To;

All Planning Board Members, December 24,2018

From: Michael and Teresa Ronhock
‘There are many reasons why this project ( Blue Sky Tower wireless cell fower proposal for Red Brook Rd) should be
rejected by the Planning Board a few of these reasons are outlined below:

1

2).

3)

4)

5)

8)

Alternative Project — An alternative project exists that is superior to the Blue Sky proposal financially,
technically and from a public safely perspective. The Blue Sky tower proposal would be a net loss financially
to the Town of Mashpee, unfairly burdening all local taxpayers and abutters while a Norfolk based private
equity firm profits handsomely. A New Seabury based outdoor distributed antenna system (ODAS) Is a
technically superior project as it is scalable to address both coverage and ¢apacity and would be able to
address the coverage gaps the Blue-Sky proposal does not. From a public safety perspective, the ODAS
proposal can be deployed almost immediately, potentially saving lives. New Seabury has self-determination
under Architectural Review Committee (ARC) guidelines and can install an ODAS with minimal municipal
approvals. In fact, a previous New Seabury antenna proposal was deemed by the CCC fo be completely
legal without encumbrances and approval completely under the authority of the ARC,

Financial Burden to Taxpayers — An analysis has shown the Blue-Sky Towers proposal to be a net loss
financially to the Town of Mashpee. The revenue projections provided by Blue Sky Towers for rent paid to
the Town of Mashpee are target projections and not substantiated by any actual lease agreement provided
to the Town of Mashpee. This happens in concert with lower property tax revenues from property abutters
who will have a lower tax bill, a negative impact on property value the Blue-Sky proposal creates.
Furthermore, the Town of Mashpee could be liable for damages and legal fees if they approve the Blue-Sky
Tower proposal. Effected property owners could seek relief from the Town of Mashpee,

Mobile Carrier Responsibilities — Mobile carriers are required by law to provide coverage and comply with
local building and zoning laws: While the ‘Blue-Sky proposal does not fully comply with either law, the New
Seabury ODAS project does. While the New Seabury ODAS'project would cost more, all costs associated
with the project would be 100% borne by the mobile carriers. The Blue Sky proposal unfairly burdens all
Mashpee taxpayers whereas the New Seabury ODAS project would not burden any. Mashpee taxpayer and
ensute mobile carriers pay all project related costs.

Valid Reason for Rejection - The Telecommunications Act of 1996 spedifically leaves in place the authority
that local zoning authorities have over the placement of personal wireless facilities. It requires that denials
be based on a reasoned approach. A common, reasoned approach for denial is based on failing to use
existing structures and Infrastructure within the general service area of the propesed tower that could be
used in lieu of a new tower. Such sfructures do indeed exist for an alternative, viable project and serve as a
legal basis for denlal.

Emergency Radio Repeater — Claims of needing the Blue Sky proposed tower for an emergency services
radio repeater are false and misleading. Mashpee emergency services have had the legal authority to place
a repeater or repeaters in coverage gaps. A 150-foot tower is not necessary to bring service to the coverage
gaps they claim to exist .No proposals have been put to Town Meeting to revamp the current repeater
system.to.our knowledge..

This project is not within the Wireless Overlay District and cannot be permitted under these guidelines.




129 North Hillcrest Boulevard Unit 4
inglewood, Callfornia 90301-5451
May 29, 2018

Mr. Evan R, Lehrer, Town Planner Via e-mail to elehrer@mashpeema.gov
Town of Mashpee '

16 Great Neck Road North

Mashpee, Massachusetts 02649

Dear Sir:

It has come to our attention by post and through conversation with our neighbors about the application
to build a personal wireless service facility at 101 Red Brook Road, Mashpee, MA 02649. As we will be
unable to attend the meeting scheduled for June 6, 2018, we submit this letter to lodge our objection.

Since receiving this news we have done some research regarding the proximity of such a facility to our
property and to the inhabitants in close proximity and find for health reasons, including electromagnetic
health issueé, it is hot suitable. Above all, we try to live in an environment that is hazard free, pollution
free and as aesthetically natural as possible. This proposal, we believe, would have a negative effect on
all of these and more, including a decrease in property value,

Surely the Town of Mashpee can find a more suitable location for the cell phone tower, There are
commercial areas where such a facility can be installed, such as the two Industrial parks in Mashpee or
near the town dump. We respectively ask that you seek out a different location,

Should a vote be taken at the Mashpee Planning Board meeting regarding this said proposal - we vote
Nol

"Sincerely, (ﬁ»-‘. o
G g . ‘
“"j:””i’,x‘LA/évﬁx’-w"\ A av_s
“Jerilyn O.V(Zollier Davis
" and
Freda K. Byron-Twyman

Property owners of 102 Blue Castle Drive, Mashpee

Letter also mailed to above addressee
Certified Mail Receipt No. 7014 2120 0000 8312 4081




Patricia Maguffin

From: Evan Lehrer

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 9:21 AM

To: g Patricia Maguffin

Subject: FW: [Town of Mashpee MA] PROPOSED CELL TOWER LOCATION (Sent by ROBERT

COLEMAN, CCWORLDS@AOL.COM)

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com [mailto:cmsmailer@civicplus.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2019 5:09 PM

To: Evan Lehrer <ELehrer@mashpeema.gov>

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] PROPOSED CELL TOWER LOCATION (Sent by ROBERT COLEMAN,
CCWORLDS@AOL com)

Hello elehrer,

ROBERT COLEMAN (CCWORLDS@AOL. COM) has sent you a message via your contact form |
(https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA. ‘

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit.
Message:

EVAN LEHRER- My name is Robert Coleman and | have resided at 87 Old Great Neck Road for the past 45 years. | am not
in favor of the proposed cell tower location adjacent to the South Mashpee Fire Dept on Red Brook Road. | have
attended all the meetings subsequent to the Town Meeting vote last year. | am not convinced nor doi believe most of
the arguments presented by the proponents and developers for this cell tower location. First and foremost | believe that
the will of the voters and the opposition to this proposed location should be respected. Upon hearing the comment by a -
Board member after the Town vote, stating in effect that the Town would go ahead irregardless of the vote outcome is
very troubling to me and many others. .

There are various other options and locations available as presented in the past meetings that | have attended. | am
forwarding this correspondence to your office to be read at the May 15 meeting because it Is likely that | will not be able
to attend. REGARDS- ROBERT COLEMAN :



Patricia Maguffin

From: ' Evan Lehrer A

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 9:21 AM

To: o Patricia Maguffin

Subject: FW: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell Tower (Sent by Wendy & Dan Penmm,

wpennini@comcast.net)

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com [mailto:cmsmailer@civicplus.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2019 9:51 AM

To: Evan Lehrer <ELehrer@mashpeema.gov>

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell Tower (Sent by Wendy & Dan Pennini, wpennini@comcast.net)

Hello elehrer,

Wendy & Dan Pennini (wpennini@comcast.net) has sent you a message via your contact form
(https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA, |

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settmgs at https://www, mashpeema gov/user/2793/ed|t
Message

Good Morning,

We both, Wendy Penmm and Daniel Pennini are opposed to the Cell Tower that i Is being considered in town.

There are many reasons.

Property values (we don't live in that area), eye sore, not enough coverage to warrant it being placed there, long term
health effects it may have. . )

Please consider not putting it there,

Sincerey, :

Wendy & Daniel Penmnl

48 Autumn Drive




Patricia Maguffin

From: . Evan Lehrer

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 10:47 AM

To: ' Patricia Maguffin

Subject: FW: [Town of Mashpee MA] Proposed Cell Tower (Sent by Donna and Steve Gallagher,

dgallagher63@comcast.net)

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com [mailto:cmsmailer@civicplus.com]

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 3:48 PM

To: Evan Lehrer <ELehrer@mashpeema.gov>

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Proposed Cell Tower (Sent by Donna and Steve Gallagher, dgallagher63@comcast.net)

Hello elehrer,

Donna and Steve Gallagher (dgallagher63 @comecast.net) has sent you a message via your contact form
(https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA.

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit.
Message:

Dear Planning Board,

We are writing in opposition to the proposed tower off Red Brook Rd. This tower is'too close to a residential
neighborhood which will result in the decrease of their property values. To move forward with this proposal will only set
a precedent of even mare lax zoning in other residential areas of our town. Please consider voting NO with the thoughts
of researching the best possible place for this tower that will provide maximum coverage for those who need it.

Thank You,

Donna and Steve Gallagher
27 Tradewind Dr
Mashpee, Ma. 02649




Patricia Maguffin

B
From: Evan Lehrer
Sent: ‘ Wednesday, May 15, 2019 10:48 AM
To: : Patricia Maguffin
Subject; FW: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell Tower - oppose (Sent by Joan Ford,

Joanacford@omcast.net)

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com [mailto:cmsmaller@civicplus.com]

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 12:20 PM

To: Evan Lehrer <ELehrer@mashpeema.gov>

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell Tower - oppose (Sent by Joan Ford, Joanacford@omcast.net)
Hello elehrer,

. Joan Ford (Joanacford @omcast.net) has sent you a message via your contact form
(https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA.

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit.
Message:
Dear Evan Lerer,

As a property owner on Lisa Lane in Mashpee, | am stating my opposition to the proposed new cell tower locatlon near
the fire station on Red Brook Road.

As you are the aware, the site does not meet all the coverage needs of Pomponessett and New Seabury areas. Logically,
it makes more sense to build a tower in the New Seabury section of town because that is where coverage is the issue.

lfﬁa cell tower lowers property values, why lower my property value in an effort to help the rich stay richer, The area that
needs the service should be the willing landlord. If not, then they should forgo cell service.

The public continues to speak out in opposition of the cell tower project, and you have already officially heard NO from
town committees.

[ do not want to look at a cell tower instead of the beautiful tree lined skyline that | currently see. The birds and wildlife
in the area will not benefit from the project. Please vote in opposition of a cell tower near the Red Brook fire station. :

Thank you, in advance, for voting for the people of Mashpee.

Joan Ford




Patricia Maguffin

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Evan Lehrer

Wednesday, May 15, 2019 10:48 AM

Patricia Maguffin :
FW: [Town of Mashpee MA] Proposed cell tower (Sent by Michael Sliwa,
ma.sliwa.hic@hotmail.com)

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com [mailto:cmsmailer@civicplus.com]

Sent; Tuesday, May 14, 2019 2:40 PM

To: Evan Lehrer <Elehrer@mashpeema.gov>

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Proposed cell tower {Sent by Michael Sliwa, ma:sliwa.hic@hotmail.com)

Hello elehrer,

Michael Sliwa {ma.sliwa.hic@hotmail.com) has sent you a message via your contact form
(https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA.

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edi£

Message:

Planning board members; my name is Michael Sliwa, my wife Ana and I live at and own the property at 94 RedBrook Rd.
We also own the property at 100 RedBrook Rd. We are very much opposed to this project for many reasons and | know
you've heard them all at the meetings. Mashpee is a great town to live in and one oh the things that makes it special is
it's open space. When you let one company start to develop it pretty soon others follow and another piece of open
space is gone for good. | hope you seriously consider the consequences this project may have. Thank you for you service

to the town.



From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> on behalf of Contact form at Town of Mashpee MA -
<cmsmailer@civicplus.com> , ' '
Sent: Sunday, May 5, 2019 9:04:30 PM

To: Evan Lehrer

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell Tower (Sent by Barbara Allen, barbaraallen@hotmail.com)

Hello elehrer,

Barbara Allen (barbaraallen@hotmail.com) has sent you a message via your

contact form (hitps:/www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can chahge your settings at o
https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit. y

Messagé:

Dear Evan,

As a homeowner at 20 Barnacle Ln in Seabrook Village for the past 13 years, I o
am writing to state my objection to having a cell tower erected near the Red -
Brook Fire Station. The proximity to my property will decrease not only my

home value, but that of my neighbors. Studies have shown that cell towers are
needed in the location of the need, not in an adjacent location. If New

Seabury needs cell service, then they should find a location in the middle of

their property. Those with the need will get the best service and have their

home values affected. This is a clear cost/benefit that has a lose/lose to

those near-the fire station and a win/win to those in New Seabury. How nice
for them to get all the benefits while they retain their home values. That -

isnot fair and equitable government. '

I cannot speak for everyone, but I don’t have a cell phone problem (AND I
pay for a land line for 911, just in case). We should not be negatively
impacted by someone else’s need. Please put the tower somewhere else, if
anywhere at all. The voters already voted NO. Please adhere to that message.

Thank you,
Barbara Allen



From: lody Bergeron <}6dy.bergeron@com‘cast.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 5, 2019 10:14:18 PM

To: Evan Lehrer '

Subject: Cell Phone Tower

To: Mashpee Planning Board Members

1 have attended several meetings regarding the cell tower proposal. There seems to be a lack of transparency on the

details regarding this issue. I do not feel a residential neighborhood is an appropriate place for a cell tower. I just recently
viewed on CBS news the placement of a cell tower near an elementary school and several of the children have come down
with cancer. As the mother of a 5 year old I have concerns over the health effects of this tower and the possible health
effects it could have on myself and my son. As a single parent I have just invested a significarit amount of my savings

into my new home here in Mashpee and T am also concerned about the value of my home bejing affected by this cell

tower. s :

Thank'You,
- Jody Bergeron - : : a

2 Lisa Lane
Mashpee,MA 02649




From: Lisa <lisap1967@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 5, 2019 5:59:49 PM
To: Evan Lehrer

Subject: Cell Tower on Red Brook Road

Good Day

I live at 74 Red Brook Road in Mashpee and I am not in favor of the cell tower bemg erected on this road, Not
only will it affect my property value but there are health concerns and the fact that it is not zoned for this. I
understand the lack of coverage that New Seabury faces, as I face it too, We have voted against this tower
previously. I think our voices should be heard and not ignored. I moved back to Mashpee after being away for
10 years. I saved for years to be able to buy my home here for my-sori and I. To have our health and my
investment threatened for somethmg so unnecessary as cell phones is temble o

Thank you for your attention.

Lisa Pasquali



From: cmsmailer@civicplus.corﬁ <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> on behalf of Contact form at Town of Mashpee MA
<cmsmailer@civicplus.com> : : : ‘ :
Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 7:04:17 AM

To: Evan Lehrer

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell Tower Oppostion (Sent by John Halpin, johnhalpin63@gmail.com)

Hello elehrer,

John Halpin (johnhalpin63@gmail.com) has sent you a message via your contact |
form-(h’glps://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA.

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings-at,
https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit. 5

Message:
" Dear Evan Lehrer,

As a Mashpee property owner I kindly ask you to note my opposition to the *° '
proposed cell tower for Red Brook Road. . S

My concerns are due to:

Cell Phone Tower Exposure : .

We are exposed to 100 million times more electromagnetic radiation than our
grandparents were, and part of the reason is radiation from cell phone towers
and microwave antennas. : :

Human populat{on centers are flooded with massive amounts of powerful
wireless microwave radiation. Cell phone towers emit high-frequency radio
waves, or microwaves, that can travel as far as 45 miles over level terrain.
The closer you are, the greater the danger. T

Negative Health Effects

The microwaves from cell phone towers can interfere with your body’s own
- EMFs, causing a variety of potential health problems, including:

« Headaches



* Memory loss

» Cardiovascular stress

* Low sperm count

* Birth defects

* Cancer
Cell towers (or cell sites) that hold antennas and other communications
equipment flood the area for miles around with powerful high frequency radio
waves (known as microwaves) to support the use of cellphones as well as
Wi-Fi, WiMax, Wireless LANs, 802.11 networks, Bluetooth supported devices and
more.

Cell tower microwaves might travel for as few as two miles in hilly areas,
and up to 45 miles where there are fewer obstructions; and of course, they
easily penetrate brick and metal

Mobile towers - Sometimes installed on the tops of buildings. Mobile towers
are especially dangerous because they emit microwaves at a frequency of 1900
MHz. Recent studies have shown that the intense radioactivity from mobile
phone towers adversely impacts every biological organism within one square
kilometer. '

Cellphone tower microwaves have a significantly higher frequency than even
radio waves. The higher the frequency, the more powerful the wave—and the
more powerful effect on biological organisms (recall that a mobile tower emit
microwaves at 1900 MHz).

Thank you for reading this email.
Regards, 4
John W. Halpin
44 Lisa Lane
Mashpee, MA 02649

johnhalpin63@gmail.com



‘From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com <cmsmalter@cw|cplus com> on behalf of Contact form at Town of Mashpee MA
<cmsmailer@civicplus.com>

Sent: Mdnday, May 6, 2019 4:44:14 AM

To: Evan Lehrer

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Tower (Sent by David cofran, Kcofran@comcast net)

Hello elehrer,

David cofran (Kcofran@comcast.net) has sent you a message via your contact

form (hﬁgsz//www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA.,

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settmgs at _ _
https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit. o . -

Message:

" 'We don’t need tower off red brook. Put it where it’s needed most. New sea
bury:




From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com <cmsmaller@c1vicp!us com> on behalf of Contact form at Town of Mashpee MA
<cmsmailer@civicplus.com> '

Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 7:53:34 AM

To: Evan Lehrer :

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Redbrook Road cell tower location (Sent by Peter & Laraine Mlchaelson, rae-
c@comcast.net)

Hello elehrer,

Peter & Laraine Michaelson (rae-c@comeast.net) has sent you a message via:

your contact form (https:/www. mashpeema gov/user/27 93/contact) at Town of
Mashpee MA. -

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your s.ettings': at
https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit.

Message:

Dear Mr. Lehrer e

As a direct abutter of the proposed Blue Sky Tower location on Redbrook Road -
we would ask that you hear our pleas to vote no on this location as it will R
directly affect our home and land property values and will be an eyesore to '

our neighborhood. Please honor the town meeting vote of the people of

Mashpee and have the applicant find another location to address the needs of

the people of New Seabury and Popponesett with a more appropriate site.

Thank you,

Peter & Laraine Michaelson



Patricia Maguffin

From: Evan Lehrer

Sent: Tuesday, May 07, 2019 10:49 AM

To: Patricia Maguffin

Subject: Fwd: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell tower behind Degrass Rd (Sent by Alexander Slavm,
absllll@verlzon net)

Get Qutlook for Android

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> on behalf of Contact form at Town of Mashpee MA
. <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> ‘

Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 9:40:09 PM

To: Evan Lehrer

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] Cell tower behind Degrass Rd (Sent by Alexander Slavin, abs1111@verizon.net)

Hello elehre;,

Alexander Slavin (abs1111@verizon.net) has sent you a message via your

contact form (https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee
MA. ‘

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settmgs at
https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit.

Message:
Hello Mr. Lehrer;

We own a property at 86 Degrass Rd in Mashpee and we strongly oppose
construction of a cell tower behind Degrass Rd.

Because of the close proximity to our property this tower will negatively
impact the value of our property.

Additionally it presents a health hazard which has been proven By numerous
studies.

Regards,
Alexander & Bella Slavin
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Patricia Maguffin

From: Evan Lehrer

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 10:47 AM

To: Patricia Maguffin ‘
Subject: FW [Town of Mashpee MA] cell tower (Sent by Diane Scannell, dsbsd@comcast.net)

From: cmsmailer@civicplus.com [mailto:cmsmailer@civicplus.com]

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 3:29 PM

To: Evan Lehrer <ELehrer@mashpeema.gov>

Subject: [Town of Mashpee MA] cell tower (Sent by Diane Scannell, dsbsd@comcast.net) -

Hello elehrer,

Diane Scannell (dshsd@comcast.net) has sent you a message via your contact form
(https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/contact) at Town of Mashpee MA.

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at https://www.mashpeema.gov/user/2793/edit.
Message:

Hello,

On May 9, 2019 | sent in a letter with a packet contammg 23 articles that support concerns | have with living next to a
cell tower.

| spoke of and submitted articles covering concerns such as noise, vibration, odor, smoke, ﬂymg debris, flres,
collapsing towers and rf guideslines being exceeded (gwdelmes are already 100 times the limit than other countries and
a-search found 1 in 10 in violation).

Also, | included but | think | forgot to mention in the Ietter articles on the deprematlon of house values near a celi
‘tower. I'm writing to make sure that wasn't overlooked.

These are all very serious concerns and | hope they will be considered as such, along with considering it is not zoned,
We voted NO and there is a better solution to New Seabury's dilemma.

‘Thank You,
Diane (and Dennis) Scannell
108 Degrass rd.




May 9, 2019

Dear Planning Board,

As someone who lives directly behind the proposed cell tower location, | have concerns | would have to deal
with daily as ! look at this giant eyesore. (possibly even higher than the 150 ft. as per section 6409 (a) of the
middle class tax relief job creation act of 2012, if | am understanding correct.) ' ‘

Other concerns are nolise, vibration, odor, smoke and flying debris (on a windy day, debris surly could travel
outside the fall zone and into my yard where my family, which includes small children reside) as | have
researched and found these to be some of the issues related to living next to a cell tower.

I have enclosed 23 articles that suppport my concerns, such as a report from Wall Street Journal and a few
additional saying the same; 1 in 10 cell/grid towers violate RF radiataion rules, finding emmissions well above
the limit which is already 100 times higher than other Countries. multiple reports say six engineers examined
more than 5,000 sites and found the same to be true. Adding that the FCC has only issued two citations to
mobile operators since rules were adopted in 1996. And that the FCC says it "does not have the resources of
the personel to routinely monitor the emissions for all of the thousands of transmitters that are subject to FCC
jurisdiction” they also state the FCC does not even have a database of cell sites.

" Another lists Cell Tower Fires and Collapsing Towers. Another story describes the screeching noise, and
another on the constant humming they are forced to endure while living next to a cell tower.

]

No doubt these conditions will effect my family's quality of life in a negative manner if this project is approved.

I See multiple other reasons this location is not the correct solution to the gap in coverage. Such as it is not
zoned for a commercial business, we voted NO against rezoning, and much of the gap area will see no
improvement,

Other locations could better serve the gap area. (In the Isotope report done by David Maxim for the Cape Cod
Commission, he himself stated "The wirelesss carriers prefer to place new facilities in the area of poorest
service. This would be about 3/4 mile south of the proposed site near the intersection of Hush Rd. and Great
Oak Rd

A location more to the south would better serve the densly developed New Seabury area, providing better
coverage and more capacity to where the demand for service Is likely the highest. There is a pocket in
Popponesset that would not realize substantial improvement in service from the proposed facility."

| do not believe the conditions exist to force appoval and | have faith that will be thoroughly proven. | strongly
feel if this project is going to be done, it should be done right and put where it is needed.

- lam disheartened at what | have witnessed with some of the other board members and town officials
throughout this process. | am hoping to regain my faith that our local government is in place to support ALL of
Mashpee's residents and works to protect our town for future generations to enjoy in a environment of harmony.

Thank You,
Diane Scannell
108 Degrass Rd.
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by RFsafe.com | see original article taRE BACK YOUR

Radiation “safety” guidelines from the industry-run FCC allow for 100x higher radiation than nations like
China, Poland and Russia. And tens of thousands of towers are still illegal. What will be the fallout? imags:

crazymela.com

Parents that are concerned about the surge inschool districts in America which lease-out rooftops
directly above their children’s heads for the placement of high power microwave transmitters — have
something new to worry about according to the Wall Street Journal.-

Turns out that there is somewhere around 30,000 non-compliant cell phone towers in the USA that
expose unsuspecting residents, school children and even their maintenance workers to dangerous
levels of microwave radiation.

On Thursday, lanthe Jeanne Dugan and Ryan Knutson did a story for the Wall Street Journal, Cellphone
Boom Spurs Antenna-Safety Worries.

They found of the more than 300,000 cell phone tower locations—rooftops, parks, stadiums and schools
—(which is nearly double the number from 10 years ago), that “One in 10 sites violates the rules”. This is
according to six engineers who examined more than 5,000 sites during safety audits for carriers and local
municipalities, underscoring a major safety lapse in the wireless tower network that transmits
microwave radiation to your cell phone.

