
Letters to the Heath Planning board regarding a Wi Valley  

wireless transmitter on Schoolhouse Road 

 

October 20, 2020 

Dear Heath Selectboard Members 

I live within a mile of Heath on Avery Brook Road. Before moving here, my family and I lived on Legate Hill 

Road in Charlemont where Wi-Valley also wanted to erect a microwave tower to facilitate their Four Town 

Network.  

As you may or may not know, residents of Legate Hill filed a lawsuit against the town of Charlemont to 

prevent the construction of this microwave tower (I know Wi-Valley prefers to call it a utility pole but when 

it's 60 feet high and sending and receiving microwave radiation I feel microwave tower is more apt). These 

same residents also hired an engineer to provide an alternative design to Wi-Valley which would allow them 

to create their network without placing a microwave tower in their front yard (ie, in the right of way in front 

of their homes). The design report is attached.  

The upshot of these events was that Wi-Valley decided to abandon their Legate Hill tower plans. A few points 

you may want to consider: 

- Fixed wireless is more "directional" than say a cell tower but if the microwave signal is leaving 
a point several miles away at a certain angle (say 30 degrees) by the time it gets to Heath, a 
much larger portion of your town is being irradiated than simply the dish on the tower.  

- Property values around wireless infrastructure have been show to decrease significantly in 
various studies going back to the early 2000's. 

- Being a rural community with deep agricultural roots, the impact of additional microwave 
radiation on your pollinators is something to consider, particularly since you are investing in a 
safe and future-proof solution internet solution (ie, fiber to the home). The ideal thing now 
would be to limit any additional EMF exposure to residents and nature. 

- Attorney Michael Pill who represented the residents of Legate Hill pointed out an interesting 
aspect of Massachusetts state law in regard to the right of way. He wrote: "Perhaps WiValley 
or the Charlemont Selectboard are under the likely misconception that the town owns 
outright the land within the bounds of the public way; they may be unaware of the derelict 
fee statute (G.L. c. 183, § 58) and the judicial presumption (established by Mass. court 
decisions) that a public way is only an easement, with the fee (meaning ownership of the 
land) remaining in the abutting landowners." Michael can be reached at (413) 586-8218 ext. 
3017 

- The 2018 National Toxicology Program peer-reviewed 25 million dollar study on cell phone 
radiation provided "clear evidence" that levels below the current FCC guidelines cause 
cancer. 

- Other health effects documented in peer-reviewed, independent studies include infertility, 
miscarriage, sleep disturbance, anxiety/depression, DNA damage, attention/behavior issues, 
etc: https://mdsafetech.org/ (see "scientific literature" drop down) 

- You may be interested in this resource page for municipal leaders 
- Although Wi-Valley may be disappointed to not be able to reach absolutely everyone in 

Hawley with their current design, unless something drastic happens at the Federal level there 
will soon be thousands more low altitude satellites beaming high speed wi-fi down on every 
inch of the planet, including Hawley.  

- I understand your wish to be a "good neighbor" which absolutely should be encouraged in 
every possible situation – within reason. Our experience of neighborliness in this context, 
given the widespread opposition to the tower in Charlemont, was that there was very little 

https://ehtrust.org/cell-phone-towers-lower-property-values-documentation-research/
https://ehtrust.org/published-research-adverse-effect-wireless-technology-electromagnetic-radiation-bees/
https://ehtrust.org/published-research-adverse-effect-wireless-technology-electromagnetic-radiation-bees/
https://ehtrust.org/science/the-niehs-national-toxicology-program-study-on-cell-phone-radiation-and-cancer-2018-update-resources/
https://mdsafetech.org/
https://sites.google.com/site/understandingemfs/for-municipal-leaders
https://www.recorder.com/my-turn-mirin-deployment-5G-012320-THURSDAY-32173759
https://sign.moveon.org/petitions/no-wi-fi-tower-on-charlemont


consideration given to the injuries Legate Hill residents had to fight (and spend down their 
hard earned savings) to avoid.  

- Treating an application for a wireless facility as "utility pole" where the only test for denial is 
if it's going to fall down and not sending the application for appropriate consideration by the 
Planning Board under your telecom/wireless infrastructure by-laws sets a dangerous legal 
precedent for the town. Essentially, I (or anyone) could come in and say I want to put a 
microwave tower anywhere else in the right of way and reference this previous decision (ie, 
you would be discriminating against later applicants if they were not treated in the same 
way).  

 

I am happy to be of any help or speak more with you about your decision making process and thank you for 

your consideration. I am also happy to offer pro-bono consulting time around updating your telecom by-laws 

to be more prepared for eventual applications for 5G "small cells" in the right of way close to where residents 

live, work and play. Heath is truly a jewel in the Hilltowns and we thank you for your stewardship. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Mirin 

Co-Director, Hilltown Health 

 

  

http://www.hilltownhealth.org/


Dear members of the Heath Selectboard, 

I am writing to express my concern regarding the petition of WiValley to install a wifi repeater on a 60 ft pole 

in Heath in order to bring wifi to residents in Hawley.   

I developed a health condition a decade ago termed “wireless hypersensitivity” after sleeping right next to a 

wireless router for months while pregnant.  Although I was undiagnosed at first, the symptoms progressed 

from severe insomnia and dizziness to heart palpitations and other nervous system symptoms such as 

tremors, spasms, twitches, the inability to recall simple words, and severe neuritis.  For years this went on and 

my life felt like the worst nightmare I could imagine. After discovering the cause, I got rid of all wireless 

devices in my home and installed an ethernet cord on my computer.  For several years, I could not even go to 

a grocery store without a return of symptoms that might snowball into being sick for a week or more.  I stayed 

home nearly all the time to avoid the relapses and saw only friends and family who would come to visit and 

my family who I live with. Over the years of minimizing my exposure as well as working with doctors and 

neurologists to improve the health of my nervous system, I have been able to partially recover.  I am now able 

to go into areas with wifi or near cell phones for short periods of time (up to several hours) up to a once or 

twice a week, but I still must sleep under an electromagnetic  shield at my home due to the cell phone 

radiation that reaches my home.   

A few years ago, when our town’s broadband committee was deciding whether or not to go with wireless 

towers or fiber optics, I was incredibly nervous.  I love living in Heath and feel that my calling in life is to tend 

the blueberries here on Burnt Hill at the Benson Place.  My health was slowly improving, but I still could not 

go much of anywhere and I was nervous that if the town installed wireless towers around town the radiation 

levels would be much higher than they are now as the towers would be much closer than the nearest tower to 

me now which is at Berkshire East.  I feared I would have no choice but to sell the farm and move somewhere 

even more remote.   

Of course, I was overjoyed to learn that the town had chosen to go with fiber optics!  In addition to my health 

concerns, it made so much sense to me for Heath to use the existing telephone infrastructure rather than to 

litter the beautiful landscape of Heath with towers which I find to be such an eyesore.  There are also the 

coverage uncertainties with wireless, which WiValley is experiencing currently, that also made fiber a more 

reliable option.   

With the current pole petition, I am not worried about having to move since the radiation will be directed at 

Hawley which is west of me and it is a repeater.  But I do have several concerns: 

• I do not want any residents living near this proposed structure to potentially develop the 

debilitating condition I have experienced.  Although wireless technology has been shown to 

have negative impacts on everyone because the voltage triggers the calcium gated ion 

channels in our cell membranes to flood the cells with calcium which produces peroxynitrate 

in the body (the most potent free radical produced in the body) the condition of wireless 

hypersensitivity most often affects people with pre-existing nervous system conditions, 

especially demyelination.  I don’t know who lives near the proposed site now, but we don’t 

know who will live there in the future.   

• We are having trouble attracting new residents to our town and we need to broaden our tax 

base.  Heath made a great decision in going with fiber optics.  The unmarred landscape will 

surely attract new potential homebuyers looking to move to the country over a town with 

unsightly towers and it will help maintain our property values.  And even though we are in a 

current climate where  concerns about cell and wireless radiation’s effects on human, animal 

and plant health are written off, (thanks to both wildly unscientific  internet- propagated 

paranoia about government conspiracies as well as the suppression of sound science and the 

creation of doubt in the media by telecommunications companies), I believe that in the next 

decade, as the science concerning the effects of wireless become more mainstream, there 



will be much more interest for families to live in low radiation towns.  So I see the absence of 

towers in Heath as a huge asset that the town has, both in terms of health and aesthetics.  I 

think it would be foolish to undermine this asset by installing a tower-pole that serves no 

function for our town.   

• I am worried about the precedent that allowing one tower may have on the installation of 

future towers in Heath.  The FCC is making it harder and harder for local municipalities to 

have control over whether they have towers and where they are placed.  Additionally, 

according to the FCC, it is illegal to refuse a wireless radiation tower (or pole) based on 

concerns over health.   A town can consider health concerns, but can only refuse based on 

other concerns (aesthetic, property value, etc).  

Heath made a wise, more expensive decision in installing fiber optics.  We are dealing with our own crisis in 

terms of our tax rate.  Hawley made their decision to go with WiValley.  But taking on Hawley’s problem 

would only be a detriment to our own town.  

 

Thank you, 

 

Meredith Wecker 

182 Flagg Hill Rd 

 

 

  



October 13, 2020 

Select Board 

Town of Heath 

1 East Main St. 

Heath, MA  01346 

 

Dear Select Board members, 

The purpose of this letter is to express my opposition to WiValley constructing a 60-foot utility pole on South 

Road, including wires and fixtures and underground laterals, cables and wires above or intersecting public 

ways, on South Schoolhouse Road in Heath, according to the petition from the FHMS Four Town Broadband 

Network.  

