property dealers across n‘:eﬂtysuv thatbuil&mss which host mobile phione towers have 10-20 % less market value.

“Forget buying these properties . pcaplednntmmmmkuhmonmtm mrhculariwamn they have a choice. Ifa person is
going to mstcrores.wmmldhemamwwrMa tower?” asks Pal, According to LK Thakkar, a Defence Colony-based
property dealer, nhﬂeﬂsecostd&neh:‘idmwﬁxﬁfnsﬁtm;sqﬂaﬂvm% ather bulldingsin the vicinity olso get affected.
“No one wants ta buy a house within 100 metres of the building which has the tower, The rates for such properties drop by 10-20 %.
and sometimes ever more,” said Thakkar, co-owner of A-One Associates .”

“Do neighberhood cell towers impact property values?* Pennsylvania Association of Realtors,

2014

e Arecant survey by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy {NISLAPP)} found that 94 percent of
homebuyers are "less interested and would pay less” for a property located near acefl tower or antenna.

“Appraiser: Cell Tower Will Affect Prepérty Vafue:’ New .lerser Patchon T Mabile Celi Tower

» “Properties that are anproximam!y cﬁosa 10 tba tower will s«.ufierwhstanhai desradauonto their value based o the
nature of the unususal !mturemﬂnresiﬂmmelm‘ o :

Homeowners muanmmmmhumwwmumm I.Iherty‘rmshlp

> |

STUDIES ON IMPACTS OF TOWERS

Sandy Bond, Ph.D. Ko-Kang Wang. “The Impact pf Call Phone Towers on House Prices in Residential Neighborhoods,” The
Appraisal Journal, Summer 2005: Sourca: Goliath business content website.

s “Overall, respondents would pay from 10%- 195 less to over 20% less for a property if it were in close proximity 102
CPBS”

“Cellular Phone Towers: Perceived impact on residents and property values” University of Aucklond. paper presented at
the Ninth Pacific-Rim Real Estate Society Conference, Brisbane, Australia. January 19-22, 2003; Source: Pacific Rim Real

Estate Society website,

A Field Guide to Cell Towers, The National Assaciation of Realtors
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Ttweﬂe:tcfdk:an:etomﬁphonetmonlwuseprices SBond.Apmfsanourm! Faﬁiﬁ(ﬂ Source.AppralsalJoumal

(Foundonpage 22) See alsoUs!ngGlS toMeasure rhe lmpactofbistarxeto(:e!mwne‘rbwéﬁon House Pﬂcstnna!da'

F[oﬁdaStataUnivemﬂv&&wRaﬁchdme‘H lssue 1 Nﬁde 5 1996The PowerUne Dibemma Compensatlonfw
‘Diminished Pmperty‘lnlue Caosed by Fearof Electromagnetic Fields

New Zealand Mhﬂs&y hr theEnvnronment. Appem!ix 5: The lmpa:tof Cellphm'rowersm ProperthMues Source
New Zealand thstry tor the EMromnent webstte

Powers, turbines and transnﬂsston Iinesimpacts on pruportvva!ua adied bySa!ly Bond Satlv Sims and ‘Peter Dent, 2014

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers mllméas ¥{iazirds and Nulsances”

o HUD requires its certified appraisers to take the presence of nearby cell towers into consideration when determining
the value of a singte {amily residentiat pmperty

‘o HUD guidelines amgcnzecell towers with “hazards and nulsame& HUD pmﬁfbits FHkumiw'ﬁngcfmtgages for

homes that are within the ensineered talt 2one o!aceﬂ tuwer
* “The appralser must mdkafewhemer the dweumg of related: ‘property mpmvemnts is !ucated within the casement
serving a high-voltage transmission fina, radio/TV msmission Yower, cell phote tower, microwave relay dish or tower.
or satelfite dish {radio. TV cable. ate)”
v Readit here atthe US Deoartment of Housing and Urban Deve!opmem.