At a time when the health effects of cell phone radiation are being debated world-wide, the WSJ
uncovers that cell tower carriers are not being held accountable for the health risk caused by unsafe cell




phone tower installation. The FCC has isstexjasiuxcitatipss for safety violations since adﬁg the O
s in 1996. The FCC says it lacks resourged @W@Rantenna. . - ‘

“It's like having a speed limit and no police,’ said Marvin Wessel, an engineer who has audited more than
3,000 sites and found one in 10 out of compliance.

The engineer went as far as showing the journalist first hand how commonplace it is to find cell phone
towers putting nearby residents at risk from wireless radiation.

Mr. Wessel strolled through a residential area near Echo Canyon Park and spotted lawn chairs near a -
Mobile cell phone antenna painted brown to match a fence. His radiation meter showed emissions were
well above radio frequency radiation safety limits.

After being alerted by The Wall Street Journal, T-Mobile added warning signs and roped off a patch in
front of the antenna with a chain. “The safety of the public, our customers and our employees is a
responsibility that all of us here at T-Mobile take very seriously,’ said a T-Mobile spokeswoman.

At high levels, microwave-frequency radiation can cook human tissue, the FCC said, potentially causing
cataracts and temporary sterility and other health issues.

The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health began studying that question after the World
Health Organization in 2011 categorized RF radiation as a possible carcinogen, based on research by
over 30 scientists, said Gregory Lotz, the top RF expert for NIOSH, And the National Toxicology Program
at the National Institutes of Health is exploring lower-level RF exposure.

An FCC guideline written after the rules were adopted notes studies showing “relatively low levels” of RF
radiation can cause “certain changes in the immune system, neurological effects, behavioral effects,’ and
other health issues, including cancer. '

Insurers are becoming concerned, and many will not insure against health risk from cell phone radiation.
Hartford Financial Services Group Inc. and A.M. Best Co,, the insurance-rating agencies, have flagged RF
Radiation as an emerging risk. They wrote in a 2013 report that if RF radiation is linked to health
problems it “could ultimately lead to large losses.’ '

What are the chances that one of these unsafe cell phone towers is exposing your children to
hazardous levels of radiation?

More probable than you think according to Dallas Independent School District. The Dallas ISD currently
has 17 leases with cellular communication companies who pay to use the property. Fifteen of those
antennas are currently on campuses where school children spend much of their day.

Some of the school campuses already exposing the children to cell tower radiation include Lincoln High
School (just outside the building), and the football field light tower at Hillcrest High School. WT. White



High School will also be getting an antennagirtheneak futficei The contracts bring in revenue &D‘SD

=rearly $400,000 per year. p @ W E R

But is it worth risking the health of our children knowing 1 in 10 aren’t even in compliance with safety
guidelines?

Parents at one Dallas 1SD elementary school don't think so, and squashed a plan to put a cell phone tower
on top of a school building.

Approximately 50 moms and dads attended, listening to a presentation from a Verizon representative.

Verizon proposed camouflaging the cell phone equipment on the school, installing it on the outside of a
smoke stack and then wrapping the smake stack in a faux brick fagade. But most of the objections had
nothing to do with looks. '

“| have two children here, and | just don’t want a cell phone tower near children. | don’t see any reason,’
said parent Julie Graves. “It's about radiation exposure and brains development. They really just don't
have any data on safety.’

Graves was one of several parents in attendance who voiced objection.
In the end, the DISD representative in attendance — the district’s property manager — asked for a vote.

When nearly everyone raised a hand in opposition, the Verizon and DISD répresentative said it was
over.

For the safety of your children, RF Safe pleads that all parents do the same whenever a cell phone tower
is being placed on your child’s school grounds!

Original article: www.rfsafe.com/wsj-one-10-cell-phone-towers-violate-rf-rad iation-safety-rule

Comment from Joel M. Mosko witz, PhD (www.saferemr.com):

When | first learned about this story six weeks ago, | hoped the reporters would explore the nonthermal
risks to the general public from cell phone tower radiation instead of just focusing on the thermal risk to
workers. As the article mentions, one in ten cell phone towers was found to emit more microwave
radiation than the Federal regulations allow in terms of occupational exposure, Moreover, the
occupational limit is 5 times more permissive than the Federal limit that the FCC adopted for the general
public so members of the public may be exposed to illegal levels of cell phone radiation even though they
are much farther away from the towers than workers. The so-called 50-fold safety factor mentioned in
the article has been debunked by some researchers in a submission to the FCC. This means that many
people may not be protected from the heating effects of cell phone tower radiation as ten percent of the
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"The current US standard for cell site radiation in the US is 580-1000
microwatts per square centimetre. Many other countries have set levels
hundreds of times lower. The reason for the disparity is that no one really
knows what level of cell tower radiation is safe. Current limits have been
influenced more by economic and political imperatives than by research into
health and safety.

Cell phone tower radiation limits Electromagnetic ...
wwvyoulube.comiwalch?v=0ziYS2mbGeA

Is this ansveer helpful?

Cell Phone Tower Radiation Limits - National Environmentai ...
hilps://sites,google.com/.. /research/cell-phone-towers

The lower Himit for reported human heallh effects has dropped 100- fold below the safely standard (for
mobile phones and PDAS); 1000- (o 10,000-fold for other wireless (cell towers al dislance; WI-Fi and
WLAN devices). The entire basis for safely standards is called inlo quastion,...

Cellular Phone Towers - Information and Resources about ...
hitps/iwww.cancer.orgl.. /cellular-phons-towers.him| ~

Third, even il RF waves were somehow able to affect cells In the body at higher doses, the level of RF
waves present at ground level is very low ~ weli below the recommended limits. Levals of energy from
RF waves near cell phone towers are not significantly different from the background levels of RF
radlation in urban areas {rom other sources, such as radio and {elevision broadcas! stalions,

Electromagnetic Radiation Safety: Cell Tower Health Effects
Mips:/iwwvr.saferemr.com/2015/04/cell-tower-heallh-effects himi =

Resources regarding cefl tower radiatlon. Eleclromagnelic Radiation Safely ... Federal regulalions
ignore the hundreds of studies (hat find harmful bio-effects from long-lerm exposure to non-thermal levels
of cell phone radiation. ... and far (>300 m) from the mobile phone base stations. The safely limits for
public exposure from mobile phone ...

Cell phone tower radiation limits Electromagnetic ...
hilps:/iveww.youiube,.comivalch?v=8z1Y§2mbGcA

Apr 13, 2010 - Radiatlon levals from a singte cell sile vary,
depending on usage. Even mainlenance issues can affect how much
radlation a celil site Is currently producina. Radlatlon around a sin...
Author: bluetubeheadsat

Views: 2.7K

Cell Towers - Safe Space Protection
hips:/iwv.safespaceprotection.comV...femif-health-effecis/celi-towers ~

Cell Phone Tower Exposure Overview. Human populalion centers are flooded wilh massive amounts of
powerful wireless microwave radiation. Gell phone towers emit high-frequency radio waves, or
microwaves, that can lravel as far as 45 miles over level lerrain. ..,

Cell Tower Health Risks | EM Watch

hilps:/lemwaich.com/cell-tower-heallh-risks ~

Legal Cell Tower Radiatlon Levels. The current legal limit for cell sile radlation in the US and the UK is
1000 microwalts per square cantimetre. Other countries have set limiis as low as 1 microwalt per square
centimelre! Switzerland, ltaly, China and others manage perfactly well with a limlt of 10 microwatis per
square cenlimelre,

What are the permitted frequencies of cell tower radiation ...
htips:/Avvrw.quora.comMhat-are-the-pemmilied-frequencles-of-cell...

The minislry will conduct random checks for RF exposure. Violation of radiation limits or non-
certification will entail a fine of Rs b lakh per tower.". Talecom service providers will have to tweak the
cell towers to adhere to lhe new RF level standards and also ready them for the new 1800 MHz
frequency speclrum,

Cell Tower Radiation Testing - RF Exposure Assessment
vav.emifservices,com/cell-towers.him ~

Ragulallons adopted by he Faderal Communicati o] isslon (FCC) in 1996, and fully
implemented in 2000, Himit human exposure o electromagnetic radlation from cell phone, broadcasl,
and other radioc communication systems,

Cell towers and mobile phone radiation norms in India
hiips:iwviv themobileindlan.com/newis/cell-towers-and-moblle-phone... v




Cell lowers and mobile phone radialior} norms In India. From Seplember 1, the Depariment of Telecom
villl ensure thal the exposure fimits for radio frequency fields {1800 MHz) vill be brought dovn by one
{enth to 0.92 Waft per square meler conipared to lhe currenl standard 8.2 Watt per square maeter.

Author; Samir Makwana

Mabile phone radiation and health - Wikipedia
hups://en.wlklpedIa.org/wikMMoblle_phone_radlatlon_and_heal(h -

Mobile phone radlation and heatth. Mobile phones use electromagnetic radiation in the microwave
range (450-3800 MHz and 24-80GHz in 5G mobite). Other digital wireless systems, such as data |
communication nalworks, produca similar radiation.
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One in TEN Cell Phone Antenna Sites Violates Gov't
Limit on Excessive EMF Radiation

@ One In TEN Cell Phone Antenna Sites Violates Gov't Limit on Excessive EMF Radiation

Posted on February 5, 2015February 5, 2015 by Melissa Melton Posted in Our Health

One in TEN Cell Phone Antenna Sites Violates Gov't Limit on
Excessive EMF Radiation (http:/truthstreammedia.com/one-in-
ten-cell-phone-antenna-sites-violates-govt-limit-on-excessive-
emf-radiation/)

By Melissa Melton | Originally posted at The Daily Sheeple (hﬁnd/m.ﬁe/QZTTii~stL
Did you know there are over 2.3 million (http://antennasearch.com/) cell towers and antennas blanketing the
United States right now? '

That's a lot of electromagnetic frequency right there.

While some people, including myself, have pointed out that it's ridiculous to find a giant cell tower erected
literally on an elementary school basketball court right next to the playground
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e ASm5KwM]xs) or placing them directly on school rooftops
(hitps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s-MBEiAmeqU), this is becoming more and more common to the point
there are so many towers and antennas everywhere, they are beginning to blend in with the scenery as if
having this many of these things is just natural now.

Pretty soon, no matter where you go in this country, you'll be within mere feet of at least one cell tower or
antenna (but likely many more).
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One in 10 cell sites violate FCC rules aimed at limiting RF impacts,

says report

by Tammy Parker | Octé, 2014 11:47am

Fierce\Wireless

The steadily rising numbers of antenna sites for
cellular networks, many of which are being
deployed In stealth fashion for agsthetic appeal, are

raising eyebrows among those concerned

about

the impacts of excessive radio-frequency (RF)

radiation.

Six engineers examined more than 5,000 sites and
found on average that one in 10 of those sites
violated FCC rules requiring, among other things,
the use -of barricades and signs {o prevent people
from getting too close, according to the Wall Street
Journal, Despite those findings, the publication
reported that the FCC ‘has only issued two citations

to mobile operators since rules were adop
1096. :

ted in

Under a consent decree signed with the FCC this
past spring, Verizon Communications (NYSE: VZ)
agreed to pay $50,000, train employees and
contractors, and check other sites after it was
accused of RF violations in Pennsylvania and

Connecticut related to unlocked access to
and a missing sign.

a rooftop

Further, in one recent instance, engineer Marvil

Wessel spotted lawn chairs near a T-Mobi
(NYSE:TMUS) antenna installation whose

le US

emissions violated safety limits. The structure was

painted brown to match a fence. Upon not

ification

from the Wall Street Journal, T-Mobile installed
warning signs and a chain to restrict access in front

of the antenna.

However, property owners and residents often
‘become upset regarding RF notification signs,
which they oppose due to aesthetics and concerns
they might reduce their property vaiue, Tamara
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Preiss, Verizon's vice ;resident of federal
regulatory affairs, told the FCC via letter in
February that tenants at a condo cdomiplex in New
York City had hired a lawyer and demanded the
operator remove RF notification signs froma
ferrace access point.

According to the FCC, because of the height and
manner in which most cellular antennas are
deployed, ground-level exposures are much less
than exposures if one were at the same height and
directly in front of an antenna. "Measuremenits
rmade near typical-cellular and PGS installations,
especially thoge with fower-mounted antennas,
‘have shown that ground-level power densities are
thousands of times less than the FCC's limits for
safe exposure," according to a special FCC

wehpage.

The commission acknowledges that cellular
antennas mounted at rooftop locations could
expose people to RF fevels greater than those
typically encountered on the ground. "However,
once again, exposures approaching or exceeding
the safety guidelines are only likely to be
encountered very close to and directly in front of
the antennas," the FCC said.

Some studies have shown that RF radiation might .
have immune system and neurological éffects,
among other things. When it comes to any link
between RF exposure and cancer, the FCC notes,
"Results to date have been inconclusive."

In addition to concerns about public exposure to RF
radiation, there are worries about the impact-on
laborers regularly working near cell sites. The FCC
has set separate RF limits for the general public
and those working near antennas, and workers
who venture within 20 feet in front of an antenna
-are supposed to-have special training and carry RF
monitors.

Industry trade group CTIAhas said cellular
antennas are deployed in more than 300,000 U.S.
locations, but the FCC says that it "does not have
the resources or the personnel to routinely monitor
the emissions for all of the thousands of
transmitters that are subject to FCC jurisdiction.”
The FCC does not even have a database of cell
sltes.

Peter Chaney,‘director of safety and health for the
‘Mechanical Contractors Association of America,
told the Wall Street Journal that such a database
would help protect workers. “We want workers to
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' ¢
know that the antennas are there and that there

may be a potential hazard," he said.

For more: .
- see this Wall Street Journal article
-.gee this FCC webpage

Related articles:

input sought on new siting Tules that-would expand
broadband rollouts

FCC launches inquiry into cell phone radiation
effects

Study finds no evidence of health risk from mobile
phones :

Small cells, DAS and Wi-Fi aren't universally loved

Suggested Articles

Wireless

24 GHz auction moves to five
rounds per day

by Monica Alleven
Apr 3, 2019 12:39pm

Wireless

Qualcomm exec Davis heads
to Intel as new CFO

by Kendra Chamberlain
Apr 3, 2019 11:37am

Wireless

O-RAN ties the knot with the
Linux Foundation

by Linda Hardesty
Apr 3, 2019 11:30am
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Dld you know there are over 2.3 million cell towers and antenhas
blanketing the United States right now?

That’s a lot of electromagnetic frequency right there.

While some people, Including myself, have pointed ot that it’s ridiculous
to find a glant cell tower erected literally on an elementary school
basketball court right next to the playground or placing them directly on
school rooftops, this Is becoming more and more common to the point

CLICK HERE
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CBDR

AN EEETAS EXTENTE & S

PURE CANNAB

there are so many towers and antennas everywhere, they are beginningte -

blend in with the scenery as If havlng thls many of these things Is just
natural now.

Pretty soon, no matter where you go in th#s eeuntw, youfl be w}t»hlri mere
feet of at least one cell tower or antenna (but llkely many more),




Well, according to the Wall Street Journal, a team of six englneers
evaluated more than 5,000 of these cltes and found that one in ten is
violating the rules on excessive radiation.

i : Federal rules require carriers to use barricades, signs and

THE IMPOSSIBLE AMERICAN " tralning to protect people from excessive radio-frequency

g’?g&gg%&%lggﬂm _radiation, the waves of electric and magnetic power that-carry e
signals. The power isn't considerad harmful by the time It

i e ﬁ—] reaches the street, but It can be a risk for workers and

THE BIRTH residents standing directty in front of an antenna.

Df"lilflulllll-'nﬂm.@

' sILVER COMPANY T8 One In 10 sites violates the rules, according to six engineears
u po “ us ! whao examined more than 5,000 sites during safety audits for
‘ ‘ : carriers and local municipalities, underscoring a safety lapse

in the network that makes cellphones hum, at a time when
the health effects of antennas are belng debated world-wide.

Putting aside the argument about what megacorporations that want to sell
you stuff wili tell you Is and {sn‘t harmful, this Is Insane.

We are all being exposed to this more and more every day.

HH'[H][E Oh, and apparently the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has

=i im T : ¥
‘ [p'ﬂE‘ HD Eﬂ [E ﬁ § ! only fesued TWO — that's two — citations to cell carriers since adopting

these limits nearly twenty years ago way back in 1996,

\ '[‘1
}3 ILM] E [}D [(Gﬁ n M ‘ Why? Because, “the FCC says it lacks resources to monitor each antenna.”

PHEPARE YOURSELF § s engineer Marvin Wessel told WSJ, Is ke having speed Timiit signs but
IF(EIEI Amv MS As‘ﬂ‘ﬁm no police to enforce them... meaning it's POINTLESS to even have radiation
. limits If no one Is monitoring that these ‘companles are adhering-to them.
— The whole set up requires an awful lot of trust in communications
BORDER AGENTS RESCUE MIGRANT - companies who have already demonstratéd through t*:}no’wden 1ea'[(5‘fhat
THREE KIDS

MOTHER AND HER they dori‘t really care about thelr custormers’ rights at all.

RIGHT BEFORE THEY DROWNED IN : . ]

THE RIO GRANDE Kk ‘Go the FCC doesn't have the proper resources £6 actually hold cell phone
WM M WITH A GUN éTOPS = companies accountable If thelr towers and antennas are ernitting harmful

s}

ABDUCTION ATTEMPT radiation levels well above federal limits, but said companies are allowed
— : 10 just continue to blanket our nation with themt at an alarming pace
IDAHO TO RESTORE SECOND anyway?7? ‘

AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO 18 YEAR c . T
OLDS. : . Makes sense, right? . e

" JLHAN OMAR INVESTIGATED OVER - l}sed to be antennas were only on towers that are easily visually '
ALLEGED PERSONAL USE OF tecognizable. Nowadays these antennas can be hidden, painted to bleénd
CAMPAIGN FUNDS Into the background and people might not ‘even realize they’re hanging out

- “near one, This is what Wessel Is talking about, again via WSJ:;
PROPOSED VOTING CHANGES ARE

ALL ABOUT POWER
- o On a sweltering June day in Phoenix, Mr. Wessel strolied
Bﬁ%‘cﬁ#’s" Aﬁ}‘},‘ﬁ?&ﬁms through a residential area near Echo Canyon Park and spotted
SOUABBLE OVER ADDITIONAL AID - 3
T% HURRTO RICO ' [awn chairs near a T-Mobile US Inc, cellular anpenna painted
i brown to match a fence, His monitor showed emissions well
"UNPLANNEDY SUCCESS DESPITE above safety fimits.
TWITTER SABOTAGE After belng alerted by The Wall Street Journal, T-Mobile added
warning signs and roped off a patch In front of the antenna
gggﬁ%Ngg%‘g}lm g&“@?ﬂ%ﬁm ’ With a chain. “The safety of the public, our customers and our
%&IAS TOP DEMOCRATS employees Is a responslbility that all of us here at T-Mobile
. . . take very serfously,” sald a T‘qulle spokeswoman,
COLORADO SHERIFEF VOWS TO ST
IN JAIL RATHER THAN ENFORCE:

‘PROPOSED RED FLAG LAW S0 why Ts this an Issue?
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VIETNAM VETERANS DAY
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DOWN AS CHAIRMAN OF THE
HOUSE INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE

At very high Ie\}els, radlo-frequency radiation can cook human
L t‘i_s'sue’, the FCC said, potentiatly causing cataracts ard
temporary sterifity and other health issues,

To buffer peaple from these “thermal” effects, the FCC set two
limits for how much RF people can absorb—one for the
. general public, and an “occupational” limit five times higher
" for people trained to work near antennas. The higher level is
still 10 times below the thermal level. ‘

Carrlers have to restrict access near antennas that are above
the limits. Warkers and others who venture Into hot zones—
generally up to 20 feet In front of an antenna—must be
tralned and have RF monitors.

Realize this man said one in TEN of these locations is OUT OF

COMPLIANCE regard to EMF radiation, emitting levels welf beyond
FCC limits for public safety and health.

Now back to the fact that we have over 2.3 milllon of these all over the
country and counting..,

Your body also has electromagnetic fields, but somehow we're supposed to
‘beheve these griificial EMF emitters surrouniding us gren't affecting us
every single day and somehow disturbing the growth of cells and the flow
of Information between our cells?

The Blolnitiative Working Group put out a report in 2007 which concluded
the existing public safety standards are Inadequate anyway. Evidence has
shown EMF:

Affects gene and protein expreasslon (Transcrlptomlc and Proteomlc
Research) :
Has genotoxic effects -~ RFR and ELF-DNA damage

Induces stress response (Stress Proteins)

Affects immune function

Affacts Neurclogy and behavior .

Causes childhood cancers (Leukemia)

Impacts melatonin production

Promotes breast cancer (Melatonin links In'laboratory and cell
studies) .
» Contributes to Alzheimer’s Disease

Other studies link EMFs to: o
» Enzyme changes that affect DNA and cell growth which can result
In cancer and birth defects
» Fetal abnormalities, likely caused by enzyme changes
Gene expression changes, which creates stress on your body and.
-even result In cancer
Changed metabolism and increased cell growth
Increased production of stress proteins within celis
Chronic stress, which can lead to heart conditions among others
Neuro-hormone changes, which can result In memory loss and
Impalired brain function

The bottom line?

We are basically living in an open air sclence experlment on so many
fronts In this country and cell phone towers are definitely one of them, We
have no Idea how this is golng to look even a decade or two from now,
especlally for the poor people who work for cell phone companies who are
coming Into direct, close contact with these things on a dally basls.

If you live in an urban, suburban or even semi-rural area, you wili
probably be pretty surprised at just how many towers and antenna are
humming alf around you right now. They are Installing towers and
antennas on school rooftops, In church steeples, on our municlpal water
towers, and In everything from fakeé trees to fake cement blocks on




¢
buildings that are meant to blend In with the rest of the bullding materials.
They are no longer as obvious as they used to be, and thus, no longer as
easy to avold. : .

Do a search for your address at Antenna Search.com, You might be
surprised how many of these things llve near you.

Delivered by The Daily Sheeple
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breaking news and videos (Click for details)-

Contributed by Melissa Dykes of The Daily Sheeple.

Melissa Dykes Is a writer, researcher, and analyst for The Daily Sheeple
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WSJ Reports One in 10 Cell Phone Towers V|olate
RF Radiation Safety Rules

f& CELL PHONE RADIATION (HTTPS://WWW.RFSAFE,COM/CATEGORY/CELL-PHONE-RADIATION/)

- in
(hitps://twitter@dtp/ittemytinketin.com/shareArticle?
text=WSJ - ministrue&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rfsafe.com%2Fwsj-

Reports one-

One 10-
in10 cell-

Cell phone-
Phone towers-
Towers violate-
Violate =~ rf-

RF radiation’P

f Radiatio®+ safety- (http:/pinterest.com/pin/create/button/?
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Parents that are concerned about the surge in school
districts in America which lease-out rooftops directly above
their children’s heads for the placement of high power
microwave transmitters — have something new to worry
about according to the Wall Street Journal.

Turns out that there is somewhere around 30,000 non-
compliant cell phone towers in the USA that expose
unsuspecting residents, school children and even their
maintenance workers to dangerous levels of microwave
radiation. '

Cn Oct. 2, 2014. {anthe Jeanne Dugan and Ryan Knutson did

a story for the WSJ, Cellphone Boom Spurs Antenna-Safety
Worries (http./online. ws}. com@rﬁc/es[ce[/ghaae-goam- _
spurs-antenna-safety-worries-141. 0557mod=_newsreel 4.

They found of the more than 300,000 cell phone tower locations—rooftops, parks,'stadiums and
schools—(which is nearly double the number from 10 years ago) that “One in 10 sites violates the
rules”. This is according to six engineers who examined more than 5,000 sites durlng safety audits
for carriers and local municipalities, underscoring a major safety lapse in the WIreIess tower network

Cell Phone Tower Radiation

that transmits microwave radiation to your cell phone.

At a time when the health effects of celI phone radiation are belng debated world-W|de, the WSJ
uncovers that cell tower carriers are not being held accountable for the health risk caused by unsafe
cell phone tower installation. - The FCC has issued just two citations for safety: violatlons since

. adopting the rules in 1996. The FCGC says it lacks resources to monitor each antenna

“It's like having a speed limit and no police,’ said Marvin Wessel, an engineer who has audited more
than 3,000 sites and found one in 10 out of compliance.