 

I believe that Heath should reject this proposal for the following reasons: 

 

• First and foremost, the proposed location is a beautiful site in Heath with an unobstructed 
view to the south that is enjoyed by town residents and visitors. The character of that hill will 
forever be marred by construction of the pole. 
 

• Unforeseen issues could arise related to the construction and maintenance of the pole. The 
safety risks are unknown, given the high wind at that location. Even though we may be legally 
protected, as mentioned in the meeting, that does not undo the damage that could be 
caused to life and property.  
 

• There is no clear benefit to Heath so why should we use our public land in this way? We want 
to be neighborly but FHMS decided to build their network with grant money and have chosen 
a system that may not work for all residents. They should be asked to consider alternatives to 
support those 18 residences that would benefit from the pole, perhaps using the budget 
otherwise allocated to construction of the pole. 

 

According to the press release issued April 3, 2019 a grant was issued to bring broadband to 96% of residents 

in the towns of Florida, Hawley, Monroe, and Savoy.  The grant was awarded for “creative, flexible solutions.” 

(http://www.townofhawley.com/wp-content/uploads/docs/Broadband/Four-Towns/MBI-Four-Towns-

Wireless-Funding-Press-Release.pdf). I think that the FHMS and WiValley should be tasked with coming up 

with just such a creative solution for the households impacted. In the next hearing they should also be asked 

as well if they have already achieved the 96% level without the Heath pole, which should also minimize its 

importance for achieving their goals. Keep in mind that their goals in any case do not take into account the 

negative impact to Heath, as outlined above.  

 

The Select Board, as stewards of the Town of Heath’s interests, should also consider that residents of Legate 

Hill in Charlemont filed a lawsuit in consideration of the negative impact on scenic beauty and property 

values; the location was eventually deemed unsuitable but the issues were similar 

(https://www.recorder.com/Legate-Hill-residents-file-lawsuit-over-WiFi-25706649). 

 

http://www.townofhawley.com/wp-content/uploads/docs/Broadband/Four-Towns/MBI-Four-Towns-Wireless-Funding-Press-Release.pdf
http://www.townofhawley.com/wp-content/uploads/docs/Broadband/Four-Towns/MBI-Four-Towns-Wireless-Funding-Press-Release.pdf
https://www.recorder.com/Legate-Hill-residents-file-lawsuit-over-WiFi-25706649


I understand the importance of internet access but believe that the four towns and WiValley should come up 

with a solution for those homes without marring the beauty of our landscape and putting us in harm’s way.  

 

There are many complex issues that you face related to town finances, building use and more. I appreciate the 

work you do and the time it takes. This is a much simpler issue. Just say no. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Amy 

Amy Krane 

222 South Road 

Heath, MA 01346 

 

617-308-5476 

amyskrane@gmail.com 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Amy Krane <amyskrane@gmail.com> 

Date: Sun, Jan 10, 2021 at 5:31 PM 

Subject: Confirming and updating objection to pole 

To: Doug Mason <dougmason@hughes.net>, Calvin C. Carr <calvincarr@verizon.net> 

 

Hello Planning Board, 

 

Thank you for holding the public hearing on the WiValley proposed pole on December 30. The meeting 

provided additional information that reinforced my opposition. 

 

In addition to the concern I have about the pole related to its impact on the landscape, which I have 

mentioned in my original letter to the Selectboard (forwarded to you) of Oct 13, 2020 and my email to the 

Planning Board on Dec 29, 2020, I would like to add these comments.  

• Although serving 2 households in Heath was presented as a positive aspect of their proposal, this 
actually raised another concern, which was noted by a member of the Heath broadband committee: it 
would be detrimental to Heath and not in our financial interest to have anyone abandon our 
broadband plan because it would impact our ability to pay back the bond. 

• It was stated that the negative impact on property values was well documented and that this might 
lead to a reduction in taxable value of property and reduce Heath tax revenue, which we can't afford. 

It appears that no other options are being considered by the petitioners. Although there are alternatives, they 

were dismissed as they are not in the financial interest of WiValley or the four towns. I am convinced more 

than ever that we should not be the ones who take up the slack on this, given the negatives for Heath. 

 

mailto:amyskrane@gmail.com
mailto:amyskrane@gmail.com
mailto:dougmason@hughes.net
mailto:calvincarr@verizon.net


Thank you. 

Amy 

Amy Krane 

amyskrane@gmail.com 

617.308.5476 

--  

Amy Krane amyskrane@gmail.com 617-308-5476 

 

 

  

mailto:amyskrane@gmail.com
mailto:amyskrane@gmail.com


My Turn: More microwave radiation for Heath 

and Ashfield? 

By JONATHAN MIRIN 

Published: 12/28/2020 3:23:23 PM 

A New Hampshire company called Wi-Valley would like to install a 60-foot microwave tower on a 

crossroads in Heath — a town that already voted to install a safe, future-proof, town-owned fiber-

optic network. The tower would be to serve 18 homes in Hawley which appear not to have been 

included in Hawley's original "fixed wireless" build out. 

I was living on Legate Hill in Charlemont when Wi-Valley wanted to install a similar tower on Legate 

Hill, again well after the initial funding and plan for Hawley was in motion. 

Why count on a neighboring town like Charlemont or Heath approving a microwave tower in their 

right of way, i.e., in someone's front yard? It seems you'd want to get those approvals before spending 

taxpayer money granted through the Mass Broadband Institute to build your network. 

Well, it appears one way to eliminate roadblocks is to submit an application to the town's Selectboard 

for a "pole hearing", i.e., saying we'd like to put up a 60-foot pole under the bylaw that governs the 

installation of electric poles. 

Yes, there is microwave radiation being beamed at the "pole" from miles away and injuring, if you run 

with the independent, non-industry funded research on the subject, pollinators, birds, or the 

unfortunate people who happen to live near the "pole", for example Alena Charow's family. Ms. 

Charow's letter to the board cites hundreds of studies dating back to the ’70s showing damage to 

human health and the environment with exposures below the FCC limits. She also includes studies 

that project a loss in nearby home values of up to 20%. 

Strangely, treating their microwave tower application as a utility pole application (which is not subject 

to telecom by-laws) was happening in Charlemont until residents filed a lawsuit. When I requested, 

resident Laury Wills summed up her experience: 

"The FHMS Four Towns Broadband Committee attempted to force property owners on Legate Hill 

Road to subsidize the build out of their network by working directly with the town of Charlemont to 

approve a microwave tower under the guise of a utility pole. The town’s own attorney said there was 

no legal precedent for this but the FHMS committee pursued it as their least cost option. The first we 

heard about the tower was when someone forwarded us a map with a big red X outside our front door 

where the tower was going to be constructed. The FHMS committee pursued this location using state 

law as a cudgel despite pleas from every landowner in the vicinity. The towns involved in the FHMS 

committee showed no consideration or neighborly feelings toward us in the almost two years we were 

forced to spend enormous resources fighting against a microwave tower in our front yard." 

Somehow history was repeating itself. I received a phone call from a concerned resident saying the 

Heath Selectboard would be deciding on the microwave tower that evening and it was being treated as 

a utility pole. I frantically typed a letter to the Selectboard and logged on with my trusty (if it's not 

raining hard) HughesNet satellite service — we don't have broadband either. But it turns out Heath, 

unlike Charlemont, was prepared with a fixed wireless provision in their bylaws. The Selectboard pole 

hearing was transformed into a Planning Board Microwave Tower public hearing to review Wi-
Valley’s application for a special permit. It’s scheduled for Dec. 30 at 7 p.m. (See 

https://townofheath.org/files/PUBLIC_HEARING_NOTICE_12-30-20docx.pdf.) 

You can read letters already sent to the Heath Planning Board as well as information about an AT&T 

cell tower hearing in Ashfield scheduled for Jan. 20 at www.hilltownhealth.org . In Ashfield, 

https://www.recorder.com/byline?byline=By JONATHAN%20MIRIN
http://www.hilltownhealth.org/


concerned families have spent their savings hiring attorney Andrew Campanelli 

of www.anticelltowerlawyers.com a former telecom lawyer who decided he would rather defend the 

public than irradiate it. 

If preserving community well-being and the environment are important to you, I would suggest 

sending an email expressing your views before these Zoom meetings to Heath's Planning Board 

at towncoordinator@townofheath.org and Ashfield's Planning Board at planning_brd@ashfield.org 

If you don't live in either of these towns, please contact your planning board and ask them to update 

their telecom by-law to address 5G small cells. The FCC is giving billions to big wireless to speed up 

their build out in rural areas and this is a moment when we need our immune systems to be fully 

functional (yes, you should get your child an adapter and ethernet cable for their laptop, turning off 

the wi-fi on the computer and router). We have letter and bylaw templates, research and free 

consultations available at www.hilltownhealth.org . 

Jonathan Mirin is a co-founding director of Hilltown Health, an organization dedicated to safe 

technology education and advocacy in Western Mass. and beyond. His wife was diagnosed with 

microwave sickness in 2012 and his solo show with Piti Theatre "Hawai'i 5G: Canary in the Gold 

Mine" will premiere this summer at the Ko Festival of Performance in Amherst.  
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From: Heather Hathwell <smithie91@sbcglobal.net> 

Subject: Re: proposed agreement 

Date: December 3, 2020 at 4:13:18 PM EST 

To: Calvin Carr <carr@crocker.com> 

 

Calvin:  

 

I started redlining, then it just got to be too much.  This document was so one-sided.   I 

thought it best to point out the following thoughts:  

 

1.   WiValley should be a direct party to the deal for a variety of reasons, and they and the 4 

towns-partners should be jointly/severally liable to our town for performance.  WiValley and 

the 4 town partners can look to their own internal agreement to haggle over who ultimately 

between them is responsible but we should be able to seek enforcement against either.     