Cefi Towers are Discussed in maWntmn Y&lmow of Bobbi Borland Acting Branch Chief, HUD Santa Ana

Homeownership Center Hearfng beforethe Subcaimmittee on insurance, Housing and Commumty Opportunity U.S. House
of Representatives ‘Commlttee on Financlal Services on"The impact of Overhead High \fnltzge Transmission Towers and
Lines on Eligibility for Federal Hous!ng Adm&)lslraﬂon {FHA) Insured Mortgage Proamms Saturday, April 14,2012

» With repard to the new FHA origmaﬂons the guide providés thax “The appraiser must lndimtewhether the dwelling or
related property «mprovementsare Yocated within the easementswngahlgtwonage trarsmission Hine, radto/TV :
transmission tower, celt phone tower, microwave relay dish or tower, or satelfité dish (radio, TV cable, etc).”

ONCE BUILT, TOWERS COULD BE ALLOWED TO GO 20 FEET TALLER

Middle Class Tax Relief.and JobCreation Act of 2012; Sec. 6409(3)

The Federal Commundcations Comtmssxon {FCC) has proposed and is currently considering rules to clarify and implement
the rew:remzr«sofSectmmm) of memwme Gmfaﬁ&clmf and Job Creation Actof! 2012, Under section 6409(a), "2
State or local government maynctdmand shall: appmve. any eligibté faciilties mquea fora modn'xcat’ion ofanexisting
wiretess tower or base station that does mt 'mbstanﬁally ch:mm the plwssca!d‘mensxom of auch tower or base station”
The FCC considers eligible facifitios’ mque'sh to include requests for carrier co~lotations and for replacing existing
antennas and ground equipment with larger antennas/equipment or more antennas/equipment.

The FCC has proposed, as part of these rules, applying a four-pronged test, which could lead to coll towers increasing in
ticight by 20-plus feet bevoid their spproved construction heights. :

Applying the test may also lead Increases In the sizes of compounds. equipment cabinets and shelters. ardd hazardous
materials used for back-up power suppﬁés. beyond what was originally approved.

Under this test, a* substantial increase in the size of the tower” occurs if:

1) [tjhe mounting of the proposed antenna on the tower would increase the existing height of the tower by more than 10%,
or by the height of one additional antenna array with separation from the nearest existing antenna not to exceed twenty
feet, whichever is greater, except that the mounting of the propased antenna may exceed the size ifmits set forthin this
paragraph if necessary to avoid interferenco with existing antennas: or

2) [t}he mounting of the proposed antenna would invotve the installation of more than the 9tandard number of new
equipment cabinets for the technology involved, notto oxceed Four, or more than one new equipment shelter: or



5/19/2021

—

REAL ESTATE VALUE B PG8 jpeg

3) {tlhe mounting of the proposed antenna would involve adding an appurtenance to the body of the tower that would
protrude from the edge of the toveer more than twenty feet, or more than the width of the tower structure at the level of =
the appurtenance, whichaver Is greater, sxcept that the mounting of the propased antenna may excesd the size limits set
forth in this paragraph if necessary to sheiter the antenna from inclement weather or to toninect the antenha to the tower

via cable: or
4} [tjhe mounting of the proposed antenna would involve excavation dutside the current tower site, deﬂned as the current

boundaries of the leased or owned property surrounding the tower and any access or utility eaunmﬂs currently refated to

the site.

http/apps foc goviectsidocoment/view?id=7521070994

Liberty Township neighbors fight cell tower construction

: e NEWSLETTER DONATE PATREON

17 Torecoive sl updates, Yeur tax-deductible donation EHT s crovdfuniding with

onvironmentai Hips, witll fund life $aving ressarch Patvaon, Your patronage wil
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PO Rox 58 pleate Sign ug. materials.
Teton Village WY 83025 -
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TI0ON Rachel Way Unit & !
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Cell Phone Towers

The widespread use of cell phones in recent decades has led to a large increase in the
number of cell phone towers (also known as base stations) being placed in
communities. These towers have electronic equipment and antennas that receive and
transmit cell phone signals using radiofrequency (RF) waves'.