‘The engineer went as far as éhowing the journalist first hand how commonplace it is to find cell
phone towers putting nearby residents at risk from wireless radiation.

Mr. Wessel strolled through a residential area near Echo Canyon Park and spotted lawn chairs near a
T-Mobile cell phone antenna painted brown to match a fence. His radiation meter showed emissions
were well above radio frequency radiation safety limits.

After being alerted by The Wall Street Journal, T-Mobile added.Warning signs and roped off a patch
in front of the antenna with a chain. “The safety of the public, our customers and our employees is a
responsibility that all of us here at T-Mobile take very seriously,” said a T-Mobile spokeswoman.




¢

At high levels, microwave-frequency radiation can cook human tissue, the FCC said, potentially
causing cataracts and temporary sterility and other health Issues.

The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health began studying that question after the
World Health Organization in 20'11 categorized RF radiation as a possible carcinogen, based on
research by over 30 scientists, said Gregory Lotz, the top RF expert for Niosh. And the National
Toxicology Program at the National Institutes of Health s exploring lower-level RF exposure.

An FCC guideline written after the rules were adopted notes studies showing “relatively low levels”
of RF radiation can cause “certain changes in the immune system, neurological effects, behavioral
effects,” and other health issues, including cancer.

Insurers are becoming concerned, and many will not insure against health risk from cell phone
radiation. Hartford Financial Services Group Inc. and A.M. Best Co., the insurance-rating agencies,
have flagged RF Radiation as an emerging risk. They wrote in a 2013 report that if RF radiation Is
linked to health problems it “could ultimately lead to large losses.” o

What are the chances that one of these unsafe cell phone towers is éxpos'ing your children to
“hazardous levels of radiation? B

More probable than you think accordlng to Dallas Independent School Distrlct The Dallas ISD
currently has 17 leases with cellular communication companles who pay to use the property. Fifteen
of those antennas are, currently on campuses Where school children spend much of thelr day.

Some of the school campuses already exposlng the chiidren to cell tower radiation include, Lincoln
High School (just outside the building) and the football field light tower at Hiiicrest High Schooi W T.
White High School will also be getting an antennae in the near future The contracts bring in fevenue
- for DISD — nearly $400,000 per year.

But is it worth risking the health of our children knowing 1 in 10 aren't even in compliance with safety
guidelines?

Parents at one Dallas I1SD elementary school don't think so, and squashed a plan to put a cell phone
tower on top of a school building.

Approximately 50 moms and dads attended, listening to a presentation from a Vetizon
representative,

Verizon proposed camouflaging the cell phone equipment on the school, installing it on the outside
of a smoke stack and then wrapping the smoke stack in a faux brick fagade. But most of the
abjections had nothing to do with looks.



¢
“| have two children here, and | just don't want a cell phone tower near children. | don't see any

reason,” said parent Julle Graves. "It's about radiation exposure and brains development. They really
just don't have any data on safety.”

Graves was one of several parents in attendance who voiced objection,

In the end, the DISD representative in attendance — the district's property manager — asked for a
vote.

When nearly everyone raised a hand in opposition, the Verizon and DISD representative said it was
over.

For the safety of your children, RF Safe pleads that all parents do the same whenever a cell phone
tower is being placed on your child’s school grounds!

TAGS  CELL PHONE RADIATION (HTTPS:/WWW.RFSAFE.COM/TAG/CELL-PHONE-RADIATION/)

CELL PHONE TOWER RADIATION (ans://www.nFsAFE.coMffAG/CE@.—PHQNE-TQWER-RAmAT"lom)
CELL PHONE TOWERS (HTTPS:/WWW.RFSAFE.COM/TAG/CELL-PHONE-TOWERS/) K
CHILDREN (HTTPS:/WWW.RFSAFE.COM/TAG/CHILDREN/)

HEALTH EFFECTS (HTTPS:/WWW.RFSAFE.COM/TAG/HEALTH-EFFECTS/)
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By B.N. Frank

On October 2. 2014, The Wall Street Journal
published, “Cellphone Boom Spurs Antenna-Safety
Worries.” -

If you aren’t a WSJ subscriber, you will only have
access to the first 2 paragraphs of the article.

The antennas fueling the nation’s cellphone
boom are challenging federal safety rules
that were put in place when signals largely
radiated from remote towers off-limits to
the public.-

Now, antennas are in more than 300,000
locations—rooftops, parks, stadiums—nearly
double the number of 10 years ago,
according to the industry trade group CTIA.

Other organizations weighed in on the findings in
this article.
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From RFSafe.com in 2014: “WSJ Reports One in 10
Cell Phone Towers Violate RF Radiation Safety
Rules”"

1. According to 6 engineers who examined more
than 5,000 sites, “one in 10 sites violated the
rules”. In 2014, that was 30,000.

2. Cell tower carriers were not being held

accountable for the health risk caused by unsafe

cell phone tower installation.

3. The FCC said it lacked resources to monitor
each antenna. ' '

4. Since 1996, The FCC had issued 2 citations for
safety violations.

5. One engineer demonstrated to a WSJ journalist
how common it was to find cell phone towers in
violation of federal safety standards.

6. An FCC guideline written after the rules were
adopted noted studies showing “relatively low
levels” of RF radiation can cause:

= certain changes in the immune system
= neurological effects

» behavioral effects”

= other health issues, including cancer.
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That 5G Is Safe

MAY 7,
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According to a February 9, 2018 segment on the Dr.  zWistesunel=1  Flectios
Oz show, telecom companies want to install all | mog Rx
these 5G towers primatily to enable Americans to | Online
binge-watch, surf, and post online at high speeds Ggurses :
without the threat of being disconnected or having with Drs.

Dietrich
screens freeze-up. Klinghar

. dt,
Many Americans as well as municipal Martin

governments have been fighting this. Some have v Pall, and
filed lawsuits. More
Regardi
FCC Chairman, Ajit Pai, many of our elected ‘ ng
officials, and telecom companies insist that Electros
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Meteorol
ogists

According to a recent article from The Center for Warning
Public Integrity, they seem willing to do and say . 5G Tech

. : Could
Whatever it takes to ge; this done. Interfere

with
Weather
Forecast
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ing Satellites and Lives Could Be
5G promises to generate huge profits for the Lost
wireless companies, with as much as $250
billion in service revenue expected annually by MAY 7,
2025. And 5G will unleash an economic boom, 2019
say supporters of pre-empting local rules. They A Does
frequently cite a report by the consulting firm A : Driving
Accenture, which concluded that wireless firms Stress
will invest $275 billion over the next seven You
years deploying small cells, creating 3 million gl‘ill:;inati
jobs and eventually boosting the national g
economy by $500 biltion annually. : Sources
of
The study appears everywhere — mentioned by : Wireless
FCC commissioners in speeches, cited in an Radiatio
official FCC docket, in wireless carriers’ n May
comments, and in statements by the powerful ’ Help
Washington associations that represent them. [Blue,too
o th, WiFi,
What most don’t mention is that the study was ete).
paid for by the wireless association CTIA, one
of Washington’s top lobbying spenders.
o ' MAY 7,
The wireless industry argues that localities’ 2019
high fees, design requirements and delays in ' . P Ugandan
processing permits have effectively prohibited Regulato
the deployment of broadband, which they ‘ rs Order
argue is a violation of federal law; they’ve ' 13 )
asked the FCC to make that clear in reining in I\OAS:::;S
cities and counties. to
Suspend
Staff
President Trump, you promised if elected, you would Over
give the country back to the people, Coverag
e of
Mr. President, we don’t want cell towers in our yards : Oppositi
and all over our communities. Have mercy. o ~on
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Cell Tower Fires and Collapsing Towers

The first list is from SafeSchoolSPG.org, the second from David Stupin and the third from Walter.
Cooper.

Fires

+ Cell phone tower near Virginia Heritage ngh School ¢atches fi re—- Now it'is leaning
over, http://wtkr.com/2015/06/16/cell-phone- tower-near—herltage hlgh-schqol ‘catches- ﬂre/

+ School Football Field Cell phone tower catches fire in Grandwew OhIO
http://www.dispatch. comicontent/storiesflocal/2014/07/15/0715- grandwew cellphone -tower-
fire.html ' ‘

Sept 13, 2014 Cell tower fire at Thurston High’ sends up smoky plum'e.

-----

27501 8241 htmi

+ Cell tower at Risk of Falling after Fire Atlanta Georgia.
http://iwww.wsbtv.com/videos/news/emergency-crews-worry-cell-tower-may-fall-after/VFQDs/

+ Pennsylvania Fire results in Collapse Fears: Collapse Zone created at baée and they vacated
the buildings: http://www.nbcphiladelphia.com/news/breaking/Cell-Phone-Tower-Fire-Collapse-
Bucks-County-212501221.htmi

+ Cell tower fire closes Rockbridge Road, evacuates day care.
http://Awww.gwinnettdailypost.com/news/2011/dec/02/fire-closes-rockbridge-road/

+ New Jersey Cell Tower Fire:
http://www.nj.com/monmouth/index. $sf/2013/05/cell_tower_ flre knocks out_main mlddletown_
police_ commumcatlons html

+ Explosion near cell tower likely caused by propane leak, lowa
http://www.lemarssentinel.com/story/1641878.html



P .
+ Cell phone tower to be taken down following fire, Georgia.
http://www..ajc.com/news/news/local/celI~phone—tower-to-be-take‘n~down-fo|lowing-ﬁre/nQPC(S/

» Cell phone tower catches fire near U.S. 95 Las Vegas,
http:/lwww.fox5vegas.com/story/20959950/cell-phone-tower-catches-fire-near-us-85

+ Maryland Cell Tower Destroyed by Fire http Iiwww firehouse.com/news/10500668/maryland-celi-
tower-destroyed-by-fire

+ Cell tower catches fire, nearby buildings evacuated, San Bernardino County, California
http://www.dailybulletin.com/20110113/cell-tower-catches-fire-nearby-buildings-evacuated

+ Kansas City Cell Tower Fire closes Interstate 435 https://screen.yahoo.com/raw-video-cell-
tower-fire-213100571.html

+ Osprey nest', electrical problem sparked Poulsbo cell tower fire Washington State
http://iwww.northkitsapherald.com/news/124300644.html ‘

Cell Tower Collapse

+ Acell tower, damaged by fire, has been taken down after it hung precariously over Highway 305.
Washington State. hitp://www.kitsapsun. com/news/2011/Jun/20/h|ghway -305-blocked- aﬁer—cell-
phone-tower-starts/

+ OSHA Investigating Fatal Cell Tower Collapse in Harriéon Cdunty Weét Virgi‘ﬁia 2014:
http://www.wvnstv. com/story/24608973/osha mvestngatmg-fatal—cell tower-collapse in-harrison-
county

* Names released in fatal cell tower collapse. hitp: //www wvva. com/story/24611 430/2014/02/02/a-
wva-cell- tower ‘

‘ 4

« Burning Cell Tower at Risk of Falling in Seminole County, Oregon
http://www.news965.com/news/news/local/cell-phone- tower-burnlng couldnfaII/nZYBg/

+ Oswego, New York Cellular Tower Crushes Chief's Vehicle ‘
http:/iwww.firehouse.com/news/10530195/oswego-new-york-cellular-tower-crushes-chiefs-
vehicle

« Tower collapse: Heavy wind and rain blamed for downing ‘major communications’ equipment in
Berkshires, knocking out police, fire radio service, Massachusetts
http:/iwww.masslive.com/news/index.ssf/2014/03/heavy_wind_and_rain_causes_col.htm!

Worker Deaths and Accidents:

+ Cell Tower Climber Falls 153 Feet, Dies on Impact, Minnesota
http://www.northlandsnewscenter.com/home/Cell-Tower-Climber-Falls-153-Dies-on-impact-
160464075.html
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+ Tulsa Fire Department Rescues Worker From Top Of Cell Phone Tower
http://wnow.worldnow, com/story/23301 861/tulsa-fire- department—rescues-worker—from top-of-
cell-phone-tower

+ Worker who fell 65 feet from cell tower dies: Arizona:
http://azstarnet.com/news/locaI/Crime/worker~who-fel!-feet-from-qelI—tower-
dies/article_c0932089-a4e0-5c14-9ce4-bb2cd8be86c1.himl

+ Worker hurt in 80-ft. fall from cell tower in Marcy New York.
http://www.syracuse.com/news/index.ssf/2011/12/worker_hurt_in_80-ft_fali_from.html

+ Cell phone towers collapse in West Virginia, killing 3
http://www.foxnews.com/us/2014/02/02/ceIl-phone-towers-cotlapse—in—west—virginia-killing-3/

» A Deadly Surge in Tower Climber Accidents http://projects. propublica.org/graphics/cell-tower-
accidents ‘

+ Fatal bandwidth: 6 cell tower deaths in 5 weeks: Indiana, Nebraska, Georgia.
http:/ffortune.com/2008/05/28/fatal-bandwidth-6-cell-tower-deaths-in-5-weeks/

+ Burleson fire dept. rescues man from cell tower, Texas
http://www.wfaa.com/news/local/Burleson-fire-dept-rescues-man-from-cell-tower-,
126770898.html

* Gaithersburg Maryland: Trapped Worker is rescued after freezmg L
http://lwww.nbcwashington. com/news/local/Crews—Work-to Rescue Man From Cell-Phone-
Tower-188069201.html L ;_

+ Texas: Six Hour Rescue for Tower Worker
http:/iwww. statter911.com/2011/08/05/more-than-six- hour-rescue to -get-man- from 760-foot-
Jevel-of-tower-firefighters-in-burleson-texas-tell-their-story/ C

B . 7 N

+ Spokane fire department rescues dangling cell tower worker, Spokane Washington.
http://www.komonews.com/news/local/Fire-department-rescues—da'ngIiné{c;_élktower-wo‘rker-

184691911.html

« Worker rescued after hanging from Charlotte cell phone tower, Charlotte,
http:/Awvww.wtvm.com/story/252 18063/man-trapped-at-top-of-cell-tower-in-east-charlotte

Criminal Activity

+ Two men accused of stealing copper from seven Scotland County cell towers
http://www.fayobserver.com/crime/article_84105af4-cc01-5b8b-9a54-d4b502¢7c402.htmi?
mode=jgqm

« 2014: Copper thefts on the rise: “Since Jan. 1 in Olathe, KS, alone there have been five reports
of cell phone tower break-ins and thefts. Sources say the damage being done to the towers is in
the hundreds of thousands of dollars. The copper is part of the grounding component and
without it, if there’s a lightning strike, it could fry all the electronics inside and make the tower



¢
useless. That means an entire area could be left without service.
http:/iwww.kctv5.com/story/24790956/authorities-make-200000-bust-in-cell-phone-tower-thefts

+ Copper ground wire and a copper bus breaker were stolen from the AT&T cell tower on
Coolspring ‘Church Road http:/fwww.sharonherald.com/policefirecourts/x1450995057/Police-
Fire-for-March-25-2012

+ .Busbars stolen from Centreville MD cell phone tower June 2014
http://Iwww.myeasternshoremd.com/news/queen_annes_county/article_d47bb777-6d9b-5692d-
b0b0-7¢cd7669bcofc.html

« Arrests made for alleged cell tower diesel fuel thefts in Anne Aruhdel County
http://www.wjla.com/articles/201 3/09/robert-murphy-daniel-padgett-arrested-for-alleged-diesel-
fuel-thefts-in-anne-arundel-county-93692. htmi#ixzz3EYFr3gev

+ Copper stolen from-cell tower in Millington MD : Six coppef electrical connectors
http://www.stardem.com/news/looal_news/article_OQd3b662—61d2-56eb—b52c-
4ac85a7440f7.htmi

« MD State Police 10/2013 to 12/2013, the Easton Barrack was contacted regarding the theit of
copper-rich batteries from
several cell tower locations in Dorchester County. https://www.mdsp: org/Orgamzatlon/FleldOper
atlonsBureau/Barracks/BarracklEaston/lMPACTINCAROL!NEDORCHESTERTALBOTCOU NTIE
S.aspx

Falling Ice

+ Tower Ice Félling Video
http:/iwww. youtube com/watch?v=aqy32tzTRkA A

* Giant Icicles Fall From Sky, Smash Cars http://www. theblaze oom/storaes/2011 /01/12/g|ant-
icicles-fall-from-sky-smash-cars/ ' : :

+ FALLING ICE FROM TOWER http:/www.youtube.com/watch?v=eJOhNELFWp4

Falling Debris

« Feb 13, 2012 El Paso Texas, Decorative Frond Falls Frqm Palm Tree Cell Phone Tower, slices
through man’s car. http://www.kvia.com/video/Decorative-Frond-Falls-From-Palm-Tree-Cell-
Phone-Tower-slices-through-man-s-car/17445784

» St. Peters residents raise safety concerns about new cell phone tower: Debris coming in every
storm. http://www.kmov.com/news/st-charles-county-news/St-Peters-residents-raise-safety-
concerns-about-new-cell-phone-tower-246722471. html

. 2[20/2614 Crescenta CAAT&T V\ﬁtﬁdraws Cell Tower Applicatidn: Debris fall off cell tower dnto
residence. http://www.crescentavalleyweekly.com/news/02/20/2014/att-withdraws-cell-tower-
application/
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Other Concerning Situations:

+ Suicidal person falked doWn from Tower:
Florida http://www.theledger.com/article/20100805/news/8055093

+ Teen Talked Down From Cell Tower http://www.nbcchicago.com/news/local/Suburban-Teen-
Rescued-From-Cell-Tower-265033731.html

*kk

Compiled by Dr. David M. Stupin,
retired physicist, Los Alamos National Lab
A joint project of the EMR Policy Institute (www.emrpolicy. org)
and electromcsnentspnng com

Cellular phone gear (antennas) have snapped and caused severe fires.
Towers have also collapsed due to construction errors (31%), to ice (29%),
to special wind (19%), to aircraft (11%) and to anchor failure (10%).
Here are reports of cell towers that have caught fire and collapsed.

Under the list, please find more mformatuon from science writer B Blake Levitt
-about cell tower fires and collapses )

Cell Tower Fires
‘Compiled by Dr. David M. Stupin, retired physicist from Los Alamos National Laboratory

4/14/2006 Temple Hills, Prince George County, MD / ’ ' ' ' o
71412007 Howell, MI B {'5‘."
10/2007 Malibu, CA C e
5/10/2010 Madison, WI '
5/10/2010 Madison, WI

1/13/2011 Rancho Cucamonga, CA

1/21/2011 Poulsbo, WA

1/22/2011 Wall, NJ, Tinton Falls, NJ and Neptune, NJ

1/22/2011 Wall, NJ, Tinton Falls, NJ and Neptune, NJ (video)

12/2/2011 Lilburn, GA

12/2/2011 Lilburn, GA

5/16/2013 Middletown, NJ

5/16/2013 Middletown, NJ (video)

6/21/2013 Bensalem, PA -

7/8/2013 West Salem, OR

718/2013 Bensalem, PA

7/8/2013 Bensalem. PA

8/21/2013 Sanford, FL



1/6/2014 Brownsviﬁe, TX
1/6/2014 Brownsville, TX
2/4/2014 Las Vegas, NV
6/16/2015 Newport News, VA

Collapsing Towers
Compiled by Dr. David M. Stupin, retired physicist from Los Alamos National Laboratory.

5/10/2003 Peoria, IL

11/2/2003 Oswego, New York

3/18/2008 La Merida, CA

112412009 Wellesley, MA

11/10/2009 Torrance, CA

12/14/2009 Tulsa, OK

2/18/2011 Clinton, PA

4/4/2011 Ballard County, KY

10/31/2012 Associated Press — Hurricane Sandy takes out 25% of cell towers in US
3/6/2013 St Louis, MO

3/19/2013 Laredo, TX

5/16/2013 Middletown, NJ

5/28/2013 Copiah County, MS :

7/8/2013 Bensalem, PA I J
7/8/2013 Bensalem. PA . ‘ P
7/20/2013 San Ramon, CA
10/1/2013 Willow, AK

10/20/2013 Jefferson County, MO
10/25/2013 Alascom, AK

1/13/2014 Chewelah, WA

2/2/2014 Clarksburg, WV (2 towers)
3/14/2014 North Adams, MA
3/26/2014 Blaine, KS

5/10/2014 Hudsonville, Mi

For a list of videos showing cell tower collapses, please click here.

Cell tower worker deaths
Girl's cell phone catches fire under her pillow while she sleeps

Yet More....

A cell tower falls across U.S. Route 280 highway in Lee County, Ala., after a tornado struck in the
. area on March 3, 2019. ' ‘

Walter Cooper’s list of cell tower collapses can be found here:
http://www.anticelltowerlawyers.com/anti_cell_lawyer_1_020.htm
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Other Resources
The Canyon Area Residents for the Environment
Ethics in Engineering at Texas A&M University
Mechanical Calculations for Determining Safe Cell Tower Setbacks
Wikipedia list of catastrophlc collapses of broadcast masts and towers
A model letter for municipalities who aim to maintain regulation of telecommunications equipment in
their area

Notes from B. Blake Levitt

www.blakelevit.com

Electromagnet/c Fields: A Consumer’s Guide to the Issues and How to Protect Ourselves

Cell Towers, Wireless Convenience? Or Environmental Hazard? Proceedlngs of the ‘Cell Towers
Forum’— State of the Science, State of the Law

Such potential problems are among the reasons why large setbacks from dwellings/schools/businesses
are recommended — 1500" minimum. Check out the two videos of burning towers — one has useful
info for fire departments. Looks like these kinds of fires are unusual to fight and require creative ,
approaches. Among the causes: overheating of equipment, improper cooling, lightning strikes, and
others. One industry report found that if there's a tower, there is a 100%+ chance per year it will attract
lightening. Even proper grounding does not always offset potential equipment damage/failure from such
massive jolts and sudden ground current, including accessory building and generator explosions.
Accessory buildings and generators contain sulphuric acid in batteries and diésel: THat's why large
setbacks — 400’ minimum — are recommended for accessory buildmgs from wetlands These can be
complicated sites. '
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Petition update

Falling Ice and Debris from Cell Towers

Ed Virnig

Brookfield, United States

Jun 25, 2013 — Ice falling from 15 stories up will travel at 65 miles per hour and hit the ground in 3 -
seconds, causing significant injury to people and damage to property. Here are a few links to fal]mg
ice and debris from cell towers:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aqy32tzTRkA

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=opr20YOIbc

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y WqiSHRwmk8§

:
Shared on Facebook
- » Tweet
* Email

Keep fighting for people power!

Politicians and rich CEOs shouldn't make all the decisions. Today we ask you fo help keep
Change.org free and independent. Our job as a public benefit company is to help petitions like this
one fight back and get heard. If everyone who saw this chipped in monthly we'd secure Change.otg's
future today, Help us hold the powerful to account. Can you spare a minute to become a member
today?

. By DCSC(;V!K Euon
I'll power Change with $5 monthly 2 BB visa e B2
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MAY 12, 2015

Cell Tower Plece Falls Near Marlna

We hear these stories a lot and they are
what drove us to engineer Super Shroud™,
‘Super Shroud™ reduces the risk of cell
~tower shrouds falling since the shroud never
needs to be removed for normal
maintenance service. |

Cell tower mishap concerns marina owner

From the Anna Maria Islander.

Michael Bazzy breathed a sigh of relief April 27 when he learned the large piece of
fiberglass that fell from the Bradenton Beach cell tower landed on his property
without causing any damage.



Yet, Bazzy sent a brief letter that day to city hall with a photo of the panel onthe
ground. ' '

‘| don’t know if it could happen again,” Bazzy said May 5. ‘| know that it
did happen, and it fell on my property. If they are going to take steps to
rectify that and not have it happen again, then that’s fine, but | don't want

it to happen again.”

pdag feg

£7y Wicked Cantir
@} Bradenlon Be

fth 51X

,Beach Marina @

Read the full article
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Cell tower horn blasts neighborhood with
noise

Bird deterrent deactivated after News 6 began asking questions

MIKE DEFOREST




NEWS

( | CLICKORLANDO.com
JGETTING RESULTS.

But people living in the residential community adjacent to the cellphone tower claim the
bird deterrent is also making their neighborhood unwelcoming.