 

2.  I can't find any easements on School House Rd.   The only thing I did find was a 

conservation restriction, pertaining to Gleason.   I surmise either that there is some arcane 

right (or not), which is not easy to establish.    Whatever it is, there is currently no 

compensation to the Town contemplated in the draft.   We are cashstrapped and we are not 

a charity even if we were not cashstrapped.  I don't see us incurring resources to figure 

something out for something that offers no benefit and probably only costs, as outlined 

below.    

 

3.   Taxation:  I checked out some of the FMHS docs, and apparently they consulted the 

state authorities about taxation on the poles/equipment (at least the ones for the bulk of the 

project), and were told that it would be tax exempt personal property.  Not sure the analysis 

still works if the tower is located outside the four towns, but who has resources to verify 

that.    

 

     The other implication here is that while it looks like we get no revenue (unless the town 

negotiates and overhauls the deal as suggested below), we also potentially take a 

hit.    There are ample real estate surveys about the negative impact of towers on area 

property values.   Maybe 12 School House Rd doesn't take action, but I am pretty sure that 

169 South Rd (if I have that address right) is probably going to assert that the value has 

been adversely impacted and thus should be assessed for lower value.   I am not opining on 

that as an assessor, I am merely stating a widely held perception.  If that were to successful, 

on the part of one or more nearby property owners, the ongoing loss in tax revenue must be 

taken into account.     

 

4.   There should be no responsibility whatsoever for the Town of Heath:  not for securing the 

Facilities, not for fire, theft, vandalism, not for liability or damages for any reason whatsoever 

outside expressly wrongful acts on part of Town (or employees acting on behalf of 

Town).   Partners and the Provider should be on the hook broadly for everything ( and should 

mailto:smithie91@sbcglobal.net
mailto:carr@crocker.com


indemnify.and defend the town), including random bodily injury due to structures falling, 

storms, etc. environmental issues etc. (just a tiny carveout, that is limited to a direct wrongful 

act where Town of Heath is actually at fault).   

 

5.   This document is overly broad as to the scope of facilities and service allowed.   At 

present, there is no upside to Heath.  We'd be locked in for 99 years, no additional tax 

revenue, and potentially tax loss (neighboring properties), and no payments to 

us.  Meanwhile, they can put up whatever they like, including not completing their broadband 

and instead putting up something to service Verizon or others, involving far more than the 

specs provided to Heath, and can monetize that without sharing with Heath.  There are no 

concrete controls in the document, holding them to certain specs, load, code and 

environmental liability etc.  

 

6.    The document has a lot of holes as to standards of care, responsibility for actions and 

omissions of. contractors, employees, etc.  (they are asking a lot of Heath, interestingly, but I 

am talking about the other towns, the partners and WiValley), compliance and obligation to 

secure everything at their own cost/expense:  all permits, looking up all utilities and 

underground (we really should not make any reps/warranties beyond those which are our 

legal duty to provide within the context), use of best practices and standards in all aspects of 

use, construction, maintenance, operation, repair, etc., environmental etc.    

 

6.  Insurance:   Heath should be additional named insured all at cost to partners and 

WiValley, not Heath.  Both the partners and WiValley need to hold insurance, with limits $1M 

per occurrence and perhaps $5M aggregate (otherwise it might be interpreted as $1M in 

aggregate).   The insurance as to Heath should  be primary, not subordinate to its own, in 

connection with general claims or any that. are not tied to wrongful acts of Heath.   

 

I think it best that they have a one year option only (for an initial fee to compensate for 

holding it and the resources to get to this point), and they either exercise it or they don't.  If 

they don't then all bets are off and everything stays as it is today.    If they do timely exercise, 

they get  up to 98 years and they should pay an annual fee (one that escalates for inflation 

every year) plus potentially something additional every year as a contribution toward road 

maintenance etc. (payment in lieu of property tax on their equipment), also indexed for 

inflation and subject to appropriate depreciation and also the threshold value for exemptions 

in general.    

 

As for pricing:  

Initial Fee (must at least cover any due diligence costs to the town.  Can we legally extract 

the payment terms I am suggesting and do we really know the status of the land parcel and 

rights.  Who as to be paid to figure that out?) 

Ongoing Fees if it goes ahead:  

A.   Must consider tax base loss potential (assessment appeals by neighboring properties) 

B.   Must have at the core, annual escalations tied to inflation.  



C.   Should (ideally) have some general benefit to the town, beyond simply attempting to 

shore up potential tax base loss.  How much depends on whether town actually owns (land 

or easement) or whether it can legally extract payment for providing special zoning permit 

consents etc. due to the circumstances.   For context, you ought to observe that they already 

have over 1000 subscribers up and running  (at least it seems to be according to their 

documents), and the subscriptions run anywhere from $26 monthly at the lowest end to over 

$50 and upwards to over $200 monthly.   Taking the middle amount, leads to (so far) 

$50,000 per month in revenue system-wide and the towns did not actually incur much in 

hard install costs because they took the cheap installment alternative and the grant they got 

paid for most of it.    

D.    Whatever payment is made, it seems appropriate to revisit the fee each 10-15 years 

(beyond simply having a built-in inflation escalator).   Mainly because the town is guessing 

as to component A.    What if we figure on a 10% value reduction, but the property owner 

succeeds in getting a 15% or 20% value reduction?    We will have lost that 5-10% income 

over a 10-15 year period before re-setting the base fee.  If we later approve a larger 

installation or larger load or service to Verizon et al, then that should presumably be an 

opportunity to share in that revenue as a % or at least charge more on some analagous 

incremental annual flat fee payment  

D.   If not made separately as a general services contribution, something to make up for any 

failure to be able to tax equipment as personal property.   

 

As I mentioned, I am a specialized paralegal and while I have lots of contract 

negotiation/drafting/commenting experience on high value contracts with a number of liability 

issues, I am no substitute for a lawyer (particularly real estate) and I definitely don't know the 

ins/outs of easements or alternatives to easements.  The issues I outlined above call into 

question certain aspects of the proposed agreement, and present possible 

workarounds.  But perhaps you could share these with a real estate attorney who would 

more readily be able to answer certain questions, like can we do as I suggest, can we extract 

voluntary payments due at a minimum to the perceived loss in tax base (or in return for 

zoning special permit approval for someone who is not a Heath resident or Heath business 

or Heath property owner), or only if we have a true ownership of an easement.   And how do 

we find out what we even have (apart from the power to grant special permit, or conservation 

approval, BOS approval, etc.).  Under what arcane law or  old deed (it doesn't appear to be 

recorded at the registry in any recent times...nor cross referenced with neighboring 

parcels.  I could keep digging but I have a busy professional schedule to get back to during 

this year-end crunch).   My time frees up in January and I am more than happy to try to help 

Heath get a decent deal, should this be what the town wants.     

 

Best,  

Heather Hathwell 

(413) 337-5783 

______________________________ 

 

  



From: Michael Cucchiara <mcucchiara@grantham-group.com> 

Subject: Re: Mike, here is the easement agreement. Thanks for looking at this. 

Date: December 2, 2020 at 4:14:49 PM EST 

To: Calvin Carr <carr@crocker.com> 

 

 A couple key points:  

  

• The relationship being created is fundamentally a Utility Type Easement agreement as a 
Town would have with a public utility providers – there is a standard template for 
municipalities and utilities that should be followed here;  

• The agreement if should be written as if the parties are Grantor & Grantee – that is how one 
creates an easement 

• No consideration or renumeration for the town to grant the easement (e.g. payment or 
future profit sharing) 

• No limitation on the scope of the easement, what could be subsequently installed etc. 
• No restriction on the scope of the easement (easement would have to surveyed and recorded 

in the Registry if it were a utility easement) here it references 100 square feet? Who would 
ever permit an interest in land so vague as to location etc.  

• No decommissioning provision or obligations to post bond to remove facilities 
• No description of telecom facilities themselves 
• No provision for assignment or restriction against of the agreement to 3rd parties 
• Insufficient insurance provisions to protect Town from liability 
• Bizarre reciprocal indemnity provision that is too broad/vague 
• No reference to obligation to maintain facility in good working order or O&M plan etc. 

 

  

Just another thought, since the facility would be erected on Town land by a third party (the “Partners”), 

wouldn’t the Town have to be the applicant or a party to the application to the Planning Board since the 

Partners here presumably do not have any current site control (e.g. ground lease or ownership)? For example 

I cannot, absent site control, present an application to the Planning Board and the Planning Board cannot 

grant me a permit to build a McDonalds on your front lawn can I? Could it be akin to a “Standing Issue” – do 

the “Partners” have standing to even file an application with the PB in the first place? 

 

 

 

 

From: lyra johnson <lyrajohnson@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Monday, January 11, 2021 11:21 AM 

To: BOS <BOS@townofheath.org> 

Subject: Microwave Pole in South Heath-please pass along to Planning Board 

  

Dear Heath Planning Board and Select Board,   

       I am concerned about the proposed microwave pole to be potentially placed in South Heath. My mom and 

brother live in beautiful South Heath where I grew up. It is my understanding that this pole could be detrimental 

mailto:mcucchiara@grantham-group.com
mailto:carr@crocker.com
mailto:lyrajohnson@yahoo.com
mailto:BOS@townofheath.org


to people's health and would harm our local natural world. My mom is a senior, has an immune disorder and 

other health issues. I am concerned for the health of ALL of our South Heath neighbors. There are also very 

special song birds and birds of prey in this neighborhood that would be negatively affected, as well as precious 

pollinators. Please say NO to this microwave pole! 