Cell phone towers are still relatively new, and many people are understandably
concerned about whether the RF waves they give off might possibly have health effects.

At this time, there’s no strong evidence that exposure to RF waves from cell phone
towers causes any noticeable health effects. However, this does not mean that the RF
waves from cell phone towers have been proven to be absolutely safe. Most expert
organizations agree that more research is needed to help clarify this, especially for any
possible long-term effects.

How do cell phone towers expose people to RF waves?

Cell phone base stations can be free-standing towers or mounted on existing structures,
such as trees, water tanks, or tall buildings. The antennas need to be high enough to
adequately cover a certain area. Base stations are usually from 50 to 200 feet high.

Cell phones communicate with nearby cell towers mainly through RF waves, a form of
energy in the electromagnetic spectrum between FM radio waves and microwaves. Like
FM radio waves, microwaves, visible light, and heat, they are forms of non-ionizing
radiation. This means they do not directly damage the DNA inside cells, which is how
stronger (ionizing) types of radiation such as x-rays, gamma rays?, and ultraviolet (UV)
rays® are thought to be able to cause cancer.
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The electromagnetic spectrum illustration above shows the possible frequencies of
electromagnetic energy, ranging from extremely low frequencies (such as those from
power lines) to extremely high frequencies (such as x-rays and gamma rays), and
includes both non-ionizing and ionizing radiation.

At very high levels, RF waves can heat up body tissues. But the levels of energy used
by cell phones and towers are much lower.

When a person makes a cell phone call, a signal is sent from the phone’s antenna to
the nearest base station antenna. The base station responds to this signal by assigning
it an available RF channel. RF waves transfer the voice information to the base station.
The voice signals are then sent to a switching center, which transfers the call to its
destination. Voice signals are then relayed back and forth during the call.

When RF signals are transmitted back and forth to the base station during calls, the RF
waves produced at the base station are given off into the environment, where people
can be exposed to them.
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On the ground near a cell phone tower

RF waves from a cell phone tower antenna, like those from other telecommunication
antennas, are directed toward the horizon (parallel to the ground), with some downward
scatter. Base station antennas use higher power levels than other types of land-mobile
antennas, but much lower levels than those from radio and television broadcast
stations. The amount of energy from RF waves decreases rapidly as the distance from
the antenna increases. As a result, the level of exposure to RF waves at ground level is
much lower than the level close to the antenna.

At ground level near typical cellular base stations, the amount of energy from RF waves
is hundreds to thousands of times less than the limits for safe exposure set by the US
Federal Communication Commission (FCC) and other regulatory authorities. It is very
unlikely that a person could be exposed to RF levels in excess of these limits just by
being near a cell phone tower.

On a roof with a cellular antenna

When a cellular antenna is mounted on a roof, it is possible that a person on the roof
could be exposed to RF levels greater than those typically encountered on the ground.
But even then, exposure levels approaching or exceeding the FCC safety guidelines are
only likely to be found very close to and directly in front of the antennas. If this is the
case, access to these areas should be limited.

Indoors with a base station mounted on the outside of the building

The level of energy from RF waves inside buildings where a base station is mounted is
typically much lower than the level outside, depending on the construction materials of
the building. Antennas are pointed away from the side of the building, and the energy
level behind the antenna is hundreds to thousands of times lower than in front. On top
of this, wood or cement block reduces the exposure to energy from RF waves by a
factor of about 10. Therefore, if an antenna is mounted on the side of a building, the
exposure level in the room directly behind the wall is typically well below the
recommended exposure limits.

Near a 5G base station

Newer, smaller versions of base stations (often referred to as small cells), which are
part of fifth generation (5G) cellular networks, are discussed below.

Do cell phone towers cause cancer?
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Some people have expressed concern that living, working, or going to school near a cell
phone tower might increase the risk of cancer or other health problems. At this time,
there isn't a lot of evidence to support this idea. Still, more research is needed to be
sure.