"lt's really very irritating and stressful,' said Hobbs, who contacted News 6 when the loud
noises resumed after about a week of unexplained silence.

According to a city of Orlando spokesperson, the horn does not violate the city's noise
ordinance. '

Under the city code, a noise louder than a prescribed decibel level "may not be exceeded
for longer than 8.3 percent of any measurement period" of at least 30 minutes.

"The offending noise would need to be above the city's noise threshold for over two and a
half minutes," said city of Orlando public information officer Karyn Barber. "This particular
siren does not sustain the noise for that long."

A permit is not required fo use a horn to deter osprey from building a nest, according to the
Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission. "

"However, horn use and other deterrent measures must bedoneina non-injurious
manner" said FWC spokesperson Jamie Rager. "If a nest is present, the nest must be
inactive, (meanmg) it does not contain eggs or flightless CthkS

Hobbs sald she and others have complamed tothe bundmg contractor about the horn, but
it is unclear if any residents specifically spoke with Crown Castle representatives.



NEWS ’ '
r(w CLICKORLANDO com
U 9J,GETTING RESULTS.,

After News 6 contacted the cellphone tower owner, the company acknowledged the
neighbors' concerns and decided to deactivate the horn.

Crown Castle officials said they hope birds will avoid nesting in the tower prior to
demolition.

"We don't have any plans to turn it back on, but we are monitoring it every day," said Public
Affairs Director Andrea Bradford.

Hobbs is grateful the company deactivated the noisemaker.

"The horn is out. The neighborhood is quiet. | can sleep,' Hobbs said. "And I'm much nicer.
today, I'm not grouchy." ’ '

Copyright 2019 by WKMG ClickOrlando - All rights reserved.
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Screeching noise from
cellphone tower frustrates
Mooresville family

Posted: 6:38 PM, Oct 16,2018 Updated: 7:44 PM, Oct 16, 2018

i 5 i By: Nicole Griffin
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MOORESVILLE, Ind. -- Will Adamson first noticed the high-pitched
screeching noise Saturday night.

Adamson could hear it from his family's home. He called the police, and
they determined it was coming from a Verizon cellphone tower nearby.

Mt's screeching - pulling your hair out - crazy mad. I really need someone
to come out and shut this noise off," Adamson said.

Adamson called Verizon and reached a technician. He said they told him
they weren't seeing any alarms and didn't really know what was going on.

" " felt blown off," he said.

Adamson said he was told Verizon would send someone out first thing
Monday mornlng But the screeching continued for days " tose
o ADVERTlSEMENT .
"That thlng still screaming - all the way until midnight - where I went to.
bed and here we are," Adamson said. "It does seem quieter now - but who

knows."



A rter asked Verizon where the noise was coming from, gnd why. ..
They said it was a false alarm coming from a generator at the cell site. The

issue was fixed Tuesday morning,.
Still, Adamson is now concerned about living so close to the tower.

"It might be quiet now, but what was making the noise? And what kind of
frequencies are shooting out of this thing? Makes me wonder if it could be
dangerous,” he said "It's concerning with kids in the house."

Verizon said Adamson wasn't the only persbn concerned. People have
contacted them, wondering about the health impact due to the radio
frequency waves coming from the towers. But Verizon said it's in
compliance with all FCC safety standards and their technology is
constantly reviewed by health and safety organizations.

Copyright 2018 Scripps Medla, Inc. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten, or redistributed.
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Burbank ACTION (Against
Cell Towers In Our
Neighborhood)

Home >

Noise and Nuisance

Get The Cell Out of Here Testimony Of Mr ...

il

Who wants a hoisy cell tower next to your home?

We don't want to live near a T-mobile cell tower base
station. It may look like a fake pine tree, but it's still an
industrial facility.

In fact, if you're wondering what it's like to live next to
and near a T-Mobile cell phone antenna, and all the lights
and noise that come with it, listen to Mr. Ken Howard
speak before the Glendale's City Council members about
his 24/7 experience:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?
v-—OCaOaanuvc&feature player embedded*

(For transcript, see Attachment below.)

Meanwhile, residents in Portland, OR, are angry to

Menu

Burbank residents:
Sign our Petition
now, "Burbank
Residents Oppose

Smart Meters":
http://burbankaction.wordpress.con

Visit our Burbank
ACTION blog:
http://burbankaction.word

Calendar -
upcoming events:
http://burbankaction.word

Go to our "Smart
Meter Concerns”

Section:
https.://sites.qoogle.com/sit
smart-meter-concerns

Join our

facebook page-
network, share and
post info that's going
on in your community,
inform and help other
communities

Click below for more

info:




** Resident website for those in Portland opposing the
massive Clearwire deployment there:
http://www.respectpdx.org

Residents in Blaine, MN, where Clearwire is deploying,
are also upset for aesthetic and other reasons. Read
"Blaine Residents Oppose Wireless Tower in Park" (Dec.
16, 2009) at http://abcnewspapers.com/index.php?
option=com _content&task=view&id=10258&Itemid=27.
The article mentions how Clearwire is working on 644
sites in Duluth, MN. Just go to Yahoo or Google and type
in the keywords "residents oppose Clearwire" to pull
other stories about upset residents trying to fight
Clearwire installations across the nation.

Consumers are upset at Clearwire for other reasons.
Clearwire is currently involved in a class-action lawsuit
regarding its service quality, advertising, and termination
fees . Consumers are reportedly upset when they try to
terminate their contracts upon being dissatisfied with the
service and/or move out of an area that Clearwire
services. Read "Clearwire target of class action suit
alleging false advertising,"
http://www.muniwireless.com/2009/04/23/clearwire-
target-class-action-suit/ and "Clearwme Slapped wrch
Class Action” at

http:// www.consumeraffalrs.com /news04,/2009/04/cleary

and "Clearwire Subscriber File Lawsuit" (with a link to

one of the law firms representing consumers at the end of
the report) at
http://www.legallawhelp.com/news/2009/04/28/clearwi

subscribers-file-lawsuit

Also read Attorney Jonathan Kramer's article and
background information about Clearwire on his website: -
http://telecomlawfirm.com/clearwire/index.php

B

B KENHOWARDTRANS... Klwata, Aug2,2010,2:02 v.2 $

» June 14, 2010 Study
Session and

Upcoming TBD
Community Meeting

+ Dec. 8, 2009 Study
Session & City Hall

~ Meetings

« Nov. 16, 2009
Planning Board and

Nov. 17 City Hall
Meetings

« November 12, 2009
Public Meeting

City of Burbank
website: Wireless
ordinance updates

Burbank Leader
Newspaper Stories
and Editorials

Tools: Reasons To
Deny A Proposed
Cell Tower and/or
push for stronger
regulations:

. Reasonable
Discrimination
Allowed

. Decrease In
Property Value

- We Already
Have Good

Coverage:
Significant Gap
and 911

. Alternative
Locations and
Supplemental
Application
forms
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Stalked By a Cell Tower: "It's Been A Nightmare"

By Andrea Park and Randy Mac
Published May 12, 2015 at 1:13 PM { Updated at B:39 PM PDT on May 12,2015

> %

"Police Say To Carry This

TrySafePersonalAtarm.com

Police say everyone should carry this
new safety device that protects against
attackers, -

OPEN

“TRENDING STORIES

[vibEa ] Caltrans Must Sell
Million-Dollar South
Pasadena Homes for Price of
Car, Judge Rules

A Tarzana couple Is fighling to remove a naisy Verizon cellphone tower located just feet from their
home. Randy Mac reporis for the NBC4 News at 6 p.m. on Tuesday, May 12, 2015. (Published
Tuesday, May 12, 2015)

3 Women in Palmdale
Arrested in Alleged $6 Milllon
Food Stamp Scam

< ? LA Leaders Joln Boycott on
? [P = Beverly Hills, Bel-Air Hotels
Couple Fights to Scam Targets'Job Calirans Homes Sell  Nipsey Hussle
Remove Seekers for Original Low Murder Suspect
Price, Judge Says Arrested [vioeo] Suspected Killer of

Rapper Nipsey Hussle
Arrested: Police

[VioEo | Homeless
Encampment Shooting
Rattles Mar Vista Resldents

A Tarzana couple is fighting for the removal of a noisy Verizon celiphone tower
located just fest from their master bedroom window that can be spotted from
nearly every part of their property.

“lt's been night and day we hear this constant humming,” Michelle Hager told the ‘WEATHER FORECAST

NBCA I-Team. ot ondl vt ot R
[ ¥ WEATHER ALERTS Vievs all

In hatter weather, she and her husband Mark speculated that cooling fans are Los Angeles, CA Change v

adding to the din when temperatures rise,

o
. . . . . g 6 O Clear .
“Summer nights, we can't open our windows," said Mark Hager said. Feels Like 60"

" Radar Forecast Maps

This Is Us :

WATCH LIVE Rebecca helps Kate and Toby care for baby Jack....




Verizon erected the tower three years ago on a spot once occupied by a smaller
utility pole. The couple says they were given no notice, that they've been plagued
by the noise, and that they have feared for their safety and health ever since.

"We're concerned about the placement of it,” Michelle Hager said. “It towers over
our house."

The Hagers worry that in the event of an earthquake or accident, the tower could
crash on top of their home.

* Is Your'Car a High-Tech Target? How to Protect Yourself

They're also concerned about potential health consequences of the radio-
frequency (RF) signals emitted by the tower.

“There are people (who) say this causes cancer," Mark Hager said.
in 2011, the World Health Organization's International Agency for Research on

Cancer (IARC) classified environmental exposures classified radio-frequency
electromagnetic fields as *possibly carcinogenic to humans.” However,

+ "I Don't Want to Hear It": Woman Fights to Stop Church Bells
the 1ARC concluded that the current evidence
was inadequate to draw a firm conclusion about the cancer risk,

The Hagers also fear the tower will decrease their property value,

+ Crash Survivor Gets Special Bed in Wake of I-Team Investigation

“Who wants to move into a house that has a cellphone tower hovering over?” Mark
Hager salid,

"It's been a nightmare," Michelle Hager said.

The couple showed the I-Team a. petition signed by more than 60 neighbors,
requesting that Verizon move the tower. ’

+ Defend Yourself Against Telemarketer Tricks

Verizon declined the |-Team’s request for an on-camera interview, but the company -~ -

. emailed a statement:

“The Verizon Wireless site in Tarzana has been providing wireless coverage and
data capacity to customers throughout the neighborhood since September, 2009, It

[ote] i fedelgiissﬁ{ésand local requirements, In fact, Verizon conducted a
N)ﬁﬂ?ﬁ Y‘\N’E Rebecea helps Kate and Toby Eere for baby Jack;... '

Unnamed White House officials have
said that the economic and -
- diplomatic effects of closing the
harder could be "catastrophic.’ Do ;
! you think President Trump should
- still consider closing it down to i
combat the migrant crisis? :

3
{
t
1
T

O Yes, it's completely necessary, risks and
all

(O No, the potential effects are too rlsky

O other !
(O Nooplnlon

t
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Police Say To Carry This

TrySafePersonalAlarm.com

Police say everydne should carry this
new safety device that protects against
attackers.
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sclentific noise test earlier this week and the data showed that the site's loudest

‘Ea(cmg%%wg%ﬁtfal &@Pgal%ﬂ%n@@%te%m@en&archases Business Inthe Weeds Health Tech WEJ v Wealwr 6Qews(9 %Pé?gr?

Verizon continues to upgrade its sites like the one in Tarzana to stay far ahead of
rising consumer demand for data services. Planning ahead like this is why Verizon
customers and first responders are able to use their phones and tablets when ‘and
where they need to — and not just today, but for years to come.

Verizon remains committed to investing in its network throughout Los Angeles lob
ensure that Angelenos have the mobile broadband they deserve and expect.”

The I-Team took the couple's concerns to Los Angeles City Councilman Bob
Blumenfield, who represents their district, and has written to Verizon on their
behalf.

"if it's a nuisance for one of my constituents, it's a nuisance for me and | want to
help,” Blumenfield said.

But other than sending a written plea, the councilman said he is "powerless” when
it comes to getting the tower relocated.

Health guidetines for cell towers are overseen by the federal government, The pole
itself is still considered a utility pole, which is regulated by the state.

The |-Team is awalting comment from state and federal regulators regarding the
Hager's complaints, :

Blumenfield said an attempt to relocate the tower on the basis of the noise it's
making was unsuccessful.

“The noise levels haven't exceeded what's acceptable (according to Los Angeles
city noise ordinances) " Blumenfield explained.

The Hagers say they'll take their fight to Sacramento and Washington, D.C., next.

“if it was in the back of our house, we probably would be able to deal with that, but
the fact that it's directly in front of our house is the bigger issue," Mark Hager said.

Unhappy about a proposed cell tower in your neighborhood? Here are actions to
take:

+ Consult other neighbors, your neighborhood assoclation and/or your
neighborhood coalition,

+ Learn about your city's ordinance and codes regarding cell towers.

» Ask your local city leader to Qet involved.

» Ask wireless company proposing tower if alternate sites have been considered,

+ Create a petition, gather signatures,

« Live In a historic neighborhood? See if California’s State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) will get involved.

Follow NBCLA for the latest LA news, events and entertainment:iPhonel/iPad
App | Facebook] Twitter | Google+ | Instagram | RSS | Email Alerts

You May Like o " Fromoted Linka by Taboola
3 Ways Your Dog Asks For Help

Or. Marty

WATCHLVE ~ islsUs

Rebecca helps Kate and Toby care for baby Jack;..
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FROM THE CO-CHAIR

MESSAGES FROM S.STEWART, ONE OF THE LAND USE CHAIRS FOR THE MT. TABOR
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (PORTLAND, OREGON)

SUNDAY, JANUARY 10, 2010

The Noise of Clearwire's Wireless-Internet

Clearwire promises to blanket our city in wireless internet
connectivity. They appear to be blanketing our city in noise.

In October of 2008, Clearwire installed a wireless internet device
about the size of a refrigerator on a telephone pole on a quiet
residential street in the Mt. Tabor neighborhood. (The telephone
pole's address is 44 SE 50th Ave.) The residents on this street no
longer live in quiet. The Clearwire device has a noisy cooling fan, that
cycles on and off 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. It clicks on and off,
day and night. While it is on it produces noise audible within the
homes nearby, In hot weather, it turns on more often and stays on
longer -- which means neighbots have to live with this noise in their
bedrooms all summer, or they have to close their windows and live
without Portland's wonderfully cool night air.

Not long after this device was first instaﬂed, KATU did a short story |
about it, which you can see here:
http://www.katu.com/news/35688754 . html?video=YHI&t=a

The amount of noise this device makes has fluctuated throughout the
past year as neighbors, MTNA, and Paul Van Orden with the city's
noise office have harangued Clearwire officials for improvements,
Every request was met with a slow response from Clearwire, and on
at least one occasion their efforts made the noise get louder and stay
that way for months. The first technical readings of the noise
produced by this box revealed this device was violating noise codes.
When the city's noise officer investigated the technical specs of the
device (as supplied by the manufacturer) we discovered it was
designed to make more noise than Portland's noise codes would
allow.

After more than a year of communication between Clearwire, the
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City, the neighbors and MTNA, Clearwire finally produced a fix in
early January 2010 that makes this one box meet Portland noise
codes, I have not seen Clearwire offer to bring the other 50+ boxes
located around this city into compliance, and T have not seen them
offer to make this "fix" a part of every new box that gets installed.

But, the problem is not gone. I am sad to report that the neighbors
closest to this device can still hear the noise it makes, and all of its
cycles, inside their homes. It is quieter than it was, but not quiet
enough to return the neighborhood to what it was before this box was
installed. I draw two conclusions at this point:.

1) The noise codes as written are not adequate for items being
installed in residential Right-Of-Ways (ROWs). A deviceona
telephone pole is in a unique position to project noise in all directions
and effect many neighbors. The allowed decibel level should be
reduced to something that is effectively inaudible to residents
sleeping with their windows open in nearby homes.

2) Seemingly, Clearwire is sourcing cheap, noisy fans for their
wireless internet products. Portlanders should insist on better,
quieter fans, or this city will be blanketed in noise. This box just
might appear on a pole outside your bedroom.

POSTED BY S. STEWART, MTNA LAND USE COMMITTEE CHAIR AT 4:27 PM
LABELS: CLEARWIRE'S NOISE
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Declining
Near

Cell
Towers

@ Health

Freedom Idaho (https //healthfreedomtdaho org/hp

(/@healthfreedomidaho) all-risk)
% Toxins * :

(https: //healthfreedomidaho. org/category/toxms)

«+ December 29, 2018

Bethe first of your friends to like this
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When it comes to |

cell phone
towers, there is
increasingly the
perception that a
family does not

want to live next -

toone, Thereis
good reason for
this as the
research on
health effects
shows

- (https://entrust.o
rg/key-
issues/the-
environment-
and-

health/wireless-

radiationelectro
magnetic-fields-
increases-toxic-
body-burden/).
Unfortunately,
laws set in place
by the Federal -
Government in
the late 90's
forbid Cities.and
Counties from

(https://healthfreedomidaho.org/var
choice-attorney-alan-phillips-jailed)

Vaccine Choice Attorney Alan
Phillips Jailed
(https://healthfreedomidaho.org/v:
choice-attorney-alan-phillips-
jailed)




denying
placement of céll
towers based on
health concerns.
Science has
clearly shown
that wireless
radiation is in

fact carcinogenic

to humans. The
guidelines set in
place 20 years
ago do NOT take
into account the
recent scientific
information.

It is the duty of

our elected
officials to
protect citizens
using the

resources they
have available. In
the case of the
placement of cell
towers, they
must make their
decisions based
on property



rights, dedining
property values
and the fact that
its an 'eye sore',

FACT: THERE ARE
NO SAFETY STANDARDS
FOR WIRELESS RADIATION
ennatorg btk csskyaiindinty

TIMES HAVE CHANGED,
THE LAWS HAVE NOT.

The following
articles, videos

and studies
relate - to
declining -

property values
around cell tower
installations.

Start with this
excellent, recent
investigative

piece by a San
Francisco Bay
Area journalist as
posted by
EMFanalysis.com
(https;//www.emf
analysis.com/pro




perty-values-
declining-cell- -
towers/.)

Please feel free
to share these
resources  with
your local city

council, County

Commissioners
and even your
State
Representatives.
Your elected
officials are not
experts on every
issue. They need
the assistance of
citizens who
have experience
" in each category,
to review these
rules . and
provide input.
Otherwise, they
will be forced to
rely primarily on
legislative .
“advisers
(lobbyist) to



provide answers
to proposed rule
questiohs. - We
are partnering
with https://react
unite.org/
(https://reactunit
e.org/)




PEOPLE DO
NOT WANT
TO  LIVE
NEAR CELL
TOWERS |
1) 94% of
people
‘surveyed
would not
buy or rent
‘a home next
to a cell
tower:




.- Consum...

http://www.busin
esswire.com/new
s/home/2014070
3005726/en/Sury
ey-National-
Institute-Science-
Law-Public-Policy
(http://www.busi
nesswire.com/ne
ws/home/201407
03005726/en/Sur
vey-National-
Institute-Science-




Protect Your Family from EMF Pollution

Home Solutions Blog Health Effects Research EMF Refuges

Property Values Declining Near Cell
Towers

When It comes to cell phone towers, there Is Increasingly the perception that a family
does not want to live next to one. There is good reason for this as the research on
health effects shows. ’

The following articles, videos and studies relate to declining property values around
cell tower Installations. Start with this excellent, recent investigative plece by a San
Francisco Bay Area Journalist:

ConsumerWatch: 5G Celiphone Towers Signal Renewed Concern...

LI Residents Protest Over Cellphone Repeaters

1.) 94% of people surveyed would not buy or rent a home next to a cell tower:

http://www.buslnesswire.com/neWS/home/ZO140703005726/en/Survey-NationaI-
Institute-Science-Law-Public-Policy

Media

My Story Work With Me Contact

Here is my TEDx Talk:-
“Wireless Wake-up Call”

Get the 7 Most
Important Steps to
Protect Your Family

{ Name

‘ E-Mail Address

This Is the resource | wish had been
available to me when | first started
learning about the EMF toplc, With this
book, you will quickly learn how to find
and create a home that Is healthy for
you and your family.

" LEARN MORE




2.) Palo Alto community successfully stops a proposed AT&T cell tower at a Catholic
church. They cite a 20% drop In property values in other communities, A very effective
campalgn for any nelghborhood to model:
http://ww(mnoﬁelltdwerath‘?Schanning.com/

As you can see In this recently NY Times article, Palo Alto residents really don't like
having cell towers in their community {even though they are the cradle of wireless

technology). What do these tech people know that the rest of the population doesn't?

This community In Bérkeley recently dld the same thing. They flooded the planning
commisslon with 187 pages of emalls against the tower and the application was denled,

3) Here s an excellent study in The Appralsal Journafthat shows cell tower -
instaliations negatlvely impact property values.

4)NY Times article on how realtors have a hard time selling homes next to cell towers:

hitp://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/29/realestate/29Lizohtml

Liberty Township neighbors fight ceil tower construction

This community woke up one morning to find cell phone companies putting up towers
right in thelr front yards.

5.) This is what the National Assoclatlon of Realtors has to say on this Issue:
http://www.realtor.org/ﬁeld-guides/ﬁ'eld-gulde-to-ce(l-phone-towers

6.) Nolo Press article noting successful [itigatlon against cell phone tower Installations
related to declining property values:

http://www.nolo.com/legal-encyclopedia/emf-radiofrequency-exposure-from-cell-
32210-2.html

7.) NASA sclentist sells home of 25 years In Pledmont, CA {wealthy suburb of San
Francisco) because city councllnapproves a DAS cell tower near his

home: http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2017/11/15/east-bay-homeowners-challenge-
proposed-celiphone-towers/ '

Learn What EMF Meters I
Recommend

LEARN MORE
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8,) Excellent summary of various press articles from around the country related to
declining property values around cell towers:

https://sites.google.com/site/nacelitowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-real-

estate-value

9.) Study using the mapping software GIS to show that property values were higher on
average away from cell phone tower installations:

http://www.prres.net/papers/Bond_Squires_Using_GIS_to_Measure.pdf

10.) New Zealand study showling that property values decrease after cell phone tower
installations:

New Zealand Study on Declining Property Values Around Cell Towers

11.) Community stops new DAS cell tower system from being installed based on
concerns of property values declining (December 15, 2015):

Homeowners speak out against plans to buiid 2 cellphone tower...

This [sa D/str/butedA ntenna System (DAS) cell tower antenna, Citles llke San
Francisco are placing multiple antennas like this on every block, right in front of
people’s homes. They may look Innocent, but they are very powerful emitters of
microwave radiation that can cause health effects for home owners.



Note: Communities all around the country are stopping cell towers in thelr tracks. | get

emall§ every week about this. Here is'one community in Colorado that stopped a major

tower. Also, this community in Berkeley recently stopped a tower from belng bulit. It

can be done If you get your entire community involved. The wealthy community of

Hillsborough, CA recently stopped 16 cell towers from being installed after citizen

outrage over not being Included in the planning process:

Hillsborough Homeowners Push Back Against Cell Towers
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Cell Tower Zoning and Permitting

_ Unless the underlylng Jurisdiction does not requlre any zoning at all, most cell towers must be approved by the local land use office prior t¢
some cases, this Is as easy as applying for a bullding permit from the building permit office. Many jurisdictions have created more stringent
the placement of cell towers,

Zoning

Zoning Is the Industry term for the process of acqulring all required permits fora communication tower, While In some areas thls process r
public hearings and notlce to all nelghbors, In many cases It does not. Since the Telecommunicatlons Act of 1996 was enacted In the US, fo¢
are not allowed to “prohibit” the placement of communication towers. They are allowed to regulate how and where the towers are placed
overall Impactis not to preclude wireless service.

As aresult, many jurlsdictions (particularly urban and suburban) have enacted cell tower ordinances that prescribe how cell towers can be bullt and slted. Bec
{urisdictlon is different, It might be easler to discuss some common threads between many ordinances.