 Thank you, 

 Respectfully Submitted, 

Lyra Johnson-Fuller  

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Lynn Perry <lynninheath@gmail.com> 

Date: Tue, Dec 29, 2020 at 9:22 AM 

Subject: Attn Heath Planning Board 

To: towncoordinator@townofheath.org <towncoordinator@townofheath.org> 

 

We would like to express our opposition to the fixed wireless pole proposed for South Schoolhouse Road. 

There are many independent scientific studies documenting the ill effects on human health and the 

environment from microwave and cellular radiation. Heath has a bylaw restricting fixed wireless poles, and we 

do not see any reason for issuing a variance to the bylaw for something that will be detrimental to the 

residents and environment of Heath. We like to be a good neighbor to Hawley, but not at the expense of the 

environment and the health of Heath citizens.  

Rol Hesselbart 

Lynn Perry 

73 Burrington Road  

 

  

mailto:lynninheath@gmail.com
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From: Nina Marshall  

Sent: Monday, October 19, 2020 9:00 AM 

To: robynprovost01@gmail..com; Gloria Fisher <gloryfish@earthlink.net>; Brian DeVriese 

<bdevriese@verizon.net>; HeathTownCoordinator <bos@townofheath.org> 

Subject: Objection to "pole" proposed for Schoolhouse Rd. 

 

Dear Select Board, 

 

I would like to state my objection to the tower that is proposed to be located on Schoolhouse Rd. I object to 

having this enormous eyesore in this location because: 

 

1. It is ugly. 
2. It could go up to 70’ with all the equipment and contraptions that will be put on top of the 

“pole”. 
3. It has NO benefit for Heath. 
4. We already have satisfactory radio service for police and fire in South Heath. I know – I hear 

the beeper for all fire calls and they come in loud and clear. 
5. This ugly tower would reduce the value of my property. No one wants to buy a house where 

they would have to look at such a tower EVERY time they leave or return. 
6. I don’t want my children to experience the ill-effects of such a tower while they wait for the 

school bus every morning.  
 

And most importantly, I reiterate that this tower has many negatives, and zero positives for the residents of 

Heath. There are lots of other big hills in Hawley that could be the site for this tower, and that is where it 

should be placed. 

 

Regards, 

Nina 

 

Nina Marshall 

93 Bassett Rd. 
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To: Town of Heath Planning Board 

From: Art Schwenger, chair, Heath Municipal Light Plant Advisory Committee 

 Sheila Litchfield, Heath MLP Manager 

Date: January 19, 2021 

Re: “Hawley pole” installation request  

 

Dear Heath Planning Board, 

 

The Heath Broadband team has been exploring the implications and potential impact for Heath pertaining to 

the request by WiValley and the Town of Hawley to install a pole on the Town of Heath right-of-way on 

Schoolhouse Road to send a signal to several families in their town.  Our exploration has included 

conversations with Bill Ennen, the State’s Last Mile Liaison with EOHED; Westfield Gas & Electric, the company 

that is functioning as Owners Project Manager to build Heath’s fiber network; the WiredWest Executive 

Director;  legal counsel for WiredWest; and members of the Town of Charlemont Broadband Committee, 

because Charlemont had received a similar request from Hawley and WiValley. 

 

While the Heath broadband team would like to see all people have access to higher speed broadband service, 

we find that we cannot support the proposed pole in Heath for the reasons described below due to the 

potential financial risks to Heath Broadband. 

 

In our exploration of the “Hawley pole” question, we considered that a potential benefit to Heath could be 

achieved by having the Hawley wireless network provide service to one or two Heath customers who could 

not be reached by Heath Broadband. Heath has established a few written Memoranda of Understanding, or 

“edge case agreements”, with the Municipal Light Plants (MLP’s) of neighboring towns in order to provide 

fiber service to residences located on town boundaries when that service could be provided more feasibly by 

a neighboring town. In some of the edge case agreements, Heath is providing broadband service to a resident 

in a neighboring town and in other agreements a neighboring town is providing service to a Heath resident. In 

all edge case agreements, one objective was the assurance that the resident would receive service at the 

same or better level as what other residents were receiving. In an edge case agreement the “customer” 

essentially becomes a customer of the town that provides the service.  

 

MLPs must follow strict FCC requirements and in Massachusetts, the Department of Public Utilities (DPU) 

approval is required for an MLP to extend service to another town (G.L. c. 164, s. 47).  An MLP from one town 

cannot simply come into a neighboring town and serve customers regardless of the technology as a matter of 

MA law.   Heath could consider entering into an agreement with the neighboring wireless network towns to 

provide service where it makes sense to certain border customers and include in an agreement that the 

neighboring town and/or its contractor is prohibited from serving any other customers except upon written 

agreement of Heath; however, it is unclear to us if such a stipulation would hold up legally. We are not 

interested in suggesting that Heath request a costly legal opinion into a research project on the Telecomm Act 

and competition.   

 

During our exploration, we learned that the Town of Charlemont is involved in a lawsuit from citizens 

concerned with the potential health effects of wireless waves. Whether real or perceived, we are sensitive to 



the fact that Heath does not need any additional animosity among residents and town leaders at this point, 

and certainly cannot afford a lawsuit. 

 

We learned that there are other options available to Hawley to provide internet service to the residents 

whom they hope to reach by the proposed pole. Those these residents can choose to subscribe to a satellite 

service for internet. While we understand first-hand that satellite service is not the same as fiber service, we 

recognize it as a means to achieve desired internet service.  

 

We learned that WiValley, as a service provider to underserved towns, is eligible for CAFII funds and EOHED 

funds to build the wireless service, eliminating additional financial impact to our neighboring towns. And we 

understand that WiValley could opt to ask that poles be installed on private property to extend their network 

to their residents without the use of a pole on Town of Heath property; understanding that doing so could 

result in the utility having to pay property tax fees to the property owner.  

 

At this point we understand that “the Hawley pole” wireless signal to a Heath customer would not provide the 

same level of service as broadband and might require either an extension to the proposed pole or additional 

poles. However, the greatest challenge to the proposal would be the potential financial risk to Heath 

Broadband if additional customers from Heath within the range of the Hawley wireless signal opted to 

subscribe to Hawley wireless. 

 

Heath voters agreed to seek broadband by building a fiber network, not a wireless network, and not a hybrid 

network, believing that fiber would provide superior broadband signal strength particularly given our hilly 

terrain. Hawley and their partner towns chose a wireless means to provide internet to their residents, with 

hope that state funding would cover the entire cost of the network build without additional town funding.  

 

Heath voters agreed to commit to paying $1.45 million as Heath’s portion of the cost. The repayment of 

broadband loans will impact the Heath tax rate for many years to come.  Heath voters also agreed to join 

WiredWest as a means to seek cost savings through a collaborative network with like-minded towns 

throughout western Massachusetts, who are building  fiber networks.   Because a central aspect of the Heath 

Broadband team is a commitment to oversee and manage the costs of the project in Heath, we cannot 

support anything that could potentially threaten the “take-rate” of subscribers to Heath Broadband.  

 

Sincerely,  

Art Schwenger, chair MLP Advisory Committee 

Sheila Litchfield, Heath MLP Manager  

 

 

Copy to: Heath Select Board/MLB 

 

Dear Members of the Heath Select Board, 

 
It has recently come to my attention that a matter of the utmost importance and potentially grave 



consequence is being quietly addressed by the Select Board without consulting the Planning 

Board,Heath residents, or Board of Health. 

 
The Town of Hawley has asked the Town of Heath to place a giant 60 foot cell phone tower on the 

corner of Basset Road and South Road, in alarming close proximity to my family’s place of 

residence. Not only is this an aesthetic blemish on one of the most stunning landscapes in Heath, 

but it has also raised our concerns for the following reasons: 

 

- Not aligned with Heath’s Previous Stance: The Town of Heath decided to borrow upwards of 1 

million dollars to install fiber optic wiring through the town so that residents of the town will 

have access to internet. The Town of Heath decided against the more economical (both time wise 

and financially) cell phone tower route for issues surrounding preserving town aesthetic, health 

concerns, etc. Why would the Town of Heath allow the neighboring town to do what Heath itself 

decided not to? Heath gains nothing substantial from allowing this tower to be erected, and 

instead will suffer the consequences of what that would mean for Heath residents. In the past, the 

Town of Heath took very careful measures to assess the risks (both health and aesthetic) 

associated with a wind turbine. Wind turbines carry arguably lower risks and liabilities than cell 

towers, and yet the careful and transparent process that Heath went through to eventually decide 

a wind turbine was not in the town’s best interest has been completely neglected in this process. 

 
 

- Lack of Transparency: Heath residents, particularly those who live in close proximity to or 

adjunct to the property where this cell phone tower is supposed to go up, have not been informed 

of this. As we are the residents who will be living with the consequences of this, we are 

disappointed in the lack of transparency and information we have been offering concerning this 

matter. 

 

- Medically Proven Adverse Affects on Health: As Heath residents who would be forced to live 

in close proximity to a radiating telephone pole, we would be subjected to the medically proven 

long term damaging affects done to our health. Numerous studies over many years have shown 

that living within close proximity to cell phone towers, or any tower that is radiating microwave 

or electro-magnetic rays, can cause long term damage to health. Most troubling, there is an 

overwhelming body of evidence that suggests radiation/electro magnetic emitting towers can 

cause radiation damage to DNA and can be a cancer causing carcinogenic. Numerous other 

studies have linked living in proximity to cell towers to cause brain tumors, infertility in both 

men and women, day-to-day cognitive disfunction and many more adverse health effects. There 

is an enormous body of study that can be found from the medical community (https:// 

ehtrust.org/cell-towers-and-cell-antennae/compilation-of-research-studies-on-cell-tower- 



radiation-and-health/), including journals of medicine, journals of public health, and medical 

associations such as the American Academy of Pediatrics. Please find print outs of the 

bibliographies of these studies attached. For example: 

Biological Effects from Exposure to Electromagnetic Radiation Emitted by Cell Tower Base 

Stations and Other Antenna Arrays, Levitt & Lai, Environmental Reviews, 2010 

This review of 100 studies found approximately 80% showed biological effects near towers. 