What expert agencies say

The American Cancer Society (ACS) does not have any official position or
statement on whether or not radiofrequency (RF) radiation from cell phones, cell
phone towers, or other sources is a cause of cancer. ACS generally looks to other
expert organizations to determine if something causes cancer (that is, if it is a
carcinogen), including:

« The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), which is part of the
World Health Organization (WHO)

« The US National Toxicology Program (NTP), which is formed from parts of
several different government agencies, including the National Institutes of Health
(NIH), the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), and the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA)

Other major organizations might also comment on the ability of certain exposures to
cause cancer.

What they say about cell phone towers

So far, neither IARC nor the NTP have classified the cancer-causing potential of RF
waves from cell phone towers specifically. However, some other agencies have
commented on cell tower safety.

The US Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has said this about cell phone
towers near homes or schools:

“[R]adiofrequency emissions from antennas used for cellular and PCS [personal
communications service] transmissions result in exposure levels on the ground that are
typically thousands of times below safety limits. These safety limits were adopted by the
FCC based on the recommendations of expert organizations and endorsed by agencies
of the Federal Government responsible for health and safety. Therefore, there is no
reason to believe that such towers could constitute a potential health hazard to nearby
residents or students.”
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What they say about RF radiation in general

Based on a review of studies published up until 2011, the International Agency for
Research on Cancer (IARC) has classified RF radiation as “possibly carcinogenic to
humans,” based on limited evidence of a possible increase in risk for brain tumors
among cell phone users, and inadequate evidence for other types of cancer. (For more
information on the IARC classification system, see Known and Probable Human

Carcinogens®.)

More recently, the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) issued a technical report
based on results of studies published between 2008 and 2018, as well as national
trends in cancer rates. The report concluded: “Based on the studies that are described
in detail in this report, there is insufficient evidence to support a causal association
between radiofrequency radiation (RFR) exposure and [tumor formation].”

So far, the National Toxicology Program (NTP) has not included RF radiation in its
Report on Carcinogens, which lists exposures that are known to be or reasonably
anticipated to be human carcinogens.

What studies have shown

Researchers generally use two types of studies when trying to determine if something
might cause cancer:

- Studies looking at groups of people
- Studies done in the lab (using lab animals or cell cultures)

The following is a brief summary of the major studies that have looked at this issue to
date. However, this is not a comprehensive review of all studies that have been done.

Studies in people living near cell phone towers

So far, not many studies in people have focused specifically on cellular phone towers
and cancer risk, and the results of these studies have not provided clear answers.

« A large British study comparing families of young children with cancer with families
of children without cancer found no link between a mother’s exposure to the towers
during pregnancy (based on the distance from the home to the nearest tower and
on the amount of energy from RF waves given off by nearby towers) and the risk of
early childhood cancer.



American Cancer Society cancer.org | 1.800.227.2345

» Researchers in Taiwan compared children with cancer to a group of similar children
without cancer. They found slightly higher overall risk of cancer in those who lived
in towns that had an estimated RF exposure from cell phone towers that was above
the midpoint level in the study. However, this finding was less apparent when RF
exposure was categorized in other ways.

Both of these studies relied on estimates of RF exposure. Neither of them measured the
actual exposure of people to RF waves from nearby cell phone towers. This limitation
makes it harder to know what the results of these studies might mean.

Studies looking at cell phone use

The amount of exposure from living near a cell phone tower typically is many times
lower than the exposure from using a cell phone. Several dozen studies have looked at
possible links between cell phone use and tumors in people. Most studies to date have
not found a link between cell phone use and cancer, although these studies have had
some important limitations. This is an area of active research. For more information, see
Cellular (Cell) Phones®.

Lab studies on RF waves

RF waves given off by cell phone towers don’t have enough energy to damage DNA
directly or to heat body tissues. Because of this, it's not clear how cell phone towers
might be able to cause cancer. Some studies have found possible increased rates of
certain types of tumors in lab animals exposed to RF radiation, but overall, the results of
these types of studies have not provided clear answers so far.