Many ordinances:

o Prohibit towers in residentlal zoning

«  Encourage placement of towers In industrial and commerclal zohes

Limit the helght of the tower o that needed by the wireless carrler -

Require Securlty Fencing

Require a “setback” from adlacent property lines - typically equal to one foot for every foot of height of the tower (A 100 tower requires at least a 200' by

Require that the cell tower Is belng built for a llcensed wireless carrler, e, Cingular, Verizon, Nextel, Sprint, AT&T, Alitel, T-Mobile

" Mandate that new towers are not buflt untli It Is demonstrated that no existing towers or structures (such as rooftops, water towers) can accommodate the
carrler's equipment '

Many times there are notice requirements where nelghbors to the property are notified of the proposed tower.

There may also be public hearings required where the public s allowed to comment on the tower. Wireless carrlers can spend $40,0000na zoning hearing to
The process can take upwards of 2 years in some Jurisdictions, and there Is no guarantee that approval will be granted.

NIMBY

You might see the term “NIMBY” In some articles In the paper or hear it from industry veterans, It refers to Individuals who do not want a tower In their backy
Back Yard” NIMBYs show up at zoning hearings to oppose the placement of a communication tower. They often clalm that there are slgnificant health risks pe
Unfortunately, the Telecommunicatlons Act of 1996 prohibits local jurisdictions from denying a tower application on the basis that It Is “unhealthy.’ As long as
meets FCC regulations and guldelines, It is presumed to be safe.



Health Is not the only manner in which people oppose towers, They also state that the tower Is golng to depreclate thelr home values, There are many differer
thought on the impact of a cell tower on property values. The truth is that both wireless carrlers and private landowners have created studies that shownoch
{carrler) or significant decreases In value (landowner).

Lastly, aesthetic impact of the tower Is often slted as a reason for opposing the tower. The reality Is that many people cannot correctly name the closest tower
While a tower may be vislble Initlally, It will rarely be notlceable once It has been built for awhile, There are numerous ways of “stealthing” a communication
Include fake trees, fake cactus, fake bell towers, fake flagpoles, etc. See the gallery for some “stealth” Installations that we find Interesting,

What you can do ‘
Your community planners are Interested In hearing your opinton. They value both sldes of the cell tower argument; they try to balance the placement of a stru
community may need versus the desires of the majority of its citlzens who don't want the tower (but desire the service It provides), Contact your focal planner

wireless providers, Or review our webpages on the Future of Wireless and how your community might use Cell Tower Development Standards to better reguf
placement of towers.

Site . ' Tower
Home About Blog  SiteSelectlon Acquisition Lease Negotiations  Cell Tower Zonlng Development Slte On Your Land Lease Renegotiation Future of \
Cell Tower Maps ~ TowerResources  Contact

©Copyright 2015 Steelin the Air Al Rights Reserved



© 6409(a) Checklist
June 19, 2015

* Wireless Facility Siting: Section 6409(a) Checklist

Note: Use of this checklist is voluntary. It is meant to provide a framework for those jurisdictions
needing assistance in complying with Federal timeframes to act on Eligible Facilities Requests for
modifications to existing wireless towers or base stations that do not substantially change the
physical dimensions of such towers or base stations. This document is not intended to provide legal
guidance; jurisdictions are encouraged to consult an attorney on legal matters. This document's
authors hereby waive all copyright and related or neighboring rights together with all associated
claims and causes of action with respect to this work to the extent possible under the law.

Section 6409 of the Middle Class Tax Relief and lob Creation Act of 2012, 47 U.S.C. § 1455(a),
reads in pertinent part:

“ .a State or local government may not deny, and shall approve, any eligible facilities request
for a modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does not substantially
change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station.” (emphasis added).

Initial Application Review

A jurisdiction should contemplate three types of mreless facility apphcatlons
o Collocationor modification that is not a substantial change ("Ehglble Facilities
Request”);
o Collocation or modification that is a substantial change, OR
o New facility
- Ifthe application is for a collocation or modification, the documentation prowded by the
applicant must state whether the collocation or modification is-a substant\al change. - See
Appendix A for definition of “substantial change.” -
o Note: The FCC has clarified that “collocation” includes the first placement of
transmission equipment on a wireless tower or base station.! '
- Appropriate application fee should be in place, if applicable.
- Check application for completeness
o Note: Must notify applicant in writing of incomplete application within 30 days of
submission. This tolls the clock (i.e. stops 60 day deadline from running) provided it
identifies the specific material missing from the application and cites the basis for
requiring the submission of such material. Once applicant submits supplemental
materials, the clock again may be tolled if the state or local government notifies
applicant in writing within 10 days that supplemental submission is also
incomplete. If the application is deemed incomplete, the written notice must specify

1See 2014 Infrastructure Order 1179,
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the missing mformatxon and the code, provision, ordinance, application instruction
or other publically-stated procedures that requires the mformatlon

Site/Attachment Information

Sumrhary of site location (address) and ownership of structure to which collocation or
maodification applies
o Examine: Ownership of support structure, dimensions of support structure prior to
collocation. (to measure whether collocatlon or modification would constitute a
“substantial change”)
o' Property boundaries, setbacks, elevation and dimensions of collocation or
modification project
Summary and scope of work to be completed on site
Changes to current site
o Examine; Will collocation or modification defeat the effect of existing concealment
_elements? Concealment elements include, but are not limited to, artificial tree
branches or painting to match a supporting fagade.2

Equipment Specifications

Equipment type

Equipment specifications (Example: dimensions and weight)

Installation status: E.g, removing, updating, collocatmg " :
Equipment mount type ' v SR
FCC antenna structure registration number (if apphcable) ‘
Will collocation equipment require lighting? ‘

Compliance with Federal, State and Local Ordinances and Codes

Legal

/

Conformance with local zoning and building and safety codes should be remewed by the
jurisdiction’s building or planning department o -
"o Examine: E.g, setback requirements, electrical power safety, wind res1stance safety
o Ensure that facility was lawfully constructed
Post-installation maintenance schedule
Any required certifications
o Example: Applicant will comply with all applicable federal, state, and local building

codes supported by structural analysis

Ensure jurisdiction’s applicable insurance/surety bond/other financial requirements are
satisfied for installation

2 See 2014 Infrastructure Order § 200.
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Contact Informatiqn

- Primary and secondary contact information for wireless faci]ify project coordinators (local
government and industry)
- Emergency contact information in case of tower/collocatlon dlsruptlon

Timeframe3

- Within 60 days of the application filing, accounting for tolling, a state or Jocal government
shall approve the application if covered by Section 6409(a).

- Tolling period may commence by (1) mutual agreement, or (2) upon written notice to
applicant that application is incomplete within the first 30 days following an application
submission, as long as notice identifies the missing information, as well as the code
provision, ordinance, or application instruction that requlres the submission of the
information.

- Local jurisdictions have 10 days to notxfy the applicant that the supplemental submission

' (after notification of incomplete application) did not provide the information identified in
the original notice that specified the missing information.

- The failure to approve an application within the time for action will result in a deemed grant ‘
of the application, A

o A state or local authority may challenge an applicant’s written assertion of a deemed
grant in any court of competent jurisdiction when it believes the-underlying
application did not meet the criteria in Section 6409(a) for mandatory-approval,
would not comply. with applicable building codes or other non-discretionary
structural and safety codes, or for other reasons isnot approprlately “deemed
granted.”

3 All provisions of the rule implementing Section 6409(a), as stated in the 2014 Infrastructure Order and 47
CFR § 1.40001 (“Wireless Facilities Modifications") became effective May 18, 2015.
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APPENDIX A

How does the FCC define “substantial change"?

The FCC has determined that a modification substantially changes the physical dimension of a
wireless tower or base station if it meets ANY of the following criteria:

.
L

¥
0'0

&
L4

2,
"

.
L4

.
*e

Towers outside public rights of way+*
o Increases height by more than 20 feet or 10 percent, whichever is greater;
o Protrudes from edge of tower more than 20 feet or more than the width of the tower
.. structure at the level of the appurtenance, whichever is greater;

Towers in public rights of way and for all base stations
o Increases height of tower or base statlon by more than 10 percent or 10 feet,
whichever is greater; -
o Protrudes from the edge of the structure more than 6 feet;

Involves installation of more than the standard number of new equipment cabinets for the
technology involved, but not to exceed four cabinets;

Entails any excavation or deployment outside the current site of the tower or base station;

Would defeat existing concealment elements of the tower-or base station; or

Does not comply with conditions associated with the prior approval of the tower or base
station unless non-compliance is due to an increase in height, increase in width, addition of
cabinets, or new excavation that does not exceed the correspondmg ‘substantial change”
thresholds. : o :

4 Section 6409(a) applies only to state and local governments acting in their role as land use regulators and
does not apply to such entities acting in their proprietary capacities, e.g, as owners of support structures or
real property. See 2014 Infrastructure Order 7 239.
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APPENDIXB
Appli(':ation Elements that May Voluntarily be Adopted by Local Jurisdictions

A jurisdiction should review whether existing application processes meet the requirements of the
FCC’s 2014 Infrastructure Order. A jurisdiction may consider including the following elements in its
application form for an Eligible Facilities Request:

1. Applicant’s certification that they have the legal authority to collocate/modify support structure
which may include approvals from the jurisdiction authorizing the initial placement of transmission
equipment on the tower or other structure.

2. The identity of the owner of the parcel.

3. Detailed site plan. Except where the facility will be located entirely within an existing structure or
an existing building, a detailed site plan should show:

(a) Existing and proposed improvements. The location and dimensions of the existing
facility and the maximum height above ground of the facility (also identified in height above
sea level). .

(b) Elevation, The benchmarks and datum used for elevations.

(c) Design. The design of the facility, including the spe'ciﬁc type of suppofé structure and the
design, type, location, size, height and configuration of applicant’s existing; .and proposed
antennas and other equipment. The method(s) by which the antennas will be attached to )
the mountmg structure should be depicted.

(d) All existing setbacks.

(e) Location of accessways. The location-of all emstmg accessways and the locatlon and
design of all proposed accessways. o
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6.1

6.2

ARTICLE 6
SPECIAL USE PERMIT
GENERAL

The County may authorize by special permit after public hearing, any of the
buildings or uses designated in this Regulation as permitted special uses.

PROCEDURES

Such application shall be in writing, filed in the Office of the County Clerk, state
the proposed location and use of the property, and such other relevant matters as
may be requested by the County, Upon receipt of such application, the Zoning
Administrator shall forward the application to the Planning Commission for its
recommendation. Upon hearing, the Planning Commission shall forward its
recommendation to the County Board, within thirty (30) days. Upon hearing, the
County Board may allow or deny the application in whole or in part, or prescribe
conditions for such use of the property. No special use permit shall become
effective until after separate public hearings are held by both the Planning
Commission and the County Board in relation thereto, at which parties in interest
and citizens shall have an opportunity to be heard. Notice of the purpose, time,
and place of such hearing shall be given by publication thereof in a paper of
general circulation in the County and in the local newspaper of any
county/village/city which has territory within three (3) miles of the property
affected by such action of the County Board, one (1) time at least ten (10) days

" priot to such hearing. (Ref. 23-164 R.S. Neb.).

In addition to the publication of the notice herein prescribed, a notice, in sign
form, of the hearing shall be posted in a conspicuous place on or near the property
on which such action is pending. The sign shall be placed at least ten (10) days
prior to date of each hearing. A notice of the purpose, time, and place of the
hearing shall be given in writing to the Chairperson of the County Board, or
Planning Commission which has jurisdiction over land within three (3) miles of
the property affected by such action. In the absence of a Planning Commission,
such notice shall be given to the clerks of units of local government having
jurisdiction over land within three (3) miles of the property affected by such
action. A written notice of such hearing shall be distributed to record title owners
of property located within. one hundred (100) feet of the property line of the
property requesting the special use permit in incorporated areas and within one (1)
mlle of the property line of the property requesting the spemal use permit in

unincorporated areas.




6.3

Except as otherwise provided herein, no special use permit-shall be granted by:the)
County Board (Ref. 23-114.01 R.S. Neb.), without an. affirmative vote ;of-a:
majority of all members of the County Board and providing the proposed use is :
found to comply with the following guidelines:*

:liﬁd Be compatible with and similar to the use permitted in the district,

2. Not be a matter which should require re-zoning bf the property,-and-

3,  Not be detrimental to adjacent property, and:

4. Not tend to depreciate the value of the surrouilding structures or;
propetty, -and’ )

5. Be compatible with the stated intended use of the district, and~

6. Not change the character of the district, and™!

7. Be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan,

In case of protest against such special use permit, signed by the owners of twenty
(20) percent or more either of the area of the lots included in such proposed
change, or of those immediately adjacent on the side and in the rear thercof ex-
tending one hundred (100) feet, therefrom, and of those directly opposite thereto
extending one hundred (100) feet from the street frontage of such opposite lots,
such special use permit shall not become effective except by the favorable vote of
two-thirds (2/3 or five (5) members) of the total seven (7) members of the County
Board of Supervisors (Section 23-165 of Nebraska Revised Statutes, as amended).

' SALVAGE OR JUNK YARD

Salvage or junk yard operations and related facilities shall only be allowed by
Special Permit in the AG-1 Zoning District under the following conditions:

1. - The opetation shall be located on a tract of land at least one-half (1/2) mile
from a residential or agricultural farm residence, as measured from the
_ property line of the salvage operation to the nearest point on the dwelling
unit,

2. . Aremediation fund or bond shall be posted for clean up of facility in the
event of abandonment.
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Questions & Answers

Below is a'list of the most common questions which both individuals and zoning boards often have
about Cell Towers. To get answers, simply click on the links. For studies and information regarding
the potential adverse health effects caused by Cell Towers, you can also go to the Links section of
this website.

[+] What is the Telecommunications Act of 19967

[+] Do property owners have a right to oppose the approval of Cell Tower applications?

Absolutely. Aside from your rights, under state law, to be heard at public hearings, you also have a
right to submit opposition to Cell Tower applications, under the 1st Amendment to the United States
Constitution, which guarantees your right to petition government for the redress of grievances.

Under this guarantee, you have a' U.S. Constitutional right to be heard before town boards, planning
boards and zoning boards, and to make submissions to oppose any Cell Tower application pending
before any such {ocal boards, .

ose proxim

In exerclsing such state and federal rights, you have the right to fight against systaining-a loss:to thé™
value:of your-property-as-a-result-of the instaliation of a Cell Tower: H&y t6 yourproparty.
You can exerclse these rights to protect yourself, your family, friends -and neighbors agalnst the’

,‘dangers of Ceil Tower coflapse, and to fight against having the instatiation of a Cell Tower which would

~.adversely. affect the character or aesthetics of your nelghborhood:;

You have the.right to assert:all factual grounds upon which. a respective application should be denied;:
and all .legal .grounds -upon whi pective cell Tower application should be denied, -or in. some
¢ases,:must:-be denied.as'a matter: of-law. « )

To exercise such rights, of course, you will need to recognize both the factual and legal grour;ds up;on ‘
which to challenge a Cell Tower application, and the manner in which to assert such challenges.

Where such rights have been exercised effectively, Individuals and civic associations have defeated
carrier’s efforts to install one or more Cell Towers near thelr respective homes or businesses.

They have even forced a carrler to tear down a Cell Tower, despite the fact that construction of the
Tower was already 75% complete, with its foundation lnstalled to completion, and the first 50 feet of
the 100 foot tower already having been installed.
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Questions & Answers

Bélow is a list of the most common questions which both individuals and zoning boards often have
about Cell Towers. To get answers, simply click on the links. For studies and information regarding

- the potential adverse health effects caused by Cell Towers, you can also go to the Links section of
this website,

[+] What is the Telecommunications Act of 19967

[41 Do property bwners have a right to oppose the approval of Cell Tower applications?

[+] Can local Zoning Boards legally deny applications to install Cell Towers?

Of course. There is a moderately wide range of legally valid basis upon which a local zoning board,

planning board or town board may deny, and In fact, may be legally compelled to deny, an application
for the installation of a Cell Tower.

What Is critical to their decision is that:

A(a) they cannot base a denial upon the potentlal adverse health impact of the RF emissions frbm
the Cell Tower, because that would run afout of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,

(b) the denlal of such an application must be based upon a legally recognizable basls, and
(c) they must create a record which clearly sets forth that the denlal was premised upon the legally
recognizable basis, and the evidenciary grounds which lead them to reach their decision.

If a board falls to meet any of the above three criteria when It denies a wireless company's Cell Tower
application, the Town should recognize the possibllity of being sued in federal court by the respective
wireless company, In a lawsuit within which the wireless company will seek to obtain a federal Court
order directing the Town to permit the Cell Tower to be Installed. ‘

[See also What Is the shot clock? below for further details)
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Alternative Site Analysis for Mashpee MA

Address | Owner Zoning Map / Lot n:.w_,m:ﬁ “Acreage Candidate Feasibility

Dist. ) L Use
101 Red Brook Rd Town of R3 104 /2 Fire Station 37

Mashpee ) Woodlands

Primary Candidate.
Parcel selected by
Town for Request for
_ B | i " ~ _Propasal.
A o4~ | 36 DeGrass Rd | Town of Mashpee { R3- 1103/8 Woodland ~ 2.72 s Conservation
. . ‘ H ‘ land/Town-owned .
parcel
smaller than preferred
; site
IT.. Same zoning relief
*  Parcel is of insufficient
size to place a tower
facility
Same zoning relief
Residential parcel
. o Same zoning relief
prov¥i-  GreatHayRd. Town of Mashpee R3 103 \Hpmﬁoom_m:m 6.87 Land owned by the
Conservation . Town's Conservation
Commission Commission
SOUTH MASHPEE PINE
BARRENS CONS AREA
GREAT HAY ACRES
CLUSTER OPEN SPACE
Same zoning relief
Conservation land
Trust for public land
Same zoning relief

- D e |

MNoytiL 56 Blue Castle Dr BCDM LLC R3  1104/14 " Woodland 2.88

s orbn | 57 Blue Castle Dr o BCDM LLC R3  104/20 _% Woodland ~ 8.83

¢ & o o

Great Oak Rd USA R3 110 /o8 Woodland  129.14
oo A \ Gt

¢ o o 0

\% -¥ or =2
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156 Great Oak Rd. wosm.mm_s.mwﬂ_umwﬁmw 110/71  Woodland 126 * land owned by Town’s
e o,\um | e Conservation Conservation
Commission Commission
* Same zoning relief
122 Red Brook Rd RED HORSELLC  R3 110/96  Residential h 6.95 e Residential Equestrian
Actress Compound
Tne Shreel , . ¢ Same zoning relief
200 1078 Great Hay Rd. Comm.Of Mass  R3 103 /12 Woodland Alm@m e Conservation
N rTR ’ : e Same zoning relief
1055 Great Hay Rd. "Town of Mashpee ' R3 | 98/8A  Woodland  3.34 « Conservation
worf o L L B e Same Zoning Relief
N 274 43 Coombs Ave _«nmﬂ::...!nwm.%._mmm T R3 98 /6A <<oon_m=o_ 4.62 s Conservation
| | , * Same Zoning relief
Are 7+~ 34 Coombs Ave m Town of Mashpee _ R3 103 /14 Woodland  4.93 ¢ Conservation
. . ®  Same Zoning relief
wer?N 26 Coombs Ave Town of Mashpee R3 { 103 /13 Woodland  6.18 ¢ Conservation
: ] . ¢ Same Zoning relief
W o 74 1139 Great Hay Rd Comm. Of Mass. | R3 103 /10 Woodland  64.12 s (onservation
. * Same Zoning relief
hes T 78 Adams Rd. UsA R3  '109/6  'Woodland 72.85 e Conservation
! o * Same Zoning relief
; 36 Wells Rd. Comm.OfMass. |R3 | 115/20  Woodland 35.26 e Conservation
Wesd ?es\o\\w . : . *__Same Zoning relief
Wo oot (5 meots 27 WellsRA. USA R3 115/21  Woodland  12.52 e Conservation
w ) . ) . ® Same Zoning relief
oosclla .(&M 93 Wells Ave Town of Mashpee R3 115 /22 Woodland 764 * (Conservation
m , ) ) . | ® Same Zoning relief
| 58 Red Brook Rd. New Seabury R3  '110/58 ! Woodland ' 4.09  Residential
ensT Prop. LLC . ¢ Same zoning relief
o887  86RedBrook Rd. "~ STARUCH R3 110/62  Residential 328 e Residential
THOMAS & JEAN .

Same zoning relief

P& -2



. . w.l"l'
Aovdr  77CoombsRd Comm. Of Mass. R3 98 /4 S\oo&msn 5.01
norts 93 Coombs Rd Comm. Of Mass. R3 98/3 s\oo&m:m 496
L 167 Old Ockway “Town of Mashpee R3 98 /1 Woodland  11.69
Mo ~+h | |
. | : . .
95 Amy Brown | HARRINGTON R3 115 /4 Woodland/ 4.97
5w BERTHA JACK Marsh
Rock Landing Rd New Seabury R3 116 /74A  Commercial 24.84
e ter Dep T Prop. LLC
111 Rock Landing Rd New Seabury R3 116 /73  Commercial 14.23
watesr P67 Prop. LLC
Rock Landing Rd. New Seabury R3 116 /74B  Commercial 28.96
e
s Deor Prop. LLC
| i .
_ 20 Red Brook Rd. BRENNAN R3 116 /74 _ Woodland/ 15.73
STEPHEN T Commercial
Cas? TRUSTEE :
_ _ .
540 Great Neck Rd ZOCCHIMARYE | R3 99 /40 Residential  9.70
CasT
35 Little Neck Rd " New Seabury R3 [105/19  Marsh 335
Cass Prop. LLC .

¢ & o o

Same Zoning relief
Conservation

Same Zoning relief
Conservation

Same Zoning relief
Conservation

Same Zoning relief
Outside of search area;

‘will not close significant

coverage gap
Same Zoning relief
Outside of search areg;
will not close significant
coverage gap

Same Zoning relief
Outside of search area;
will not close significant
coverage gap

Same Zoning relief
Outside of search area;
will not dose significant
coverage gap
Residential

Same Zoning relief
Close proximity to
residences

Outside of search area;
will not close significant
coverage gap
Residential

Same Zoning relief
Close proximity to
other residences

/b -3
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower
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To: Mashpee Planning Board | - V IS

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the -
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print) Address . Signéture
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

5

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

| Name(print) Address Signature
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We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red

Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

To: Mashpee Planning Board

Name(print) Address Signature
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red

Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print)

Address

Signature
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the un‘dersig'ned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print)|

Address

Signature
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We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

To: Mashpee Planning Board
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

(

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the

proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower

Name(print)

Address
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

)

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print)|

Address

Signature
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

 We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

e Name(print){

Address

Signature
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To: Mashpee Planhing Board

I" v

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print){

Address

Signéture
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&

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

| Name(print)| Address , Signature
TNy SoC | AT SR, P

[

Mkt

A idiotts | J4E Algorguin Ao T bc—/-,

To: Mashpee Planning Board

-~

1A

) Mett) Lot

Teabvier Jodison | 300 Falaiae R Wk s [ep
e A Wrpa WA ORGSO T

?ﬁﬁxwv\wr O rodapee oawﬁ NAYV \ WV

| 110 WL .r\a\')c\/u.*(‘ LS \L( (- V(A’




\ To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to buuld this cell tower
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print) Address Signature
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To: Mashpee

Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to bmld this cell tower

Name(prmt)

Address
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To: Mashpee Planning Board

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the
proposal by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red
Brook Road in this residential zone. We appeal to the Planning
Board to deny any permits needed to build this cell tower.