“Both anecdotal reports and some epidemiology studies have found headaches, skin rashes, 

sleep disturbances, depression, decreased libido, increased rates of suicide, concentration 

problems, dizziness, memory changes, increased risk of cancer, tremors, and other 

neurophysiological effects in populations near base stations.” 

 

 
- Lower Property Value: The presence of a cell phone tower in close proximity to homes and 

residential areas is proven to decrease property values and the value of home ownership.  The 

Appraisal Journal of the Appraisal Institute published “The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on 

House Prices in Residential Neighborhoods”, a study that clearly indicated that prices of 

properties were reduced by around 21% after a cell phone tower was built in the neighborhood. 

James S. Turner, Esq., Chairman of the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy 

and Partner, Swankin & Turner in Washington, D.C., states: 

 
“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 radio frequency 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 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.” 

This study, among many others, clearly indicate that properties are adversely affected by the 

placement of a cell tower, or any other tower with radiating devices (such as those proposed for 

Heath). The placement of this pole in the proposed location would have a potentially serious 

negative impact on the adjacent properties. 

 
 

- Scientifically Proven Adverse Affects on Ecosystems and Environment: Many of us have 

chosen to live in Heath because we can enjoy the close proximity and benefits of living in the 

pristine wilds of nature. In fact, many of us have taken legal measures to protect our land, 

environments, and ecosystems from development or any disturbance that may adversely affect 

the nature we are lucky enough to enjoy. There is an emerging scientific body of evidence that 

suggests that the radiation waves from any electromagnetic emitting tower has adverse affects 

on bees, pollinators, birds, trees, plants, insects, mammals and other aspects of our wilderness 

and wildlife that are absolutely integral to the function of our local ecosystems. In choosing to 

erect this tower you are choosing to potentially damage the ecosystem we live in and that we 

have worked hard to preserve. We do not consent to the potential damage to ecosystems that 



could be hazardous to our livelihoods such as farming, hunting, and forestry, making this also an 

issue of personal damages. Again, please see attached body of scientific literature to support this. 

 

- Potential Legal Action. There is a very substantial body of evidence that supports the claim that 

erecting a tower that emits any degree of electromagnetic, microwave, or radio waves causes: 

1. Personal Damage to Property Value 

2. Personal Damage to Health and Wellbeing 

3. Personal Damage to Livelihood that are Reliant on Functioning Ecosystems 

There is also a very large number of legal cases that have been decided in favor of those 

who have had a cell phone tower erected near their homes without their consent. Individuals and 

communities have taken legal action against cell phone companies, towns, and other entities that 

have been responsible for erecting these towers. 

A close to home example is that residents of the Town of Charlemont recently sued their 

Select Board, the Town of Charlemont and WiValley in 2019 for trying to erect a similar Wifi 

tower in Charlemont on the grounds that the tower would “adversely impact their safety and 

property values” (https://www.recorder.com/Legate-Hill-residents-file-lawsuit-over- 

WiFi-25706649). According to the National Law Journal, dozens of legal cases involving cell 

towers are currently in Federal Courts. One only needs to look on the internet to see evidence of the 

thousands of legal cases involved with cell towers. The reality of lawsuits in response to 

irresponsibly erected cell towers is a worldwide reality and does not exclude Heath. 

To avoid the future costs and chaos of lawsuits, it would be best that the town chooses to 

NOT erect this cell phone tower, which clearly has NO benefit to the Town of Heath and carries 

with it a very large LIABILITY. 

 
Again, as residents of the Town of Heath and those who would be directly affected by the 

adverse repercussions of erecting this proposed tower for the Town of Hawley, with absolutely no 

substantial benefit for us or any other resident of Heath, WE DO NOT CONSENT. We suggest 

that the Town of Hawley perhaps reevaluates their decision making process in regards to making 

WiFi accessible to all of their residents without putting residents in neighboring towns at risk. As 

Heath decided to lay wire rather than erect poles, perhaps Hawley should consider the same. 

 
Please find attached below substantial compiles of studies to support all of the above 

concerns. 

 
Sincerely, 

Alena Charow and Family 

118 Royer Road 

http://www.recorder.com/Legate-Hill-residents-file-lawsuit-over-


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BODY OF EVIDENCE FROM LAWYERS, REAL ESTATE 

AGENTS, JOURNALISTS, GOVERNMENT, AND OTHER 

SOURCES REGARDING THE DECREASE IN PROPERTY VALUE 

OF HOMES LOCATED NEAR CELL TOWERS 

 
Research indicates that over 90% of home buyers and renters are less interested in 
properties near cell towers and would pay less for a property in close vicinity to cellular 

antennas. Documentation of a price drop up to 20% is found in multiple surveys and 
published articles as listed below. 

 

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

See HUD webpage 

 

“With regard to new FHA originations, the guide provides that 
“the appraiser must indicate whether the dwelling or 

related property improvements are located within the easement 
serving a high-voltage transmission line, radio/TV transmission 
tower, cell phone tower, microwave relay dish or tower, or satellite 
dish,” which is radio, TV cable, etc. 

“If the dwelling or related property improvement is 

located within such an easement, the DE Underwriter must obtain a 
letter from the owner or operator of the tower indicating 

that the dwelling and its related property improvements are not 
located within the tower’s engineered fall distance in order to waive 
this requirement.” 

`If the dwelling and related property improvements are located 
outside the easement, the property is considered eligible and no 

further action is necessary. The appraiser, however, is instructed to 
note and comment on the effect of marketability resulting from 
the proximity to such site hazards and nuisances.” 

 
-THE IMPACT OF OVERHEAD HIGH VOLTAGE TRANSMISSION TOWERS AND LINES 
ON ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION (FHA) INSURED 

MORTGAGE PROGRAMS, COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES U.S. HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

 



Once built. Cell towers can go up an additional 20 feet- without community consent. Most people 

in the United States are unaware that once a tower is built, it can go up to 20 feet higher with no 
public process due to the passing of Section 6409(a) of the Middle 



Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012. In other words, a 100 foot tower can be 
increased to 120 feet after it is constructed and the community will have no input. 

Communities are largely unaware of this law. 

 

The California Association of Realtors’ Property Sellers Questionnaire specifically “cell 
towers” listed on the disclosure form for sellers of real estate. The seller must note 
“neighborhood noise, nuisance or other problems from.. ” and includes cell towers and 

high voltage transmission lines on the long list problems. Click here to see the California 
Association of Realtors’ Property Sellers Questionnaire (p. 3-4 under K. Neighborhood) 
Scroll down this page for resources on property de-valuation. 

 
Read the peer reviewed published science documenting the public health risk at this link. 
The realtor industry has written several articles documenting the property devaluation after 

communication towers are built near property. 
 

 
Wireless Towers and Home Values: An Alternative Valuation Approach Using a Spatial Econometric 
Analysis (Journal of Real Estate Finance & Economics, May 1, 2018) 

• For properties located within 0.72 kilometers of the closest tower, results reveal 
significant social welfare costs with values declining 2.46% on average, and up to 9.78% 
for homes within tower visibility range compared to homes outside tower visibility 
range; in aggregate, properties within the 0.72-kilometer band lose over 

$24 million dollars. 

“Impact of Communication Towers and Equipment on Nearby Property Values” prepared 
by Burgoyne Appraisal Company, March 7, 2017 

• “In 32 years of experience as a Real Estate Appraiser specializing in detrimental conditions, 
takings, adverse impacts and right-of-way, I have found that aesthetics (or rather the 
adverse impact on aesthetics) of externalities routinely has the largest impact on property 
values. As a result, proximity to towers of all types (cell, wind turbine, and electric 
transmission) has an impact on property values. The same is true with all sorts of surface 
installations such as pump stations and communication equipment boxes. This would 
apply to new small cell and DAS equipment, although again, one would expect that the less 
intrusive the facility, the less significant the impact. Small cell and DAS installations can be 
unsightly, bulky, inconsistent, and even noisy.” 

The Cost of Convenience: Estimating the Impact of Communication Antennas on 
Residential Property Values (Land Economics, Feb. 2016) 

• “Re a study on property in Kentucky- “The best estimate of the impact is that a property 
with a visible antenna located 1,000 feet away sells for 1.82% ($3,342) less than a similar 
property located 4,500 feet away. The aggregate impact is $10.0 million for properties 
located within 1,000 feet” 

The Lo Down on Cell Towers, Neighborhood Values, and the Secretive Telecoms(link is 
external) (The Dissident Voice, Dec. 19, 2015) 

Cell Towers: Not in My Back Yard (Tedium Blog, Aug. 5, 2015) 

“Examining invisible urban pollution and its effect on real estate value in New York City” – 
by William Gati in New York Real Estate Journal September 2017 

• “Understanding EMF values of business and residential locations is relatively new for the 
real estate industry. Cell phone towers bring extra tax revenue and better reception to a 
section of the city, but many are skeptical because of potential health risks and the impact 
on property values. Increasing numbers of people don’t want to live near cell towers. In 
some areas with new towers, property values have decreased by up to 20%.” 



“Cell Tower Antennas Problematic for Buyers” published in REALTOR® Magazine: 

• 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. 

• The NISLAPP survey echoes the findings 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 Phone Towers on House Prices in Residential Neighborhoods,” which was 
published in The Appraisal Journal in 2006, found that buyers would pay as much as 20 
percent less for a property near a cell tower or antenna. 

2014 Survey 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?” 

• 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. 94% 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. 