Large studies published in 2018 by the US National Toxicology Program (NTP) and by
the Ramazzini Institute in Italy exposed groups of lab rats (as well as mice, in the case
of the NTP study) to RF waves over their entire bodies for many hours a day, starting
before birth and continuing for most or all of their natural lives. Both studies found an
increased risk of uncommon heart tumors called malignant schwannomas in male rats,
but not in female rats (nor in male or female mice, in the NTP study). The NTP study
also reported possible increased risks of certain types of tumors in the brain and in the
adrenal glands.

While both of these studies had strengths, they also had limitations that make it hard to
know how they might apply to humans being exposed to RF waves from cell phone
towers. A 2019 review of these two studies by the International Commission on Non-
lonizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) determined that the limitations of the studies
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didn’t allow conclusions to be drawn regarding the ability of RF energy to cause cancer.

Still, the results of these studies do not rule out the possibility that the RF waves used in
cell phone communication might somehow impact human health.

What about 5G networks?

Fifth generation (5G) cellular networks are now being rolled out in many parts of the
United States and in other countries. 5G networks are capable of transmitting much
larger amounts of data over shorter periods of time than previous generations (4G, 3G,
etc.).

Earlier generation networks have used RF wavelengths below 6 gigahertz (GHz). 5G
networks will use some wavelengths in this range, but will also use some higher
frequency wavelengths, at the lower end of the millimeter wave spectrum (which
ranges from 30 GHz to 300 GHz). While these RF waves are higher frequency (higher
energy) than those used by older generations, they are still forms of non-ionizing
radiation, so they still lack the ability to directly damage DNA.

The higher frequency waves used by 5G travel shorter distances and don’t go through
objects (such as buildings, or even tree leaves) as well as lower frequency waves.
Because of this, 5G networks require many more, smaller versions of base stations
(often referred to as small cells) in some places, especially in densely populated areas.
These small cells can be mounted on streetlights, utility poles, buildings, and other
structures. This could result in the antennas being closer to people, although small cells
typically operate at much lower power levels than the larger (macro) base stations.

The addition of the higher wavelengths from 5G networks could also expose people to
more RF waves overall.

At the same time, these higher frequency RF waves are less able to penetrate the body
than lower frequency waves, so in theory they might be less likely to have any potential
health effects. But so far this issue has not been well studied.

At this time, there has been very little research showing that the RF waves used in 5G

networks are any more (or less) of a concern than the other RF wavelengths used in
cellular communication.

Hyperlinks

1. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/radiofrequency-
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radiation.html

2. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/x-rays-gamma-
rays.html

3. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/uv-radiation.html

4. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/general-info/known-and-probable-human-
carcinogens.html

5. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/cellular-phones.html

6. hitp://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-
division/radio-frequency-safety/fag/rf-safety

7. hitp://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/home-business-and-entertainment-
products/cell-phones

8. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-
fact-sheet

9. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-
prevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet

10. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm

11. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm
12. http://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-

division/radio-frequency-safety/fag/rf-safety

13. http://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/home-business-and-
entertainment-products/cell-phones

14. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-
fact-sheet

15. hitp://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-
prevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet

16. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm

17. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm

Additional resources
Along with the American Cancer Society, other sources of information include:

Federal Communications Commission RF Safety FAQ: www.fcc.gov/engineering-
technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety
(http://www fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-

frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety)®

Food and Drug Administration Cell Phones: www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-
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products/home-business-and-entertainment-products/cell-phones
http://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/home-business-and-entertainment-
roducts/cell-phones)’

National Cancer Institute Cell Phones and Cancer Risk: www.cancer.gov/about-
cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-fact-sheet

http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-fact-

sheet)® Electromagnetic Fields and Cancer: www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-
prevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet_(http://www.cancer.gov/about-
cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet)®

National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Electric and Magnetic
fields: www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm
(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm)'® Cell Phone Radio
Frequency Radiation: www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm
(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm)’

* Inclusion on this list does not imply endorsement by the American Cancer Society
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