Name(print)

| - Address Signéture ,
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change.org

Recipient: Town of Mashpee Planning Board

Letter: Greetings,

We the undersigned Mashpee Residents are opposed to the proposal
by Blue Sky Towers LLC to build a cell tower on Red Brook Road in this
residential zone. We appeal to the Planning Board to deny any permits
needed to build this cell tower.
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Name _—
Jane Lebel

iJean Burtis
%Jennifer McDonald
‘?John Halpin |
TJudy Lubrano
Julie Lindh

‘Kailee Blackwéll
Karen Dénforth-Barron
Kari Brissell

Kim Schafer

:kimberly Chretien

L Johnson

ELaraine Michaelson
Lauren Robert

Linda Sullivan

L.i.s.a Murphy

Lisa Pasquali

Lynn Dwane
Margo Ciutter
%Michaél Moréado
éMicheal Mauro

Mike McGrail

Pat Sheehan Papalia
patrick MERRICK
ERachéI Thomas
Robert Brown
”I%‘OBiERT ‘NELSON
‘Rob‘ert Rébéllo o

Shane Clark

Shannon Trabucco

*i Mashpee
'Mashpee
?Mashpee
%Mashpee
‘ %Mashpee
f"Mashpee
E:‘Mashpe‘e
%Mashpee
gMashpee
) éMashpee
,;Mashpee
%Mashpee
;Mashpee
gMashpee
gMashpee
;Mashpee
EMashpee
E.Mashpee
%Mashpee
éMashpee

;%Mashpee

jMashpee

Morgan James "Mwalim" Peters lMashpee

?Mashpee
%Mashpee
EMashpee
%Mashpee
gMaéhpee

gMashpee

jMashpee
iMashpee

A 102649 s
VA 502649 s
VA 102649 \Us
M 02649 us
A 02649 it
A 02649 s
IMA §02649 \Us
MA ?02649 s
VA 02649 s
VA 02649 us
MA 02649 us
MA 02649 Us
MA 02649 US
MA 02649 us
MA 02649 us
VA 02649 Us
MA 02649 us
MA 02649 s
A 02649 U
MA 02649 us
MA 02649 us
A 02649 US
MA 02649 us
MA 02649 us
MA f02649 us
MA 02649 us
}MA §62649 us
MA 02689 us
%MA 02649 «us
ImA 02649 | us
MA 02649 ‘us

. State  PostalCode Country

12-Mar-19
;1—Apr—19

;lO-Mar—19
:10-Mar-19
'9-Mar-19

11-Mar-19
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10-Mar-19
15-Mar-19
11-Mar-19
12-Mar-19
10-Mar-19
10-Mar-19
9-Mar-19

:14-Mar-19
14-Mar-19
9-Mar-19

ii4—Mar~19
;ll.O-Mar-19
;Q—Mar-19

11-Mar-19
;12—Mar—19
10-Mar-19
10-Mar-19
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12-Mar-19
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Comments

Name ~ location  Date Comment

Barbara Allen Mashpee, MA 2019-03-09 I'm signing because a cell tower is not needed in Seabrook Village,
where I live. It is needed in New Seabury and beyond. If they
need It, it should be placed in that area, so the cost (reduced
value)/benefit (increased coverage) is balanced for those that need
it. The proposed location on Red Brook Is a cost, an eyesore, and a
financlal detriment to those of us who don't need it. It's ridiculous
that the town Is entertaining this location so that those in Nes
Seabury can get what they want, but ‘not in my backyard '. God
forbid. I VOTE FOR NO CELL TOWER AT THE FIREHOUSE.

Alex Nichols Mashpee, MA 2019-03-11 There are better options available that have not been persued.

Annmarie Raymond Mashpee, MA 2019-03-11 The town people have spoken, we don't want this where it's
proposed, Place It in New Seabury where it Is needed and where it
will work better for them!

Donna Gallagher Mashpee, MA 2019-03-12 The coverage will not be adequate for those who really need it on
the proposed site, The people have already spoken yet this issue
continues, Why put it in an area where it won't help those in parts of
NS and South Cape Beach? Follow the $$

Sharon DeFrancesco Mashpee, MA 2019-03-15 Many of my town officials seem to have their heads in the sand.
Their ignorance is our demise, and it must stop.
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' Proposed Coverage

There are three packets of coverage charts as follows
#1 T-mobile using 2100 MHZ

#2 T-mobile using 700 MHZ

#3 Verizon using 700 HHZ

A) As David Maxon notes in his report and as you can see from my notes the proposed tower
will not completely solve the coverage problem leaving some of the most densely populated
areas with unchanged coverage

B) Youcansee that there is a large discrepancy between T-mobile and Verizon as far as
coverage at the same 700 MHZ. If Verizon cannot cover Popponesset at the higher position
on the tower how is T-mobile claiming to cover it at a lower position on the tower?

C) Itis not clear if T-mobile will be using 2100 MHZ ,700MHZ or both
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‘ Proposed Coverage

There are three packets of coverage charts as follows
#1 T-mobile using 2100 MHZ

#2 T-mobile using 700 MHZ

#3 Verizon using 700 HHZ

A) As David Maxon notes in his report and as you can see from my notes the proposed tower
will not completely solve the coverage problem leaving some of the most densely populated
areas with unchanged coverage

B) You can see that there is a large discrepancy between T-mobile and Verizon as far as
coverage at the same 700 MHZ. If Verizon cannot cover Popponesset at the higher position
on the tower how is T-mobile claiming to cover it at a lower position on the tower?

C) Itis not clear if T-mobile will be using 2100 MHZ ,700MHZ or both
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Site: New Seabury
Lat: 41-35-02.89 N
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Segnd Plot Information

700 MHz LTE RSRP
FCC License: WQIQ689
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Finance

Impact study showing a net loss yearly to the Town of Mashpee

Town income based on possible target income by Blue Sky Towers no actual sublease contract
with income data have been provided by Blue Sky Towers, Verizon or T-Mobile to the Town of
Mashpee

Loss of property value to Mashpee Homeowners

Potential legal liability for the Town of Mashpee in property impact damage

No data for Town of Mashpee potential legal liability if health Issues arise with Town employees
or neighboring property owners ‘

Town of Mashpee receives NO percentage of rent from the top sublease, receives only 35%
from the second and lower subleases

The pending merger of Sprint and T-Mobile would reduce the potential of four national sublease
carriers to only three ‘ ’

The Mashpee Finance Committee was provided a copy of this report for the Article 14 vote at '
Town Meeting and their vote was not unanimous to recommend.
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(d) The Initial Term, the Extension Term and the Holdover Term are. collectively referred to
as the Term ("Term"), '

4.-  RENT.

(® Rent. Commencing on the first day of the month following the daté that Tenant commences
construction’ of the Communications Facility (the "Rent Commencement Date"), Tenant will pay the
Landlord a monthly rental payment of Two Thousand and No/100 Dollats ($2,000.00) (“Rent"), at the
address set forth above; on or before the fifth (5“) day of each calendar month in advance. In partial months
oceusring after the Rent Commencement Date, Rent will be prorated. The initial Rent payment will be
forwarded by Tenant to Landlord within,thitty (30) days after the Rent Commencement Date.
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary hetein, Tenant shall have no obligation to pay Rent unless and
until Tenant has received all Governmental Approvals and documents necessary to install and operate the
Communications Facility, Landlord shall have no obligation to allow Tenant to use the propetty until
Tenant has obtdined all Government Approvals and documents necessary to install and operate the
Communications Facility. : '

©(b) Increases. Upon each anniversary of the Rent Commencgment Date, there shall be an
. escalator applied to the previous year’s Rent payment, equal to Two Percent (2%) of the Rent for the
ptevious year. The increase in Rent under this Section 4(b) shall not apply to revenue due or paid under
Section 4(c).

(c) Collocation Fees. Beginning with the second subtenant and each subsequent nationwide
broadband subtenant, Tenant shall pay o Landlord an amount equal to Thirty-Five Percent (35%) of rent
or license fees. actually received by Tenant (“Collocation Fees™). Collocation Fees shall be payable to
Landlord within thirty (30) days of Tenant’s receipt of rent or license fees from each such nationwide
broadband subtenant. Caleulation of Collocation Fees shall not include aniy payments made by subtenants

or sublicensees to Tenant which are not rent or license fees, or are reimbursements including but not limited

to capital confributions, Collocation Fee reimbursements, pass-through costs, upgrade, repair or
teplacement costs, testing or evaluation costs. Collocation Fee payments shall cease in the event that
subtenant leases expire, terminate or payments are otherwise suspended for any reason, Collocation Fee
payments shall not be due to Landlord for the first nationwide broadband subtenant, or for any government,
non-profit, or other tenants not delivering broadband services inoluding Landlord. If at any time during the

Term, the first teriant terminates or vacates the Premises, Tenant shall have the right to designate a new first

tenant for which no Collocation Fees shall be due.

(d) Capital Contribution. Tenant shall pay to Landlord a one-time payment of One Hundred

Thousand and no/Dollars ($100,000.00) as a capital contribution [for Landlord’s development, equipment.

and construction costs associated with installation of Landlord’s communications equipment upon Tenant’s
Communications Facility]. The capital conttibution shall be due and payable following Tenant’s reoeipt of
all Governmental Approvals (defined below), including Cape Cod Commission, completion of construction
of the Communications Facility, issnance. of the Certificate of Ocoupaney, and within thirty (30) days of
the Tenant’s first subtenant installation going “on-air,” . L .

(¢)  All charges payable under this Agreement such as utilities and taxes shall be billed by
Landlord within one (1) year from the end of the calendar yéar in which the charges were incurred; any
charges beyond such period shall not be billed by Landlord, and shall not be payable by Tenant, The
foregoing shall not apply to monthly rent which-is due and payable without a requirement that it be billed
by Landlord. The provisions of the foregoing sentence shall survive the termination or expiration of this
Agreemeiit, - ) '
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market based estimate and can fluctuate depending on the carrier and the slze if their
installation.

BST Includes In Its proposal o $100,000.00 capltal contribution to the Town of Mashpee, paid
upon recelpt of full zoning, permitting and close-out/certificate of occupancy documents from
the Town of Mashpee and the Cape Cod Commission.

¥ (Ve ‘ |
puotas 2 Carrier 1. N/A $24,000.00 V(:a v leas &
Carrier 2: $36,000.00 $12,600.00 $23,400.00 4— 7‘-0‘ P Subileasd g,
Cartler 3: $36,000,00 ﬁ12 600.00 ~$23,400.00 O L e Ao o nr
Carrler 4: $36,000.00 $12 600.00 $23,400,00
R N— Pozsa b &
Total; $144,000.00 $61,800.00 ~$82,200.00 Sobleas e
o & ot &
= ; RS S| o o=
) Lol T By BST to Town of Mashpee as capltal contribution o Town, pald upon o PP IEY Lo
receipt of full zoning, permitting and close-out documents from the " 24 AT
Town of Mashpee and the Cape Cod Commission. F I 1o
gﬂ@ f dto’v r"
e s be Signe ol
§§ 2 LS —-‘?3.:&-#5 ‘
Malntenance
* ; ,h:jst’:‘:;m? All recurring expenses will be the responsibility of Blue Sky Towers, LLC
Taxes ©
11, The proposed term of the lease, with an applicable escalation adjustment. ;
BST would propose an Initlal five (5) year term and three (3) successive five (5} year renewal }
terms. However, BST would like the opportunity to discuss the term of the lease with the
Town of Mashpee should BST he winning bidder. Typically, lease terms are longer than what
Is proposed as part of this request.
Base rent would be subject to an annual escalation adjustment based upon the Consumer 3
odeS: Price Index for Barnstable County. Phamnc e # 10
0 A
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PROPERTY VALUE AND PROPERTY TAX IMPACT
BLUE SKY TOWERS PROJECT PROPOSAL AT 101 RED BROOK ROAD
ONLY INCLUDES IMPACTED PROPERTIES WITHIN 400 YARDS

PROJECTED
TOTAL: ANNUAL TAX
PROPERTIES TOTAL VALUE VALUE PROJECTED PROPERTY TAA REVENUE
DISTANCE! IMPACTED AT RISK® ADJUSTMENT' VALUE IMPACT RATE* IMPACT

~ Abutting . 22 ' $9,841,500 -20.0% ($1,968.300)  0.929% ($18.285.51)

1-100 Yards 16 $4,504,000 -17.5% ($788,200) 0.929% ($7.322.38)

101-200 Yards 20 $9,069,500 -15.0% ($1,360.425 0.929% ($12.638.33)

201-300 Yards 43 $13,212,300 -125% ($1.651.538) 0.929% ($15,342.78)

301-400 Yards 65 $29,183,500 -10.0% ($2,918.350) 0.929% ($27,111.47)

Totals/Average 166 $ 65.810,800.00 -13.2% ($8.686,812.50) ($80.700.49)

INCOME LOSS NET IMPACT

Proposed Ground Lease Revenue Share’ ’ $ 61,800.00 ($80.700.49) ($18.900.49)
Most Likely Ground Lease Revenue Share® 3 37,800.00 ($80.700.49) {$42.,900.49)
Potenitial Liability For Town of Mashpee” . $ - 100,000.00 ($8.686,812.50)  ($8,586,812.50)

1. http://massgis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/OnePane/basicviewer/index.html ?appid=47689963¢7bb4007961676ad9fc56ae0#

2. Town of Mashpee assessment data from FY 2017

3. Dr. Sandy Bond, The Appraisal Journal, httpsd/www.emfanalysis.com/property;values-declining-cell-towers/

4. Town of Mashpee 2018 Tax Rate - hittps://www.mashpeema.gov/assessing/pages/3-town-mashpee-2018-tax-rate

5. Per Blue Sky proposal selected on 07/10/17. No details were provided on calculation, agreement is redacted.

6. Assuming a T-Mobile/Sprint merger only 3 national carriers will remain. This would mean a maximum of $37,800 revenue in year one.
7. Blue Sky capital contribution to town less damages owed to impacted property owners seeking relief. Legal fees not included.
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Distance Number [Street Suffix|Owner Total Value
Abutting 1182  |Great Hay Rd |Ruo 195,900
Abutting 0 Degrass Rd |Michaelson 9,000
Abutting 104  |Degrass Rd |Sturtevant & Hook Inc 175,200
Abutting 102 [Blue Castle Dr [Collier 191,300
Abutting 92 Blue Castle Dr |Reed 304,400
Abutting 86  |Blue Castle Dr |Dorsey 369,100
Abutting 56  [Blue Castle Dr [BCDM LLC 152,200
Abutting 48 Blue Castle Dr |Bynoe 420,700
Abutting 38  |Blue Castle Dr |[Harriott 238,500
Abutting 28 Blue Castle Dr_[Duco Associates, Inc: 139,700 ~
Abutting 0 Great Neck Rd |Mashpee Commons LP 452,800
Abutting 693 |Great Neck Rd [Muller 572,300
Abutting 701  |Great Neck Rd [Hyde 466,000
Abutting 7 Brians Ln [Hyde 626,100
Abutting 5 Brians Ln |Hyde 135,700
Abutting 4 Brians Ln |Hyde 134,200
Abutting 83 Red Brook Rd [Lee 117,400
Abutting 85 Red Brook Rd [Estrella 187,300
Abutting 86 Red Brook Rd |Staruch 387,700
Abuitting 94  [Red Brook Rd [Sliwa 271,700
Abutting 100 |Red Brook Rd |Phelps 235,300
Abutting 122 |Red Brook Rd |Red Horse LLC 4,059,000
1-100 Yards 1178 |Great Hay Rd ({Fronius 298,100
1-100 Yards 128 Degrass Rd |Greenup 372,700
1-100 Yards 120 |Degrass Rd |Michaclson 354,000
1-100 Yards 110 [Degrass Rd |Michaelson 177,700
1-100 Yards 108  [Degrass Rd [Scannell 466,100
1-100 Yards 97 Blue Castle Dr |Hubarau 351,500
1-100 Yards 85 Blue Castle Dr |Lubrano 352,300
1-100 Yards 57 Blue Castle Dr |IBCDMLLC 228,900
1-100 Yards 43 Blue Castle Dr  |Sturtevant & Hook Iric 127,200
1-100 Yards 35 Blue Castle Dr |Sturtevant & Hook In¢ 127,200
1-100 Yards 19 Blue Castle Dr |Burridge 296,100




Distance Number |Street Suffix{Owner Total Valiie
1-100 Yards 20 |Blue Castle Dr |Brady 125,800
1-100 Yards 709  |Great Neck Rd |Blake 410,100
1-100 Yards 79 Red Brook Rd |Ores 327,200
1-100 Yards 80 Red Brook Rd |Jeffries 252,100
1-100 Yards 74 Red Brook Rd |Merchant 257,000
101-200 Yards 121 Degrass Rd |Cutter 268.400 -
101-200 Yards 119  [Degrass Rd |Baumgaertel 244,900
101-200 Yards 113 |Degrass Rd |Nelson 236,100
1101-200 Yards 107 . |Degrass Rd |Egan 248,400
101-200 Yards 103 |Degrass - Rd |McDonald 267,100
101-200 Yards 95 Degrass Rd jRebello 283,500
101-200 Yards 89  |Degrass Rd |Bilodean 239,600
101-200 Yards 85  |Degrass Rd |Groehl 203,900
101-200 Yards 86 Degrass Rd |Slavin 275,400
101-200 Yards 74 Degrass Rd [Hayward 196,100
101-200 Yards 68 Degrass Rd [Gleaves 187,800
101-200 Yards 7 Blue Castle Dr |Virgillo 421,700
101-200 Yards 8 Blue Castle Dr |Barnes 411,100
101-200 Yards 3 Harbor Ridge Dr |Kelly 1,700,000
101-200 Yards 654 Great Neck Rd |Procopio 814,800
101-200 Yards 638  |Great Neck Rd |Westerling Investments LLC 1,656,100
101-200 Yards 5 Wintergreen .Rd [Irarragorri 319,800
101-200 Yards 9 Wintergreen Rd |Mullen 320,800
101-200 Yards 17 |Wintergreen Rd |Conolly 310,800
101-200 Yards 12 |Wintergreen Rd |Sickler 463,200
201-300 Yards 33 Wintergreen Rd |Sturtevant 314,400
201-300 Yards 25 Wintergreen Rd [Ozimek 376,000
201-300 Yards 24 Wintergreen Rd |Colantuono 292,700
201-300 Yards 20 Wintergreen Rd |Coffey 635,600
201-300 Yards 243 |Red Brook Rd |Guidi 305,500
201-300 Yards 81 Degrass Rd jAvant 255,000
201-300 Yards 75  |Degrass Rd [Robert 263,400
201-300 Yards 71 Degrass Rd {Jomes 241,800




Distance Number |Street Soffix{Owner Total Valne
201-300 Yards 67 Degrass Rd [Manning 228,700
201-300 Yards 63 Degrass Rd. [Tripp 251,200
201-300 Yards 57 Degrass Rd JAnnicelli 234,700
201-300 Yards 48 Degrass Rd |[LeBlanc 239,000
201-300 Yards 39 Degrass Rd |Nozawa 199,300
201-300 Yards 34 Degrass Rd |Rondeau 197,400
201-300 Yards 63 Gia Ln {Lord 210,500
201-300 Yards 64 Gia Ln |Korzeniecky 197,800
201-300 Yards 52 Gia Ln [Mooney 209,900
201-300 Yards 46 . |Gia Ln |Walden 205,100
201-300 Yards 40 Gia Ln |Kachanov 199,200
201-300 Yards 36 Gia Ln {Zamira 203,400
201-300 Yards 32 Gia Ln |Flood 205,000
201-500 Yards 26 Gia Ln |Skene 113,500
201-300 Yards 20 Gia Ln |Skene 113,500
201-300 Yards 16 Gia Ln |Skene 6,800
201-300 Yards 12 Gia Ln ([Skene 6,800
201-300 Yards 43 Gia Ln ]Odriscoll 201,700
201-300 Yards 37 Gia Ln |Sexton 205,000
201-300 Yards| 33 Gia Ln |Eldredge 216,100
201-300 Yards 102 |Old Great Neck Rd |Dickson 213,700
201-300 Yards | 106 |Old GreatNeck | Rd [Marchand 185,100
201-300 Yards 110 |Old Great Neck Rd |[Arsentyeva 199,200
201-300 Yards 114 |Old Great Neck | Rd [Higgins 216,000
201-300 Yards | 609  |Great Neck Rd |Broderick 201,300
201-300 Yards 615  |Great Neck Rd |Galligan 216,900
201-300 Yards 617 Great Neck Rd |LeBlanc 258,600
201-300 Yards 623 Great Neck Rd |Gray 218,100
201-300 Yards 7 Harbor Ridge Dr [Neville 1,454,300
201-300 Yards 11 Harbor Ridge Dr |Noxon 1,134,600
201-300 Yards 6 Harbor Ridge Dr |Kohler 565,500
201-300 Yards 10 Harbor Ridge Dr |Brennan 764,200
201-300 Yards 14 Harbor Ridge Dr |Strick 717,700
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Distance Number |Street Suffix|Owner Total Value
201-300 Yards 17 Great Oak Rd |Bento 260,000
201-300 Yards 35 Great Oak Rd {Johnson 278,100
301-400 Yards 45 Wintergreen Rd |Fragnito 306,100
301-400 Yards 39 Wintergreen Rd [Leonard 305,500
301-400 Yards Wintergreen Rd |Lundberg 285,300
301-400 Yards 32 Wintergreen Rd |[Caron 297,700
301-400 Yards 50 Wintergreen Rd |Lettic 330,200
301-400 Yards 56 Wintergreen Rd [March 539,600
301-400 Yards 62  |Wintergreen Rd |Falcone 322,400
301-400 Yards 70 Wintergreen Rd {Atkinson - 321,000
301-400 Yards 251  |Red Brook Rd |Marsters 131,400
301-400 Yards 18 |Harbor Ridge Dr  |Perkins 725,400
301-400 Yards 22 Harbor Ridge Dr {Raab 1,169,400
301-400 Yards 21 Harbor Ridge Dr |Brem 1,167,600
301-400 Yards 19 Harbor Ridge Dr |[Entine 575,900
301-400 Yards | 15 Harbor Ridge Dr [Hunt 1,132,900
301-400 Yards 598  [Great Neck Rd |Donato 977,600
301-400 Yards 577  |GreatNeck Rd |Mashpee Commons LP 667,900
301-400 Yards 9 Tracy Ln [McGee 212,600
301-400 Yards 3 Tracy Ln [Menounos 227,300
301-400 Yards 10 Tracy Ln |Hurley 236,300
301-400 Yards 6 Tracy Ln |Kaplan 213,200
301-400 Yards 66 Tracy Ln {Evans 200,800
301-400 Yards 62 Tracy Ln |Cataldo 246,100
"1301-400 Yards 56 Tracy Ln [Lubelczyk 242,500
301-400 Yards 24 Degrass Rd |Burke 218,100
301-400 Yards 17 Degrass Rd |Turlick 152,100
301-400 Yards 4 Deprass Rd |LaChance 211,300
301400 Yards 8 Lisa Ln |Cullen 262,200
301-400 Yards 2 Lisa Ln {Provencher 218,500
301-400 Yards 87 Old Great Neck Rd [Coleman 206,100
301-400 Yards 2 Summersea Ln |[Berger 561,500
301-400 Yards 11 Summersea Rd |Corrigan 329,600
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Distance Number |Street Suffix| Owner Total Value
301-400 Yards 9 Summersea Rd |Omara 366,500
301-400 Yards 7 Summersea Rd |Ruo 350,500
301-400 Yards 5 Summersea Rd |Gasparrini 586,000
301-400 Yards 1 Summersea Rd |Kuleshov 357,500
301-400 Yards 2 Summersea Rd |Herwald 525,400
301-400 Yards 4 Summersea Rd |Coughlin -532.300
301-400 Yards 8 Summersea Rd JRucky 568,900
301-400 Yards 12 |Sumimersea Rd |Fine 730,900
301-400 Yards 0 Summersea Rd |Gombos 1,000
301-400 Yards 16 . |Summersea Rd ‘|Gendron 963,900
301-400 Yards 20 Summersea Rd |Rand 650,100
301-400 Yards 17 Summerséa Rd |Dibucno 610,000
301-400 Yards 1 Summersea Ln |Mahoney 352,700
301-400 Yards 20 Red Brook Rd |Brennan 3,987,200
301-400 Yards 7 Four Seasons Dr | Vacation Resorts International 272,600
301-400 Yards 11 Four Séasons Dr | Vacation Resorts International 272,600
301-400 Yards 13 Four Seasons Dr _|Vacation Resorts International 266,300
301-400 Yards 23 Four Seasons Dr | Vication Resorts International 166,700
301-400 Yards 27 Four Seasons Dr {Vacation Resorts International 269,400
301-400 Yards 29 Four Seasons Dr _|Vacation Resorts International 267,300
301-400 Yards 35 Four Seasons Dr | Vacation Resorts International 257,500
301-400 Yards 41 Four Seasons Dr_|Vacation Resorts International 269,900
301-400 Yards 49 Four Seasons Dr | Vacation Resorts International 267,300
301-400 Yards 16-1  |Four Seasons Dr _|Vacation Resorts International 284,200
301-400 Yards 16-2  |Four Seasons Dr |Vacation Resorts International 572.600
301-400 Yards 20 Four Seasons Dr |Vacation Resorts International 285,100
301-400 Yards 26 Four Seasons Dr_|Vacation Resorts International 282,900
301-400 Yards 30 . {Four Seasons Dr |Vacation Resorts International 266,500
301-400 Yards 36 Four Seasons Dr | Vacation Resorts International 266,500
301-400 Yards 31 Four Seasons Dr |Vacation Resorts International 267,300
301-400 Yards 33 Four Seasons Dr | Vacation Resorts International 269,400
301-400 Yards 43 Four Seasons Dr |Vacation Resorts International 269,400
301400 Yards 45 Four Seasons Dr |Vacation Resorts International 266,600
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Distance
301-400 Yards

Number [Street

Suffix|Owner

47 Four Seasons

Vacation Resorts International

Total Value

266,400
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A

Health
The Telecommunications Act of 1996 that is outdated and should be
updated to reflect the current magnitude of cell phone usage
This law prohlblts rejection based on environmental impacts including
health. There are in fact hundreds of pages of research outlining the
negative effects of RMF exposure.
Attached page 2 of a 32-page report from the !nternatlonal Fire Fighters
Association which is posted an their webpage with their position on health
effects: full report available on request -
Attached is a overview copy of a study done on the effects of continuous
exposure of E.M.F. the full report is available from the contact listed
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Pilot Study Shows Dramatic

Difference In Brain Actlwty
With EHS

(Electrohypersensitive) Cases-

As Compared To Controls
(Non EHS).