• Read the Press Release: Survey by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy 

 
 

Lawyers Write About the Property Value Drop. 

Best Best and Krieger Letter to Ms. Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary Federal 
Communications Commission September 19, 2018 “RE” Smart Communities and Special 

Districts Coalition – Ex Parte Submission: Accelerating Wireless Broadband Deployment 
by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure Investment, WT Docket No. 17-79; Accelerating 
Wireline Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure Investment, WC 

Docket No. 17-84” 

• “Further, the assumption that there is little to consider in a small cell application is belied 
by the definition the Commission adopts for “small wireless facility”: while it justifies its 
rules based on the assumption that many small cells are the size of a pizza box, a pizza 
box is about 1/2 cu. ft. in size, while the Commission proposes to expedite permitting of 
equipment cabinets 28 cu. ft. in size – a stack of 56 pizza boxes – on front lawns 
throughout the country. Considering that the Smart Communities’ prior filings show that 
the addition of facilities of this size diminish property values, it is strange for the 
Commission to assume that approval can be granted in the regulatory blink of an eye.” 

• “A good example lies in the Commission’s discussion of undergrounding.62 The 
Commission at once appears to recognize that communities spend millions of dollars on 
undergrounding projects, and that allowing poles to go up in areas where poles have been 
take down has significant impacts on aesthetics (not to mention property values).” 

 
NEWS ARTICLES 

New York Times: “A Pushback Against Cell Towers” August 2010 

“If they have the opportunity to buy another home, they do.” 

She said cell antennas and towers near homes affected property values, adding, “You can see a 
buyer’s dismay over the sight of a cell tower near a home just by their expression, even if they don’t 
say anything.” 



“Do neighborhood cell towers impact property values?” Pennsylvania Association of 
Realtors, 

2014 

• A recent survey by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy (NISLAPP) found 
that 94 percent of homebuyers are “less interested and would pay less” for a property 
located near a cell tower or antenna. 

 
“Appraiser: Cell Tower Will Affect Property Values” New Jersey Patch on T Mobile Cell 
Tower 

• “Properties that are approximately close to the tower will suffer substantial 
degradation to their value based on the nature of the unusual feature in the 
residential neighborhood.” 

 
STUDIES ON IMPACTS OF TOWERS 

Sandy Bond, Ph.D., Ko-Kang Wang, “The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in 
Residential Neighborhoods,” The Appraisal Journal, Summer 2005; Source: Goliath 

business content website. 

• “Overall, respondents would pay from 10%–19% less to over 20% less for a 
property if it were in close proximity to a CPBS.” 

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

A Field Guide to Cell Towers, The National Association of Realtors  

The effect of distance to cell phone towers on house prices S Bond, Appraisal Journal, 
Fall 2007, Source, Appraisal Journal (Found on page 22) See also Using GIS to Measure 
the Impact of Distance to Cell Phone Towers on House Prices in Florida 

Florida State University Law Review Volume 24 | Issue 1 Article 5 1996 The Power Line 
Dilemma: Compensation for Diminished Property Value Caused by Fear of 
Electromagnetic Fields 

New Zealand Ministry for the Environment, “Appendix 5: The Impact of Cellphone Towers 
on Property Values” Source: New Zealand Ministry for the Environment website 

Powers, turbines and transmission lines impacts on property value edited by Sally Bond 
Sally Sims and Peter Dent, 2014 

 
The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers cell towers 
as “Hazards and Nuisances.” 

• HUD requires its certified appraisers to take the presence of nearby cell towers into 
consideration when determining the value of a single family residential property. 

• HUD guidelines categorize cell towers with “hazards and nuisances.” HUD prohibits FHA 
underwriting of mortgages for homes that are within the engineered fall zone of a cell 
tower. 

• “The appraiser must indicate whether the dwelling or related property improvements is 
located within the easement serving a high-voltage transmission line, radio/TV 
transmission tower, cell phone tower, microwave relay dish or tower, or satellite dish 
(radio, TV cable, etc).” 

• Read it here at the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
 
Cell Towers are Discussed in the Written Testimony of Bobbi Borland Acting Branch Chief, 

HUD Santa Ana Homeownership Center Hearing before the Subcommittee on Insurance, 
Housing and Community Opportunity U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Financial Services on “The Impact of Overhead High Voltage Transmission Towers and 



Lines on Eligibility for Federal Housing Administration (FHA) Insured Mortgage Programs” 
Saturday, April 14, 2012 

• With regard to the new FHA originations, the guide provides that: “The appraiser must 
indicate whether the dwelling or related property improvements are located within the 
easement serving a high-voltage transmission line, radio/TV transmission tower, cell phone 
tower, microwave relay dish or tower, or satellite dish (radio, TV cable, etc).” 

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

Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, Sec. 6409(a) 

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has proposed and is currently 
considering rules to clarify and implement the requirements of Section 6409(a) of the 

Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012. Under section 6409(a), “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.” The FCC considers 
eligible facilities’ requests to include requests for carrier co-locations and for replacing 

existing antennas and ground equipment with larger antennas/equipment or more 
antennas/equipment. 

The FCC has proposed, as part of these rules, applying a four-pronged test, which could 

lead to cell towers increasing in height by 20-plus feet beyond their approved construction 
heights. 

Applying the test may also lead increases in the sizes of compounds, equipment cabinets 
and shelters, and hazardous materials used for back-up power supplies, beyond what was 

originally approved. 
Under this test, a “substantial increase in the size of the tower” occurs if: 

1) [t]he mounting of the proposed antenna on the tower would increase the existing height of 
the tower by more than 10%, or by the height of one additional antenna array with separation 
from the nearest existing antenna not to exceed twenty feet, whichever is greater, except that 
the mounting of the proposed antenna may exceed the size limits set forth in this paragraph if 
necessary to avoid interference with existing antennas; or 

2) [t]he mounting of the proposed antenna would involve the installation of more than the 
standard number of new equipment cabinets for the technology involved, not to exceed four, or 
more than one new equipment shelter; or 
3) [t]he mounting of the proposed antenna would involve adding an appurtenance to the body of 
the tower that would protrude from the edge of the tower more than twenty feet, or more than 
the width of the tower structure at the level of the appurtenance, whichever is greater, except 

that the mounting of the proposed antenna may exceed the size limits set forth in this paragraph 
if necessary to shelter the antenna from inclement weather or to connect the antenna to the 
tower via cable; or 

4) [t]he mounting of the proposed antenna would involve excavation outside the current tower 
site, defined as the current boundaries of the leased or owned property surrounding the tower 
and any access or utility easements currently related to the site. 
http://apps.fcc.gov/ecfs/document/view?id=7521070994 

 

 
https://ehtrust.org/cell-phone-towers-lower-property-values-documentation-research/ 
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BODY OF MEDICAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT ADVERSE 

HEALTH AND WELLBEING AFFECTS OF RADIO FREQUENCY 

TOWERS 

 
American Academy of Pediatrics Website 

“Electromagnetic Fields: A Hazard to Your Health?” on Cell Tower Radiation “In recent 
years, concern has increased about exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic radiation 
emitted from cell phones and phone station antennae. An Egyptian study confirmed 

concerns that living nearby mobile phone base stations increased the risk for developing: 

• Headaches 
• Memory problems 
• Dizziness 
• Depression 

• Sleep problems 
Short-term exposure to these fields in experimental studies have not always shown 
negative effects, but this does not rule out cumulative damage from these fields, so larger 

studies over longer periods are needed to help understand who is at risk. In large studies, 
an association has been observed between symptoms and exposure to these fields in the 
everyday environment.” 

–American Academy of Pediatrics 

 
Compilation of Research Studies on Cell Tower Radiation and Health 

Anthony B. Miller, L. Lloyd Morgan, Iris Udasin, Devra Lee Davis, Cancer epidemiology 
update, following the 2011 IARC evaluation of radiofrequency electromagnetic fields 

(Monograph 102), Environmental Research, Volume 167, 2018, Pages 673-683, ISSN 
0013-9351 

Radiofrequency radiation is emitted by cell towers. This review paper concludes that 

“Based on the evidence reviewed it is our opinion that IARC’s current categorization of 
RFR as a possible human carcinogen (Group 2B) should be upgraded to Carcinogenic to 
Humans (Group 1).” 

 
Zothansiama, et al. “Impact of radiofrequency radiation on DNA damage and antioxidants 

in peripheral blood lymphocytes of humans residing in the vicinity of mobile phone base 
stations.” Electromagnetic Biology and Medicine 36.3 (2017): 295-305. 

• This study evaluated effects in the human blood of individuals living near mobile phone 
base stations (within 80 meters) compared with healthy controls (over 300 meters). The 
study found higher radiofrequency radiation exposures and statistically significant 

differences in the blood of people living closer to the cellular antennas. The group living 
closer to the antennas had for example, statistically significant higher frequency of 
micronuclei and a rise in lipid peroxidation in their blood. These changes are considered 
biomarkers predictive of cancer. 

Meo, S. A., Almahmoud, M., Alsultan, Q., Alotaibi, N., Alnajashi, I., & Hajjar, W. M. 
(2018). Mobile Phone Base Station Tower Settings Adjacent to School Buildings: Impact 

on Students’ Cognitive Health. American Journal of Men’s Health. 

• High exposure to RF-EMF produced by mobile phone base station towers was 
associated with delayed fine and gross motor skills, spatial working memory, and 



attention in school adolescents compared to students who were exposed to low RF- 
EMF. 

Long-term exposure to microwave radiation provokes cancer growth: evidences from 
radars and mobile communication systems. Yakymenko (2011) Exp Oncology, 
33(2):62-70. 