PRESS TELE- CONFERENCE THURS.,, Dec. 7th, 12 NOON PST.
This is the flrst ‘known pu bllshed study to show plCtU res of EHS on
" an fMRIL. ‘

NEWS PROVIDED BY

The Peoples Initiative Foundation—
Dec 05, 2017, 09:37 EST
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WELER
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LOS ANGELES, Dec. 5, 2017 /PRNewswire/ -- The Peoples Initiative
Foundation has announced the conclusion of a pilot study they organized,
headed up by Dr. Gunnar Heuser, showing EHS on an fMRL. This study was
originally published by Degruyter in July of 2017, but was absent pictures of
the controls. The company waited until the pictures were placed in the
study to issue this press release, as the visual difference between the cases

and controls is quite dramatic.
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| Exposure to wireless devices and infrastructure is believed to have been the cause |
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3; of the EHS in the cases. |
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Rilot Study Shows Dramatic Difference In Brain Activity With EHS (Electrohypersensitive) Cases As Compared To Controls (... Page3 of 5

Below are 2 sample pictures fror:n tl:\e'study. The large white area on the
left side of the left picture shows hyperconnectivity in the brain of a case
(EHS person). The same small white area in the picture to the right shows

normal brain activity in a control (non EHS person).

EHS or "electrohypersensitivity" in civilian terms, "microwave radiation
‘ poisoning” in military terms, is an RF (radio frequency) or microwave
radiation induced illness who's very existence is hotly debated by
government and wireless industry scientists and personnel. This study
provides evidence that abnormalities exist in the EHS brain that are not e
present in the non EHS brain and could put an end to the debate onthe ‘
existence of EHS. It also defies the widely held governmental and wireless
industry stance that wireless devices and infrastructure have no
consequences to human health and could impact the prevailing opinion of

wireless radiation being deemed safe.

The Peoples Initiative Foundation will be holding a tele-press conference to
take questions from the media Thurs. Dec. 7t @ 12 noon PST. The study's
principle author, Dr. Gunnar Heuser will be on the call to take questions
about the study, as well as Liz Barris, study organizer and one of the EHS
cases in the study to take questions about EHS.

e S w7
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Pilot Study Shows Dramatic Difference In Brain Activity With EHS (Electrohypersensitive) Cases As Compared To Controls (

Journalists on deadline who RSVP by emailing: contact@thepeoplesinitia-
tive.org with the # they will be calling in from will be given first priority in
the tele-press conference queue.

Please call 515-739-1219 access code 283521#

Emergency back up # oﬁly in case above # has problem:
605-472-5616 access code 1065204

For free abstract and purchase of full text of the study with. case pictures go
here... https://Awww.degruyter.com/view/j/reveh.2017.32.issue-3/reveh-2017-
0014/reveh-2017-0014.xml

Corrigendum and control pictures here.. .
https://www.degruyter.com/iew/j/reveh.2017.32.issue-4/reveh-2017-
0027/reveh-2017-0027xml?format=INT

www.thepeoplesinitiative.org
contact@thepeoplesinitiative.org
310-281-9639

SOURCE The Peoples Initiative Foundation

... Page4of5
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This report was authored by Mr. David Maxon of Isotrope Wireless. He is the Cape Cod Commission’s
hired consultant for this cell tower project. As you can see Mr. Maxon has multiple issues with the
project including but not limited to; :

Proof of proper zoning

Proof of heeded height ' )

Proof of “coverage capacity problem” or “coverage gap”

Location of the tower in relation to coverage needed

Suggest it should be located further south

Does not fully address the proposed coverage area

Will need additional tower or small cell 0.D.AS. system for proper coverage
Coverage tests were done with no foliage to show better coverage

Not clear if T-Mabile will use 700 MHZ or 2100 MHZ

Suggest encouraging low impact facilities such as (0.D.AS.) using utility polesto properly cover
the area '

As you can see there are multiple issues addressed in this report that the Cape Cod Commission
chose to ignore in their approval, We feel this board will have the best interests of the Town of
Mashpee in mind when reviewing this proposal,



WIRELESS
Thinking outside the sphere

Review of Blue Sky Towers DRI Application
for Cell Tower at Mashpee Fire Station 2

The Cape Cod Commission engaged Isotrope to review the DRI application by Blue Sky Towers ||,
LLC to build a wireless facility and 150-foot monopole cell tower at the Mashpee Fire Station site
at 101 Red Brook Road. Personal Wireless Service providers T-Mobile and Verizon participate in
support of the application by providing the required information about wireless coverage heeds.

Isotrope focused on the site plans, visual impact analysis, wireless coverage analysis, radio
frequency energy safety analysis and noise analysis. The wireless coverage analysis is addressed
under the aegis of the Wireless Technical Bulletin 97-001, as revised. .

Recommendations
Several suggestions are made in this report:

° Verizon could provide proof of need for the height by providing coverage analysis 25 feet
lower and 50 feet lower, (It is explained that height also benefits co-location, so the
requested information Informs the findings, it does not dictatea lower height.)

* T-Mobile could refocus its coverage analysis on in-building only and overlay coverage
from both 700 MHz and 2100 MHz licenses. (caveats to-this format are discussed in the
narrative)

* T-Mobile could provide proof of need for the height by providing coverage ahalysis 25
and 50 feet lower. .

e Itis not clear why the applicant asserts the facllity is in the Mashpee Wireless facilities
Overlay District, Additional evidence is recommended, as this affects the required findings
of the Commission. .

o The visual impact analysis contains some discrepancies that could be corrected. (see
discussion for details)

Technical Bulletin

The Wireless Technical Bulletin has performance criteria for a proposed wireless communications
facility. It also contains submission guidelines for applications; To the extent we identify additional
material would be helpful, it is recommended herelin. This report does not endeavor to perform
a checklist review of the materials submitted.

www.isotrope.im  Isotrope, LLC ° 503 Main Street o Medfield, MA ¢ 02052 508 359 8833
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Location .
The applicant was unable to identify existing structures within the general service area of the
proposed tower that could be used in lieu of a new tower. If the Commission or the public have
any suggestions, we and the applicant can review them.

Dimnensional Requirements

General Height

The Technical Bulletin imposes an average-height-of-buildings-within-300-feet criterion for
establishing the permissible tower height. For wireless communication facilities, this criterion is
generally not viable, Also, because there are so few buildings near the proposed facility, the
average height criterion is not relevant to the conditions. An average building height criterion can
be helpful in densely developed areas, such as downtowns. .

The Technical Bulletin says the tower design must be camouflaged if it exceeds the helght limits
of the zoning district. The proposed tower arguably does not exceed. the zoning height limit in
Mashpee. This is because the customary district height limit is preempted in the Mashpee zoning
bylaw for wireless towers. The Mashpee zoning district height limit is preempted by footnote 4 of
the Mashpee Zoning Bylaw Land Space Requirements Table (§174-31). The Mashpee zoning
bylaw has tower height regulations that are like the requirements in the Technical Bulletin.
(General height, Ground-mounted Height, etc.) Within the Mashpee Wireless Facility Overlay
District, tower heights may be to 100 feet with a waiver to up to 200 feet allowed under
appropriate circumstances.

Camouflage under the Technical Bulletin relates to the materials and design of the antenna
structure, not to the screening by vegetation. If the camouflage requirement applies, additional
discussion is necessary to address the camouflage requirement. However, because the Mashpee
height limit is not exceeded, perhaps the Technical Bulletin camouflage requirement does not
apply, or is eligible for waiver because of the wooded location and visual impact analysis. It is left
to the Commission to make an interpretation,

Ground-Mounted Tower Height

The Technical Bulletin applies a combination height limit for Ground-Mounted Facilities. It invokes
the average-building-height criterion and allows a tree-height criterion if there are no buildings
within 300 feet. No 300-foot radius was seen on the submitted plans, however it is safe to observe
that within 300 feet there is only the fire station building, which is on the same parcel. The tree-
height criterion has the same conflict with good engineering practice, in typical cases, as the
average-building-height criterion; both are in opposition to the needs of wireless facilities in most
cases to be near or above the peak building or tree helght in a given location.

&ij.isotrope.im
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Ground-mourited facilities with no buildings within 300 feet must be surrounded by dense tree
growth, Regardless of whether this criterion strictly applies in this case, the facility is surrounded
by dense tree growth to the nearest property lines more than 200 feet away.

Overlay District Height

The tower can exceed the foregoing height criteria if it is within a Wireless Facility Overlay District.
The applicant says the facility is in an overlay district. The 2016 zoning bylaw does not explicitly
list the map/parcel as being within the overlay district.

The general clause allows parcels that are not subject to certain limitations. The applicant has not
substantiated whether the proposed site is free of those limitations.

§174-5 C.(2) [The Wireless Facility Overlay District shall includel...
lands .in the Town which are not located within the boundaties of the Mashpee
National Wildlife Refuge, within one thousand (1,000°) of a Historic District or of
structures or places listed in the Massachusetts State Register of Historic Places,
within the Otis AN.G.B. Accident Prevention Zone within the R-3 or R-5 zoning
districts or within three hundred (300’) feet of the right of way of any designated
scenic roadway.!

The parcel is within the R3 District (see footnote). Moreover, there is no evidence of a 1000’radius
being studied for historic properties. Specific proof that the relevant roads are not designated
scenic might be requested, as well.

If the facility is not within the overlay district, it a Ppears a variance will be required to satisfy the
Mashpee zoning bylaw. If so, there might be locations within the overlay district that would not
require a variance.

Visual Impact Analysis
The application includes a visual impact analysis (Exhibit 6) prepared by Virtual Site Sirnulations,
LLC ("vSS”) based on a balloon test it conducted from the site. While the general structure of the

Note that the referénce to-zoning districts R3 and RS is not preceded by a comma. Literally, this phrase
lacking the comma might be Intended to mean “within the Otis A.N.G.B. Accident Preventioh Zone within
the R3 or R5 zoning district.” The accident prevention district is in another part of town and overlaps only
some R3 and R5 territory. It seems unnecessary to invoke R3 and R5 if the accident prevention district is
the objective (assumes ho comma); it also seems unnecessary to Invoke the accldent prevention district
separately from the R3 and RS If all R3 and RS areas are the objective (missing comma), The latter
Interpretation (missing comma, making the overlay. exclusion apply to all R8 and R5) would exclude
substantlal areas In Mashpee, making it very difficult to site a tower without a use variance.

G
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photosimulation and visual impact report Is consistent with current practice, we note what appear
to be some discrepancies in scale.

The simulation of location #3 and the simulation of location #4 are markedly different in apparent
size, despite the fact they are comparable distances from the proposed tower site {(0.14 versus
0.17 miles — a 21% increase in distance). One would expect a proportional decrease in apparent
size from photo #3 to photo #4. However, the photo #4 tower and antennas seem to be less than
half of the size of those in photo #3. ‘

The balloons in the original photos for #3 and #4 are also mismatched. This suggests the original
photos are taken with different degrees of lens zoom. Best. practice favors using 50 to 85 mm
equivalent focal lengths.? ‘

Itappears photo #4 was taken with a wider field of view, suggesting a wide-angle lens. This creates
an unrealistically distant impression of the tower. The-equivalent focal | engthsof all images should
be reported on each photo's legend, Images should be about 50 mm equivalent focal length,
except for vista shots, where the viewer might visually attend to the tower, when up to 85 mm
focal lengths would be appropriate.

The method of inserting the tower image is not disclosed. Best practice is based on a 3D CAD
model of a tower, in which the image of the tower is corrected for perspective and distance. The
closer the photo is to the tower, the more perspective (viewing up underneath the antenna
platforms) the tower image should have. Both the focal length (and.corresponding field of view)
and the 3D mode of the tower can be employed in a mathematically rigorous way to produce an
accurate photosimulation,

The photosimulation service should provide a description of methodology that explains how the
photos were taken, how the relative size of the tower was established, and how the perspective
of the tower based on observer distance was established.

21t Is customary to refer to focal lengths with respect to traditional 35 mm film formats. Digital cameras
have dlfferent sensor sizes and correspondingly different focal-length-to-field-of-view ratios. This report
uses 35 -mm format equivalent focal lengths to normalize discussion of the images,

: 4 )
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Photosimulation #3 at 0,14 mi. Photosimulation #4 at 0.17 mi.-
Same scale from both images.

Note how the #4 tower seems much more distant despite the minor change in camera distance.

Noise Analysis
A professiohal noise analysis was performed and documented (Exhibit 18) by Modeling
Specialties. The noise analysis employed best practices to arrive at its conclusions.

Radioc Frequency Energy Safety Analysis

The radio frequency energy safety analysis prepared by Dr. Haes (Exhibit 19) appropriately
assesses the combined impact of multiple facilities that could operate at the site. Isotrope agrees
with the Haes report’s conclusions that the radio fraquency emissions will be compliant with
federal and state guidelines by a substantial margin. The general population will not be exposed
to unsafe levels of emissions from the proposed facility.

Co-Location

The applicant is in the business of providing tower space to wireless carriers and has an incentive
to provide space to as many co-locators as possible. Two carriers are participating in the process,
demonstrating commitments to occupy the tower.

Site Plans

The site plans (Exhibit 5) Prepared by Pro Terra Design Group show a facility with the typical
configuration for multiplé wireless carriers, The Verizon and T-Mobile equipment are laid out in
the plan, accompanied by sufficient space reserved on the ground and the tower for two
additional carriers. The Verizon installation employs the traditional 3-sector antenna arrays
mounted on a triangular tower platform.

T-Mobile has begun employing four-sector arrays on square platforms. The additional sector
enables T-Mobile to provide more capacity to the surrounding area by breaking itinto fourinstead
of three service sectors. The detail plan shows the square platform. The overall plan views of the
site are simplified by showing the triangular form of the Verizon platform without the square T-

5
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Mobile platform below it. Provided the reader is aware of this variation in platform design, there
is no need to correct the drawings.

T-Mobile does not plan to use a generator. Verizon does. One propane tank is proposed, with
space reserved for a second propane tank in the event another carfier proposed a generator for
its facility. (The noise study included a hypothetical second generator and other carriers’
equipment in a combined noise analysis.)

Fall Zone .
A fall zone equal to the helght of the tower plus appurtenances is required. The proposed tower
has well more than the required ~150-foot setback from property lines.

A legal interest in the fall zone is required of the applicant, “to meet the requirements of this
section.” It could be inferred that meeting the requirements means ensuring that in the future
‘the fall zone will continue to protect “any property line, road, habitable dwelling, business or
institutional use, or public recreational area...” The lease area.is 100x100 feet, which is not enough
to cover the fall zone. The applicant suggests “The Owner, the Town of Mashpee, understands
the nature of the fall zone requirements under the Town and the Cape Cod Commission’s
regulations.” The Commission could determine whether Town ownership is sufficient to meet this
requirement, or if additional protections are in order. i

Coverage or Capacity Problem _

The Technical Bulletin seeks a demonsttation of a Coverage or capacity problem requiring a
solution. No capacity statistics have been provided for the record, and the applicant’s two tenants
have provided coverage analysis to support their claims. Note that the determination of a
“coverage or capacity problem” is not necessarily the same as a determination of a “coverage
gap” under federal law,

As the Commission is-aware, if a proposed wireless facility is not approved and the non-approval
results in an effective prohibition of the provision of personal wireless service, the applicant has
recourse under federal law (advice of counse! is always recommended in dealing with the federal
obligations for the placement of wireless facilities). In this report, the focus is on the applicant’s
tenants’ description of a “coverage problem” and hot on whether there is a significant gap-in
wireless service. )

Prospective tenants Verizon and T-Mobile provided coverage analyses of their networks in the
area of the proposed tower. Verizon notes three roads with 2500-5000 vehicles per day are in the
affected area, plus streets, residences and businesses within the area of, and including, Red Brook
Road, Great Oak Road, Great Neck Road South, Mornomoscoy Road and Rock Landing Road.

6
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Verizon
Verizon provides coverage maps that rely on its customary signal level thresholds for service to
areas developed like the Mashpee area is (-95 dBm RSRP). Existing coverage is below this
threshold In the targeted area. Verizon uses the coverage from its 700 MHz licenses, because this
Iis the most optimistic. In other words, 700 MHz goes the farthest through terrain and vegetation,
so it is a good indicator of the maximum service area available from existing facilities.

The proposed site Is on the southern edge of coverage from the existing Mashpee site about 1.5
miles to the north. Ordinarily, wireless carriers prefer to place new facilities in the middle of the
area of poorest service. This would be about % mile south of the proposed site, near the
intersection of Hush Road and Great Oak Road.

To compensate for the proposed location being offset to the north, the Verizon facility design is
not intended to fully cover a 360-degree service area. Instead, the blue wedges on the coverage
map show that the proposed facility would focus antennas to the east, south and west, ignoring
the northerly direction. A location more to the south would better serve the densely developed
New Seabury area, providing better coverage and more capacity to where the demand for services
is likely the highest, '

There remains a pocket In Popponesset that would not realize substantial improvement in service
from the proposed facility. Future expansion might need to rely on utility-pole and rooftop-
mounted small cells to provide fill-in coverage and capacity during peak season,

Verizon has provided no-data on whether the proposed height is necessary. Clearly, the proposed
tower is intended to co-locate potentially all four of the current wireless carrlers, and esta blishing
the minimum height for Verizon is not a way to literally establish the tower height, unless the
proposed height needs to be mitigated at the expense of potential co-location.

It could be helpful to see projected Verizon coverage from a 125-foot tower (121 ft center) anda
100-foot tower (96 ft center), overlaid on existing coverage. This helps show how 700 MHz
coverage would diminish not only for Verizon, put for other potential co-locators, as the height is
reduced. This will help inform a decision whether 150 feet is reasonable and necessary from the
standpoint of coverage, co-location and visual impact.

The Verizon drive test map is reasonably consistent with the computer predictions, which
validates the computer predictions. The drive testing was done with no foliage, so it is expected
to show better coverage than the computer predictions, which it does.

7
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T-Mobile
T-Mabile makes a slighfly different presentation. T-Mobile ignores its 700-MHz frequency band
and provides coverage analysis for its weakest service — 2100 MHz, This understates the total
coverage because T-Mobile has a 700 MHz license and is building out a 600 MHz license. These
lower frequencies penetrate terrain and foliage much better than 2100 MHz. For now, T-Mobile
focuses on 2100 MHz because it has substantially more capacity than the 700 MHz license. Under
T-Mobile’s circumstances, we recommend that both the 2100 MHz service and the 700 MHz
service be shown together. The 700 MHz coverage shows how far the T-Mobile facility can reach
with a specific grade of service, while the 2100 MHz coverage shows where high demand for
capacity (densely developed or occupied areas) is best.

T-Mobile also shows two tiers of coverage — in-building (green at -97 dBm, similar to Verizon’s
maps) and in-vehicle (yellow at -114 dBm, hot shown by Verizon). T-Mobile demonstrates that in
vehicles and outdoors, its existing coverage (at 2100 MHz) In the area near the proposed tower is
readily available. In-vehicle coverage dissipates in the areas of New Seabury and Popponesset.

T-Mobile’s drive test map is much more pessimistic than the coverage predictions. Since the drive
testing was performed by a different party than that were the computer predictions, there may
be some differences in method that are not reconciled. We rely on the computer-predicted maps.

Like Verizon, T-Mobile’s dominant coverage needs are substantially south of the proposed site, T-
Mobile’s best coverage at 2100 MHz falls on the least densely populated area to be served by the
proposed tower, including the wildlife refuge.

T-Mobile also provides no evidence of the need for the height proposed. The same trade-offs
between coverage and tower co-location apply to T-Mobile as they do to Verizon (discussed
above),

T-Mobile could provide coverage maps using the -97 dBm threshold for 2100 MHz {(and its
equivalent at 700 MHz) to illustrate the two stages of in-building coverage available today, and
with the proposed facility. Then it could add coverage analysis from a 125-foot tower (110 ft
antenna center height) and a 100-foot tower (85-foot antenna center height). These will inform
findings about height versus coverage, co-location potential and visual impact.

Coverage Need in General .

In general, the two sets of coverage analysis suggest that the New Seabury and Popponesset areas.
will obtain improved service from the proposed tower, in addition to the roads and lighter
development near the proposed tower. However, the sheer density of these areas suggests that
in the long run, additional facilities will be needed central to New Seabury and Popponesset to
handle the volume of demand (capacity) and the need for better signal strength (coverage and

8
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capacity) in these developed areas. Local regulations should ‘anticipate this future need by
encouraging low-impact facilities such as small cells on utility poles and rooftops in these densely
developed areas.

Telecommunications Act of 1996

If there is sufficient reason under DRI regulations to not approve the proposed tower, the
Commission is obliged to avoid making a decision that effectively prohibits the provision of
personal wireless services in the subject area, Assuming there is what the courts would consider
to be a significant gap in service, there would have to be alternatives for the applicant’s tenants
to the proposed tower. An assessment of potential alternative locations would determine
whether hon-approval would cause an effective prohibition. It is encouraging that the Mashpee
zoning bylaw contemplates wireless facilities on any parcel that complies with the several specific
limitations. Whether any such parcels are nearby, or potentially farther south has not been
explored. If the: Commission Is Inclined to not approve the application, further work on
alternatives is recomimended first, : ' '

David, Maxson, WCP
August 10, 2018

G
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Zoning

Attached are two letters sent to the Cape cod Commission to validate proper zoning in the g
Wireless Overlay District. As you can see neither letter fully validates proper zoning

Attached is the Wireless Overlay District map voted on and accepted at October 1998

Town Meeting and accepted by the state Jan.1999. As the map shows the proposed location is

clearly NOT in the Wireless Overlay District

If the applicant Blue Sky Towers chooses to continue with the special permit process for a

wireless facility outside the wireless overlay district, the fire station building is approx. 180-

200’away thus triggering to zoning section to allow by special permit a tower 10’ taller than the

fire station building

4t
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MASHPEE PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
To: Mr. Jonathan Idman, Chief Regulatory Officer, Cape Cod Commission
From: M., Ev{( }ﬁluel Town Planner
Date: August 21, 2018 V

Re: 101 Red Brook Road Wireless, Tower Development of Regional Impact:
Consistency with Local Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan

Zoning

Personal Wireless Service Facilities are discussed in Auticle IX: Special Provisions of the
Mashpee Zoning bylaw. Wireless facilities of the height proposed by the applicant are
allowable by Special Permit from the Planning Board only within the Wireless Facility
Overlay District.

§174-45,3(C)(3)

“A personal wireless service facility that exceeds the height restrictions of Subsections E(1) through (5)
may be permitlec by Special Permit, as specified in Subsection C(2), in a designated Wireless Service
Overlay District provided that the proposed facility complies with the height restrictions of Section E(6),
and all of the setback and other regulations set forth in this section.”

At 150’ in height, the proposed monopole exceeds the height restrictions of §174-
45.3(IL)(1) and may be permitted within the Wireless Facility Overlay District as the
proposed height complies with Subsection E(G).
e Planning Board may grant a waiver for any tower higher than 100’ but not more than
200,
e Monopoles preferred
NOTE: PLANNING BOARD HAS DISCRETION TO REDUCE REQUIRED FALL ZONE
AND OR SETBACK DISTANCE UP TO 50% OF TOTAL HEIGHT.

§174-5 Establishment of Zoning Map:

The Wireless Facility Overlay District shall include:

1. The area within the two hundred ten (210’) foot wide Commonwealth Electric Company
transmission line easement running generally east-west between the Falmouth town line and
the Barnstable town line, except that portion within the boundaries of the Otis A.N.G.B.

-Accident Prevention Zone; COMPLIANT
2, all other lands in the Town which are not located within:
e the boundaries of the Mashpee National Wildlife Refuge, COMPLIANT*
o within one thousand (1000’) feet of the mean high water line of a Great Pond
or a tidal water body, COMPLIANT

2on‘m3 2 oﬂ 71
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®  within Historic Districts, within one thousand (1000’ feet of a Historic District
orof structures or places listed in the Massachusetts State Register of Historic
places, COMPLIANT

o within the Otis A.N.G.B. Accident Prevention Zone R-3 or R-5 Zoning Districts

e orwithin three hundred (300’) feet of the right of way of any designated scenic

roadway. COMPLIANT

Initial review of the application for this project showed that 101 Red Brook Road is located
within the acquisition boundary of the refuge but not actually included as a parcel that is
member to the Mashpee National Wilflife Refuge’s composition. It is considered
“unprotected land that has the potential for being developed” and should thus be identified
as within the Wireless Facility Overlay as defined within the Mashpee Zoning Bylaw.

Attachments:

Attachment 1 shows a map generated using the Town of Mashpee Interactive GIS Mapping tool.
Further research has shown that the interactive map fails to show greater detail with regard to the
parcels included in the National Wildlife Refuge. The interactive map shows the acquisition
boundary of parcels recommended for inclusion within the Refuge, but not all parcels were
acquired for this use and are not under the same protection as indicated by the map shown in
Attachment 2 from the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service was notified of this proposal and a phone conversation
corroborated that there ave no issues with development at 101 Red Brook Road. It has been my
determination that this parcel is within the acquisition boundary of the refuge but not
technically included as part of the Mashpee Wildlife Refuge and should thus be identified
as within the Wireless Facility Overlay.

The proposal is not within the mean high water line. It is miles from the only historic district in
Mashpee (Main St.), and miles from Route 6A (Old King’s Highway), the only designated scenic
roadway on Cape Cod.
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Evan Lehrer | TOWN PLANNER August 21, 2018
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MASHPEE__PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Local Comprehensive Plan

The Cape Cod Commission certified Mashpee’s Comprehensive Plan on July 30, 1998, Data
used to craft the plan was collected as early as 1992, Given the significant need to update the
plan T will cite the Mashpee Zoning Bylaw’s reference to the Wireless Facility Overlay’s
consistency with the approved plan. I don’t believe the 1998 Comprehensive Plan will provide
the most accurate long range planning vision and goals of Mashpee’s demographic today.

The purpose and intend of the Personal Wireless Service Facilities Section of the Zoning Bylaw

reads,
“The regulation of personal wireless service facilities is consistent with the purposes of the
Mashpee zoning bylaw and the planning efforts of the town through its comprehensive plan,
including those intended to further the conservation and preservation of developed, natural and
undeveloped areas, wildlife, flora and habitats for endangered species, the preservation of coastal
resources, protection of natural resouices, balanced economic growth, the provision of adequate
capital facilities, the coordination of the provision of adequate capital facilities with the

achievement of other goals and the preservation of historical, cultural, archaeological,
architectural and recreational values.

Zon]Y\\ﬁ Y 0}?*7

Evan Lehrer | TOWN PLANNER : August 21, 2018



ATTACHMUENT 2

Mashpee National Wildlife Refuge
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Legend

Mashpea Natlonal Wildlife Refuge (MNWR)

Prolected: Land owned and managed by the
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Attachment 3: Scenic Byways
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From: Patrick Costello <pcostello@lccplaw.coms
Sent: ' Monday, September-24, 2018 4:49 PM
To: Radney C, Collins '
Subject: RE: Cell Tower - Mashpee Firestation
Town Manager Collins:

Per your request, | submit the following summation of the basis for my opinion that the subject Town property on Red
Brook Rd. Is included within the Wireless Facility Overlay District defined in the Town Zoning Bylaw. My reading of the
Zoning Bylaw, §1.74-5.C.2, which provides that “The Wireless Facility Overlay District shall include...... all other lands in ;
the Town which are not located within the boundarles of the Mashpee Natlonal Wildlife Refuge.... (emphasis added)”
would exclude from the Overlay District only those lands which have been acquired in fee by a Refuge partner or
otherwise duly restricted by a record easement or other restriction imposed by a Refuge partner for compatible wildlife-
dependent recreational and other uses. The subject parcel has not yet been so acquired or restricted, thus, it is not yet
“within the houndaries of” the Refuge. As such, | believe it is located within the Wireless Facility Overlay District.

The intent of the key language of the subject Zoning Bylaw (“within the boundaries of the Mashpee National Wildlife
Refuge") could, arguably, be subject to varying interpretations. The Bylaw could well have specified “within the
acquisition boundaries of the Mashpee Natlanal Wildlife Refuge” (to the extent that “acquisition boundary” is an
otherwise specifically defined term) to avoid any ambiguity, but it doesn’t do so. Construing the terms of the Bylaw by
their plain language would warrant the position that the boundaries of the Refuge are determined by the boundaries of
those protected lands acquired or secured by Refuge Partners. :

Pat

Patrick J. Costello ;

Louison, Costello, Condon & Pfaff, LLP
101 Summer Street

Boston, MA 02110

617-439-0305

(fax) 617-439-0325

NOTE; This e-mail is a confidential and privileged communication between Louison, Costello, Condon &
Pfaff, LLP and the the intended recipient. To the extent this communication contains legal advice ot counsel, it
is not {ntended to be a public record to the extent exempted under the doctrine of attorney/client privilege or any
other-applicable authority. Use of the information contained in this e-mail by anyone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and
promptly destroy any record of this e-mail. ‘
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Survey by the National Institute for Science, _' W 2 Public Policy Indicates Cell
Towers and Antennas Negatively Impact Interest in Real Estate Properties

94% of respondents said a nearby cell tower or group of antennas would negatively impact interest in
a property or the price they would be willing to pay for it

July 03, 2014 01:57 PM Eastern Daylight Time

WASHINGTON-(BUSINESS WIRE)—A survey conducted in June 2014 by the National Institute for Science, Law and Public Policy (NISLAPP) in
Washington, D.C., “Neighborhood Cell Towers & Antennas—Do They Impact a Property’s Desirability?”, shows home buyers and renters are less
interested in properties located near cell towers and antennas, as well as in properties where a cell tower or group of antennas are placed on top of
or attached to a building.

Of the 1 000 survey respondents, 94% reported that cell towers and antennas in a nelghborhood or on a building would impact interest in a property
and the pnce they would be willing to pay for it. And 79% said under no circumstances would they ever purchase or rent a property within a few
blocks of a cell tower or antennas. And almost 90% of respondents said they were concerned about the increasing number of cell towers and
antennas in their residential neighborhood, generally. See Full Results here: http://electromagnetichealth.org/electromagnetic-health-blog/survey-
property-desirability/. 4

The NISLAPP survey reinforced the findings of a study by Sandy Bond, Ph.D. of the New Zealand Property Institute, and Past President of the
Pacific Rim Real Estate Society (PRRES), published in The Appraisal Journal in 2006, The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in
Residential Neighborhoods. That study found buyers would pay as much as 20% less, as determined at that time by an opinion survey in addition to
a sales price analysis.

https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20140703005726/en/Survey-National-Institute-Science-Law-Public-Policy 9/5/2018
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Jim Turner, Esq., Chairman of the National Institute for Science, Law and Public Policy, says, “The results of the 2014 NISLAPP survey suggest
there is now high awareness about potential risks from cell towers and antennas, including among people who have never experienced cognitive or
physical effects from the radiation.” He adds, “A study of real estate sales prices would be beneficial at this time in the Unites States to determine
what discounts homebuyers are currently placing on properties near cell towers and antennas.”

Read More
is site uses cookies. By continuing to browse this Business Wire site (and/or any other Business Wire website)

Contacts | accept the use of cookies. Learn more (/portal/site/home/privacy/)
NISLAPP |
Emily Roberson, 61 0—707—1 602 _ - lagree
er79000@yahoo.com o

https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20140703005726/en/Survey-National-Institute-Science-Law-Public-Policy 9/5/2018



0.D.AS. (Outdoor Distributed Antenna System)

Attached is an outline of what an O.D.A.S. system Is and how it will work
it not only offers superior performance it will use existing infrastructure without the need for a
150-foot tower or.any tower :
The Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires the use of existing infrastructure as a first option
The upcoming 5G network system will utilize this type of system not large towers thus a tower
like the one proposed will be obsolete
| spoke to David Maxon (see report)-about this system. He said administratively a tower would
be preferred on a cost to build basis thus cheaper for a multi- mllhon/billion dollar company at
the expense of the surrounding property owners
David Maxon also said he was hired to review the tower only application that is why the 0.D.AS.
system is only briefly mentioned in his report
As you can see the Peninsula Council AlKA The New Seabury Homeowners Associatian is well
aware of the 0.D.A.S. system. They also have Cape Cod Commission approval to place a tower at
the golf course driving range (since 2014) that location is where David Maxon refers to in his
report
Any information you need or questions you may have can be answered by:

Charlie Parker owner of Ratel Consulting

One Broadway Cambridge, MA.

Phone-781-856-4981 fax-617-714-3964 email Charlie@ratelconsulting.com

The Provincetown representative on the Cape Cod Commission, Cheryl Andrews, voted against
approval of this project because she thought the 0.D.A.S system should have been considered for
Mashpee as it Is currently in place in P-town and works great without a tower.
Blue Sky Towers in their application state that there is not any existing infrastructure that can be
used, however they are a cell tower company and as such they are only obligated to find
infrastructure to use as a tower site -sort of bending the rules




Distributed Base Station: Architecture

Two main types of (ODAS) mobile communication network architecture exist which offer a superior alternative to the proposed Blue
Sky Towers macro-site project:

C-RAN/Cloud-RAN — Antennas or Remote Radio Heads (RRHs) would be placed on existing structures (utility poles, light pdles,
buildings, etc.) where a communication line connects the RRHs to the core network via fiber or microwave. There is no traditional base

station as all signal processing occurs in the cloud. Both Verizon and AT&T are already deploying this technology in San Francisco as

it lays the groundwork for their respective 5G networks. It is commercially viable with hardware suppliers that include' CommScope,
Fujitsi and NEC.

All-In-One Base Transceiver Station — Each antenna or Remote Radio Head (RRH) would be placed on existing structures (utility poles,
light poles, buildings, etc.) and has a small base station (<5 £.%) attached close by. Each micro base station is connected to the core
network via fiber or microwave. This technology is well established has been deployed globally for many years now. It is commercially
viable with hardware suppliers that include CommScope, Nokia and Alcatel-Lucent.

e Both low-power network architectures would eliminate any need for a high-power macro site like the one proposed by Blue Sky
Towers at 101 Red Brook Road.

e Both network architectures utilize existing structures in private rights-of-way which require little if any tegulatory approval,
unlike the Blue Sky Towers proposal.

o Both network architectures preserve the value of abutting and surrounding properties unlike the Blue Sky Towers proposal.

o Both network architectures have ample attachment points including light poles, buildings and the >100 utility poles throughout
New Seabury and Popponesset which are jointly owned and managed by NSTAR and Verizon.

e Both network architectures utilize antennas with up to 2 kilometers of range, providing an almost infinite number of antenna
configurations throughout the coverage area.

¢ Both network architectures offer scalability to optimize coverage and capacity whereas the macro site proposed by Blue Sky
Towers at 101 Red Brook Road does not and will likely leave portions of Popponesset without adequate coverage.

e Both network architectures are broadly referred to as ODAS systems and have been utilized by country club and resort
communities for many years.
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PREPARED FORTHE PENINSULA COUNCIL, INC.




DISCLAIMER

2 To the best of our knowledge, the information contained herein is accurate and reliable as of the date of

publication; however, we do not assume any liability whatsoever for the accuracy and completeness of the
information contained herein.

= All information contained herein is strictly confidential and to be utilized only by The Peninsula Council, Inc. for
the express purpose of evaluating this proposal. No information contained in this document will be released to
the media or made public by any method without the express permission of the author.
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BACKGROUND & CONDITIONS

® The proposed ODAS project (Project) serves as an alternative to the proposed macro site at 101 Red Brook
Road, also known as Mashpee Fire Station 2.

s The Project will fulfill the wireless coverage gap in New Seabury and surrounding areas.

= The Project will make use of existing infrastructure as much as possible and only add infrastructure which can
avoid or substantially mitigate any regulatory review.

® The Project is amenable to the surrounding community and other relevant parties asia good compromise.

- @ The Project can be completed in a-timely manner.
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ODASVS MACRO SITE PROPOSAL

'+ Visually appealing
» Low power antennas

Quick deployment
Superior performance
Scalable and flexible

Next generation “5G” ready

Possible light pole upgrades at
no cost to residents

Poor aesthetics/Visual pollution
High power antennas

Slow deployment requiring
multiple approvals

Not scalable or flexible to suit
the local topography or terrain

Sub-optimal for “5G™ networks
Limited input on project
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ANTENNA PLACEMENT AND COVERAGE

= Approximately 12 antenna
nodes should provide
adequate coverage and
capacity based on
demographic analysis.

= Additional nodes can be
added to the network
outside New Seabury to
meet additional coverage
requirements by carrier(s).

(Shaded areas represent
optimal coverage. Actual
coverage wotld include all
of New Seabury and
beyond.)




SUMMARY, TAKEAWAYS AND NEXT STEPS

= The proposed ODAS project is the best solution to the wireless coverage gap the neglected residents of New
Seabury have suffered with for far too long. The ODAS project best stiits the safety, prosperity and happiness of
New Seabury residents and their guests.

= The Peninsula Council has the ability to recommend the ODAS project. Community residents will bear no costs
related in any way to the project and possibly reduce costs on light pole replacements. ’

® Next steps begin with discussions on easements which will be determined by Peninsula Council rules and
procedures at their convenience.
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EMF Real Estate Survey Results: “Neighborhood Cell Towers & Antennas—Do They Impact a Property’s Desirability?” | elec... Page 2 of 7

i ,

. ; e The National Institute for Smence Law and Public Policy’s survey “Neighborhood Cell Towers &
Antennas—l)o They 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 through email and social networking sites, in both the U.S. and abroad, sought to
determine if nearby cell towers and antennas, or wireless antennas placed on top of or on the side ofa building, would impact 2 home
buyer’s or renter s interest in a real estate property. :

The oveajority of respondents (94%) reported that cell towers and antennas in a neighborhood or on 2 building would
impact interest in a property and the price they would be willing to pay for it. And 79% said under no circumstances would they ever
purchase or rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or antenna.

* 94% said a nearbx cell tower or ggfmp of antennas would negatively impact interest in a property or the price they would be
willing to pay for it.

1

* 94% said a _cell fower or group of antennas on top of, or attached to, an apartment bmldmg would negatively impact mterest
in the apartment building or the price they would be willing to pay for it.

* 95% said they would opt to bug or rent a propex;tz that had zero antennas on the building over a comparable property that

had several antennas on the building.
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EMF Real Estate Survey Results: “Neighborhood Cell Towers & Antennas—Do They Impact a Property’s Desirability?” | elec... Page 3 of 7

« 79% said under no circumstances would they ever purchase or rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or
antennas. -

o 88% said that under no circumstances would they ever purchase or rent a propeﬁx with a cell tower or group of antennas on
top of, or attached to, the apartment buﬂdmg

» 89% said they were generally concerned about the i increasing number of cell towers and antennas in their residential
neighborhood.

The National Institute for Science, Law and Public Policy (NISLAPP) was curious if respondents had previous experience with physical or
cognitive effects of wireless radiation, or if their concern about neighborhood antennas was unrelated to personal expetience with the
radiation. Of the 1,000 respondents, 57% had previously experienced cognitive effects from radiation emitted by a cell phone,
wireless router, portable phone, utility smart meter, or neighborhood antenna or cell tower, and 43% had not experienced
cognitive effects. 63% of respondents had previously experienced physical effects from these devices or neighborhood towers and
antennas and 37% had not experienced physical effects.

ey

The majority of respondents provided contact information indicating they would like to receive the results of this survey or news related to
the possible connection between neighborhood cell towers and antennas and real estate decisions.

Comments from real estate brokers who co%r_lpleted the NISLAPP survey:

«I am a real estate broker in NYC. I sold a townhouse,that had a cell tower attached. Many potential buyers chose to avoid.
purchasing the property because of it. There was a long lease.”

“I own several properties in Santa Fe, NM and believe me, I have taken care not to buy near cell towers. Most of these are
rental properties and I think I would have a harder time renting those units... were a cell tower or antenna nearby. Though I
kave not noticed any negative health effects myself, I know many people are affected. And in addition, these antennas and
towers are often extremely ugly—despite the attempt in our town of hiding them as chimneys or fake trees.”

htin://electromasnetichealth arg/electramaonetic-health-hlno/anrvevonranerto-dacirahilita/ a/g/AN1Q



EMF Real Estate Survey Results: “Neighborhood Cell Towers & Antennas—Do They Impact a Property’s Desirability?” | elec... Page 4 of 7

“WWe are home owners and real estate investors in Marin County and have been for the last 25 years. We own homes and
apartment building here in Marin. We would not think of investing in real estate that would harm our tenants. All our
properties are free of smart meters. Thank you for all of your work.”

“I’m a realtor. I’ve never had a single complaint about cell phone antennae. Electric poles, on the other hand, are a huge
problem for buyers.”

Concern was expressed in the comments section by respondents about potential property valuation declines near antennas and cell towers.
While the NISLAPP survey did not evaluate property price declines, a study on this subject by Sandy Bond, PhD of the New Zealand
Property Institute, and Past President of the Pacific Rim Real Estate Society (PRRES), The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices ..
in Residential Neighborhoods, was published in The Appraisal Journal of the Appraisal Institute in 2006. Tlie Appraisal Institute is the -
largest global professional organization for appraisers with 91 chapters. The study indicated that homebuyers would pay from 10%-19%
léss to over 20% less for a property if it were in close proximity to a cell phone base station. The ‘opinion’ survey results were then
confirmed by a market sales analysis. The results of the sales analysis showed prices of properties were reduced by around 21% after
a cell phone base station was built in the neighborhood.”

The Appraisal Journal study added,

4

“Even buyers who believe that there are no adverse health effects from cell phone base stations, knowing that other potential
buyers might think the reverse, will probably seek a prxce dlscount for a property located near a cell phone base station.”

James S. Turner, Esq., Chairman of the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy and Partner, Swankin & Turner in Washington,
D.C, says,

“The recent NISLAPP survey suggests there is now a high level of awareness about potential risks from cell towers and
antennas. In addition, the survey indicates respondents believe they have personally experienced cognitive (57%) or physical
(63%) effects from radiofrequency radiation from towers, antennas or other radiating devices, such as cell phones, routers,
smart meters and other consumer electronics. Almost 90% are concerned about the increasing number of cell towers and

hitn-//elactramaonsatichealth nro/elertramacnatic haslth_hlan/onmratr nranartr dacienhilite/ nIciAn1O
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antennas generally. A study of real estate sales prices would be beneficial at this time in the Unites States to determine what
discounts homebuyers are currently placing on properties near cell towers and antennas.”

Betsy Lehrfeld, Esq., an attorney and Executive Director of NISLAPP, says,

“The proliferation of this irradiating infrastructure throughout our country would never have occurred in the first place had
Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 not prohibited state and local governments from regulating the placement
of wireless facilities on health or environmental grounds. The federal preemption leaves us in a situation today where
Americans are clearly concerned about risks from antennas and towers, some face cognitive and physical health consequences,
yet they and their families increasingly have no choice but to endure these exposures, while watching their real property
valuations decline.” " =

The National Institute for Science, Law, and Public Policy (NISLAPP) in Washington; D.C. was founded in 1978 to bridge the gap i
between scientific uncertainties and the need for laws protecting public health and safety. Its overriding objective is to bring practitioners of
science and law together to develop intelligent policy that best serves all interested parties in a giveri controversy. Its focus is on the points

at which these two disciplines converge.

NISLAPP contact: .

James S. Turner, Bsq.

(202) 462-8800 / jim@swankin-turner.com
Emily Roberson Y
er79000@yahoo.com ‘

If you can support NISLAPP’s work, please donate here:

httn://electromagnetichealth.ors/electromaoneti c-health-hlao/enrvev-nranartu-decirahilitae/  a/zmnte
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See Commentary by ElectromagneticHealth.org on NISLAPP EMF Real Estate Survey Results and Recommendations for Real

Estate Acsents and Homebuyers

Download a PDF of This Post Here

Read Coverage on GoLocalWorcester.com
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« ElectromagneticHealth.org Commentary on NISLAPP EMF Real Estate Survey Results
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Internet Explorer does not currently support REALTOR® Magazine search. IE users, please download Firefox, Chrome, or
- "Edge.
Realtor Magazine
) Wednesday, September 05, 2018

Cell Towers, Antennas Problematic for Buyers
July 25,2014 |

An overwhelming 94 percent of home buyers and renters surveyed by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy

" (NISLAPP) say they are less interested and would pay less for a property located near a cell tower or antenna.

What's more, of the 1,000 survey respondents, 79 percent said that under no circumstances would they ever purchase or’
rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or antennas, and almost 90 percent said they were concerned about the
" increasing number of cell towers and antennas in their residential neighborhood.

The survey, “Neighborhood Cell Towers & Antennas—Do They Impact a Property’s Desirability?” also found that properties
where a cell tower or group of antennas are placed on top of or attached to a building (condominium high-rise, for instance)

is problematic for buyers.

“A study of real estate sales prices would be beneficial at this time in the Unites States to determine what discounts home

buyers are currently placing on properties near cell towers and antennas,” says Jim Turner, chair of NISLAPP.

hitps://magazine realtor/daily-news/2014/07/25/cell-towers-antennas-problematic-for-buyers 9/5/2018
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The NISLAPP survey echoes the ﬁ_ndihgs of a study by-Sandy Bond of the New Zealand Property

Institute and past president of the Pacific Rim Real Estate Society (PRRES). "The Impact of Cell Trouble Spots for Buyers:
Phone Towers on House Prices in Residential Neighborhoods,”" which was published in The + Home Owners Object to
Appraisal Journal in 2006, found that buyers would pay as much as 20 percent less for a property -Cell Tower Installations‘
near a cell tower or antenna. S «  Field Guide to Cell
Phone Towers
Source: “Neighborhood Cell Towers & Antennas—Do They Impact a Property’s -6 Ways a Home May
Desirability?” National Institute for Science, Law & Public. Policy (June 2074) + TomOffBugers

= 6 Ways to Turn Off
Buyers at Open Houses

’J Comment

Recent Stories in This Section

https://magazine.realtor/daily-news/2014/07/25/ cell-towers-antennas—problematio—for-Buyers 9/5/2018
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