• Even a year of operation of a powerful base transmitting station for mobile 
communication reportedly resulted in a dramatic increase of cancer incidence 
among population living nearby. 

Association of Exposure to Radio-Frequency Electromagnetic Field Radiation (RF-EMFR) 
Generated by Mobile Phone Base Stations (MPBS)with Glycated Hemoglobin (HbA1c) 
and Risk of Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus , Sultan Ayoub Meo et al, International Journal of 

Environmental Research and Public Health, 2015 

• Elementary school students who were exposed to high RF-EMFR generated by MPBS 
had a significantly higher risk of type 2 diabetes mellitus relative to their counterparts 
who were exposed to lower RF-EMFR. 

Neurobehavioral effects among inhabitants around mobile phone base stations Abdel- 
Rassoul et al, Neurotoxicology, 2007 

• This study found that living nearby mobile phone base stations (cell antennas) increased 
the risk for neuropsychiatric problems such as headaches, memory problems, dizziness, 
tremors,depression, sleep problems and some changes in the performance of 
neurobehavioral functions. 

Meo SA, Almahmoud M, Alsultan Q, Alotaibi N, Alnajashi I, Hajjar WM, Mobile Phone 
Base Station Tower Settings Adjacent to School Buildings: Impact on Students’ Cognitive 

Health. Am J Mens Health. 2018 Dec 7:1557988318816914. doi: 
10.1177/1557988318816914. 

• This study investigated the impact of exposure to radiofrequency electromagnetic field 
(RF-EMF) radiation generated by mobile phone base station towers (MPBSTs) on cognitive 
functions. Two hundred and seventeen volunteer male students aged between 13 and 16 
registered from two different intermediate schools: 124 students were from School 1 and 
93 students were from School 2. The MPBSTs were located within 200 m from the 
schoolbuildings. In School 1, RF-EMF was 2.010 µW/ cm2 with a frequency of 925 MHz and 
in School 2, RF-EMF was 10.021 µW/cm2 with a frequency of 925 MHz. Students were 
exposed to EMFR for 6 hr a day, 5 days a week for a total period of 2 years. The Narda 
Safety Test Solution device SRM-3006 was used to measure RF-EMF in both schools, and 
cognitive functions tasks were measured by the Cambridge Neuropsychological Test 
Automated Battery (CANTAB). Significant impairment in Motor Screening Task (MOT; p = 
.03) and Spatial Working Memory (SWM) task ( p = .04) was identified among the group of 
students who were exposed to high RF-EMF produced by MPBSTs. High exposure to RF-
EMF produced by MPBSTs was associated with delayed fine and gross motor skills, spatial 
working memory, and attention in school adolescents compared to students who were 
exposed to low RF-EMF. 

Biological Effects from Exposure to Electromagnetic Radiation Emitted by Cell Tower Base 
Stations and Other Antenna Arrays, Levitt & Lai, Environmental Reviews, 2010 

• This review of 100 studies found approximately 80% showed biological effects near 
towers. “Both anecdotal reports and some epidemiology studies have found headaches, 
skin rashes, sleep disturbances, depression, decreased libido, increased rates of suicide, 

concentration problems, dizziness, memory changes, increased risk of cancer, tremors, 
and other neurophysiological effects in populations near base stations.” 



Mortality by neoplasia and cellular telephone base stations. Dode et al. (Brazil), Science of 
the Total Environment, Volume 409, Issue 19, 1 September 2011, Pages 3649–3665 

• This 10 year study on cell phone antennas by the Municipal Health Department in Belo 
Horizonte and several universities in Brazil found a clearly elevated relative risk of cancer 
mortality at residential distances of 500 meters or less from cell phone transmission 
towers. Shortly after this study was published, the city prosecutor sued several cell phone 
companies and requested that almost half of the cities antennas be removed. Many 
antennas were dismantled. 

 

 
Pearce, M., Limiting liability with positioning to minimize negative health effects of cellular 

phone towers, Environmental Research, Volume 181, 2020, 

 
• “There is a large and growing body of evidence that human exposure to RFR from cellular 

phone base stations causes negative health effects including both i) neuropsychiatric 
complaints such as headache, concentration difficulties, memory changes, dizziness, 
tremors, depressive symptoms, fatigue and sleep disturbance, and ii) increased incidence 
of cancer and living in proximity to a cell- phone transmitter station.” The author 
recommends long-term planning “to minimize the risk of liability from unintended human 
harm due to cellular phone base station siting” including voluntary restrictions on the 
placement of cellular phone base stations within 500 m of schools and hospitals.” 

• 

Epidemiological Evidence for a Health Risk from Mobile Phone Base Stations Khurana, 
Hardell et al., International Journal of Occupational Environmental Health, Vol 
16(3):263-267, 2010 

• A review of 10 epidemiological studies that assessed for negative health effects of mobile 
phone base stations (4 studies were from Germany, and 1 each from Austria, Egypt, 
France, Israel, Poland, Spain) found that seven showed altered neurobehavioral effects 
near cell tower and three showed increased cancer incidence. The review also found that 
eight of the 10 studies reported increased prevalence of adverse neurobehavioral 
symptoms or cancer in populations living at distances < 500 meters from base stations. 
None of the studies reported exposure above accepted international guidelines, 
suggesting that current guidelines may be inadequate in protecting the health of human 
populations. 

 

 
Health effects of living near mobile phone base transceiver station (BTS) antennae: a 
report from Isfahan, Iran. Shahbazi-Gahrouei et al, Electromagnetic Biology Medicine, 
2013. 

• This cross-sectional study found the symptoms of nausea, headache, dizziness, irritability, 
discomfort, nervousness, depression, sleep disturbance, memory loss and lowering of 
libido were statistically increased in people living closer than 300 m from cell antennas as 
compared to those living farther away. The study concludes that “antennas should not be 
sited closer than 300 m to people to minimize exposure.” 

 
How does long term exposure to base stations and mobile phones affect human hormone 
profiles? Eskander EF et al, (2011), Clin Biochem 

• RFR exposures significantly impacted ACTH, cortisol, thyroid hormones, prolactin for 
females, and testosterone levels for males. 



Investigation on the health of people living near mobile telephone relay stations: Incidence 
according to distance and sex Santini et al, 2002 , Pathol Bio 

• People living near mobile phone masts reported more symptoms of headache, sleep 
disturbance, discomfort, irritability, depression, memory loss and concentration 
problems the closer they lived to the installation. Study authors recommend that the 
minimal distance of people from cellular phone base stations should not be < 300 m. 

 
Navarro EA, Segura J, Portoles M, Gomez-Perretta C, The Microwave Syndrome: A 
preliminary Study. 2003 (Spain) Electromagnetic Biology and Medicine, Volume 22, Issue 

2, (2003): 161 – 169 

• Statistically significant positive exposure-response associations between RFR intensity 
and fatigue, irritability, headaches, nausea, loss of appetite, sleeping disorder, depressive 
tendency, feeling of discomfort, difficulty in concentration, loss of memory, visual 
disorder, dizziness and cardiovascular problems. 

 
Two Important Animal Studies on Radiofrequency Radiation 

These studies indicate that government limits are non protective. Government limits are 
based on the assumption that radiofrequency radiation is only harmful at thermal levels. 

However, the cancers developed in animals in these studies at radiation levels that were 
non thermal. 

 

Belpoggi et al. 2018, “Report of final results regarding brain and heart tumors in Sprague- 
Dawley rats exposed from prenatal life until natural death to mobile phone radiofrequency 

field representative of a 1.8 GHz base station environmental emission” Environmental 
Research Journal 

• Researchers with the renowned Ramazzini Institute (RI) in Italy performed a large- scale 
lifetime study of lab animals exposed to environmental levels (comparable to allowable 

limits from cell towers) of RFR radiation and found the rats developed increased cancers- 
schwannoma of the heart in male rats. This study confirms the 
$25 million US National Toxicology Program study which used much higher levels of 
cell phone radiofrequency (RF) radiation, but also reported finding the same 

unusual cancers as the Ramazzini- schwannoma of the heart in male rats. In 
addition, the RI study of cell tower radiation also found increases in malignant brain 
(glial) tumors in female rats and precancerous conditions including Schwann cells 

hyperplasia in both male and female rats. 

• “Our findings of cancerous tumors in rats exposed to environmental levels of RF are 
consistent with and reinforce the results of the US NTP studies on cell phone radiation, as 
both reported increases in the same types of tumors of the brain and heart in Sprague-
Dawley rats. Together, these studies provide sufficient evidence to call for the International 
Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) to re-evaluate and re-classify their conclusions 

regarding the carcinogenic potential of RFR in humans,” said Fiorella Belpoggi PhD, study 
author and RI Director of Research. 

• The Ramazzini study exposed 2448 Sprague-Dawley rats from prenatal life until their 
natural death to “environmental” cell tower radiation for 19 hours per day (1.8 GHz GSM 
radiofrequency radiation (RFR) of 5, 25 and 50 V/m). RI exposures mimicked base station 
emissions like those from cell tower antennas, and exposure levels were far less than 

those used in the NTP studies of cell phone radiation. 
• Watch Press Conference 

 
Wyde, Michael, et al. “National Toxicology Program Carcinogenesis Studies of Cell Phone 
Radiofrequency Radiation in Hsd: Sprague Dawley® SD rats (Whole Body 



Exposure).Statement on conclusions of the peer review meeting by NIEHS, released after 
external peer review meeting and the DNA damage presentation. 

• This 25 million dollar study is the most complex study completed by the NTP and the 
world’s largest rodent study on radiofrequency radiation exposure to date which found 
long term exposure at non thermal levels associated with brain cancer and schwannomas 
of the heart in male rats. In addition damage to heart was found in all exposure levels. The 
full report is expected to be released in Fall 2018. 

 
More Important Studies on Cell Tower Radiation 

 
Cindy L. Russell, 5 G wireless telecommunications expansion: Public health and 

environmental implications, Environmental Research, 2018, ISSN 0013-9351 

• Radiofrequency radiation (RF) is increasingly being recognized as a new form of 
environmental pollution. This article reviews 
relevant electromagnetic frequencies, exposure standards and current scientific 
literature on the health implications of 2G, 3G, 4G and 5G. 

• Effects can also be non-linear. Because this is the first generation to have cradle-to- grave 
lifespan exposure to this level of man-made microwave (RF EMR) radiofrequencies, it will 
be years or decades before the true health consequences are known. Precaution in the roll 
out of this new technology is strongly indicated. 

 
Noa Betzalel, Paul Ben Ishai, Yuri Feldman, The human skin as a sub-THz receiver – 

Does 5G pose a danger to it or not?, Environmental Research, Volume 163, 2018, Pages 
208-216, ISSN 0013-9351, 

• Researchers have developed a unique simulation tool of human skin, taking into account 
the skin multi-layer structure together with the helical segment of the sweat duct 
embedded in it. They found that the presence of the sweat duct led to a high specific 

absorption rate (SAR) of the skin in extremely high frequency band that will be used in 5G. 
“One must consider the implications of human immersion in the electromagnetic noise, 
caused by devices working at the very same frequencies as those, to which the sweat duct 
(as a helical antenna) is most attuned. We are raising a warning flag against the 
unrestricted use of sub-THz technologies for communication, before the possible 
consequences for public health are explored.” 

Mobile phone infrastructure regulation in Europe: Scientific challenges and human rights 
protection Claudia Roda, Susan Perry, Environmental Science & Policy, Volume 37, March 

2014, Pages 204-214. 

• This article was published in Environmental Science & Policy by human rights experts. 
It argues that cell tower placement is a human rights issue for children. 

• “We argue that (1) because protection of children is a high threshold norm in Human 
Right law and (2) the binding language of the Convention on the Rights of the Child 
obliges States Parties to provide a higher standard of protection for children than adults, 
any widespread or systematic form of environmental pollution that poses a long-term 
threat to a child’s rights to life, development or health may constitute an international 
human rights violation. 

• In particular we have explained how the dearth of legislation to regulate the installation 
of base stations (cell towers) in close proximity to children’s facilities and schools clearly 
constitutes a human rights concern according to the language of the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child, a treaty that has been ratified by all European States. 

 
SAFETY ZONE DETERMINATION FOR WIRELESS CELLULAR TOWER Nyakyi et al, 

Tanzania (2013) 



• This research looked at the radiation that cell towers emit and states a safety zone is 
needed around the towers to ensure safe sleeping areas. The authors state that 
“respective authorities should ensure that people reside far from the tower by 120m or 

more depending on the power transmitted to avoid severe health effect.” 
 

A cross-sectional case control study on genetic damage in individuals residing in the 
vicinity of a mobile phone base station. Ghandi et al, 2014 (India): 

• This cross-sectional case control study on genetic damage in individuals living near cell 
towers found genetic damage parameters of DNA were significantly elevated. The authors 
state,” The genetic damage evident in the participants of this study needs to be addressed 
against future disease-risk, which in addition to neurodegenerative disorders, may lead to 
cancer.” 

 
Human disease resulting from exposure to electromagnetic fields, Carpenter, D. O. 
Reviews on Environmental Health, Volume 28, Issue 4, Pages 159172. 

• This review summarizes the evidence stating that excessive exposure to magnetic fields 
from power lines and other sources of electric current increases the risk of development of 
some cancers and neurodegenerative diseases, and that excessive exposure to RF 
radiation increases risk of cancer, male infertility, and neurobehavioral abnormalities. 

 
Signifikanter Rückgang klinischer Symptome nach Senderabbau – eine 

Interventionsstudie. (English-Significant Decrease of Clinical Symptoms after Mobile 
Phone Base Station Removal – An Intervention Study) Tetsuharu Shinjyo and Akemi 

Shinjyo, 2014 Umwelt-Medizin-Gesellschaft, 27(4), S. 294-301. 

• Japanese study Showed Statistically Significant Adverse Health Effects from 
electromagnetic radiation from mobile phone base stations. Residents of a condominium 
building that had cell tower antennas on the rooftop were examined before and after cell 
tower antennas were removed. In 1998, 800MHz cell antennas were installed, then later in 
2008 a second set of antennas (2GHz) were installed. Medical exams and interviews were 
conducted before and after the antennas were removed in 2009 on 107 residents of the 
building who had no prior knowledge about possible. These results lead researchers to 
question the construction of mobile phone base stations on top of buildings such as 
condominiums or houses. 

 
Effect of GSTM1 and GSTT1 Polymorphisms on Genetic Damage in Humans Populations 

Exposed to Radiation From Mobile Towers. Gulati S, Yadav A, Kumar N, Kanupriya, 
Aggarwal NK, Kumar R, Gupta R., Arch Environ Contam Toxicol. 2015 Aug 5. [Epub ahead 

of print] 

• In our study, 116 persons exposed to radiation from mobile towers and 106 control 
subjects were genotyped for polymorphisms in the GSTM1 and GSTT1 genes by multiplex 
polymerase chain reaction method. DNA damage in peripheral blood lymphocytes was 
determined using alkaline comet assay in terms of tail moment (TM) value and 
micronucleus assay in buccal cells (BMN). Our results indicated that TM value and BMN 
frequency were higher in an exposed population compared with a control group and the 
difference is significant. In our study, we found that different health symptoms, such as 
depression, memory status, insomnia, and hair loss, were significantly associated with 

exposure to EMR. Damaging effects of nonionizing radiation result from the generation of 
reactive oxygen species (ROS) and subsequent radical formation and from direct damage to 
cellular macromolecules including DNA. 



Subjective symptoms, sleeping problems, and cognitive performance in subjects living 
near mobile phone base stations, Hutter HP et al, (May 2006), Occup Environ Med. 2006 

May;63(5):307‐13 

• Found a significant relationship between some cognitive symptoms and measured power 
density in 365 subjects; highest for headaches. Perceptual speed increased, while 
accuracy decreased insignificantly with increasing exposure levels. 

 

Oberfeld, A.E. Navarro, M. Portoles, C. Maestu, C. Gomez-Perretta, The microwave 
syndrome: further aspects of a Spanish study, 

• A health survey was carried out in La Ñora, Murcia, Spain, in the vicinity of two GSM 
900/1800 MHz cellular phone base stations. The adjusted (sex, age, distance) logistic 
regression model showed statistically significant positive exposure-response associations 
between the E-field and the following variables: fatigue, irritability, headaches, nausea, 
loss of appetite, sleeping disorder, depressive tendency, feeling of discomfort, difficulty in 
concentration, loss of memory, visual disorder, dizziness and cardiovascular problems. 

 
Bortkiewicz et al, 2004 (Poland), Subjective symptoms reported by people living in the 

vicinity of cellular phone base stations: review,Med Pr.2004;55(4):345-51. 

• Residents close to mobile phone masts reported: more incidences of circulatory 
problems, sleep disturbances, irritability, depression, blurred vision and concentration 
difficulties the nearer they lived to the mast. 

• The performed studies showed the relationship between the incidence of individual 
symptoms, the level of exposure, and the distance between a residential area and a base 
station. 

 
Wolf R and Wolf D, Increased Incidence of Cancer Near a Cell-phone Transmitter Station, 
International Journal of Cancer Prevention, (Israel) VOLUME 1, NUMBER 2, APRIL 2004 

• A significant higher rate of cancer (300% increase) among all residents living within 300m 
radius of a mobile phone mast for between three and seven years was detected. 

• 900% cancer increase among women alone 
• In the area of exposure (area A) eight cases of different kinds of cancer were diagnosed in 

a period of only one year. This rate of cancers was compared both with the rate of 31 
cases per 10,000 per year in the general population and the 2/1222 rate recorded in the 
nearby clinic (area B). The study indicates an association between increased incidence of 
cancer and living in proximity to a cell- phone transmitter station. 

 
Changes of Neurochemically Important Transmitters under the influence of modulated RF 
fields – A Long Term Study under Real Life Conditions(Germany), Bucher and Eger, 2011 

• German study showing elevated levels of stress hormones (adrenaline, noradrenaline), 
and lowered dopamine and PEA levels in urine in area residents during 1st 6 months of cell 
tower installation. Even after 1.5 years, the levels did not return to normal. 

 
The Influence of Being Physically Near to a Cell Phone Transmission Mast on the 

Incidence of Cancer (Umwelt·Medizin·Gesellschaft 17,4 2004) Eger et al, 2004 (Germany) 

• 200% increase in the incidence of malignant tumors was found after five years’ exposure 
in people living within 400m radius of a mobile phone mast. The proportion of newly 
developing cancer cases is significantly higher among patients 



who live within 400 meters of a cell phone transmitter. Early age of cancer 
diagnosis. 

 
Microwave electromagnetic fields act by activating voltage-gated calcium channels: why 
the current international safety standards do not predict biological hazard. Martin L. Pall. 

Recent Res. Devel. Mol. Cell Biol. 7(2014). 

• “It can be seen from the above that 10 different well-documented microwave EMF 
effects can be easily explained as being a consequence of EMF VGCC activation: 
oxidative stress, elevated single and double strand breaks in DNA, therapeutic responses 
to such EMFs, breakdown of the blood-brain barrier, cancer, melatonin loss, sleep 
dysfunction, male infertility and female infertility.” 

 
Pall ML. 2015. Microwave frequency electromagnetic fields (EMFs) produce widespread 
neuropsychiatric effects including depression. J. Chem. Neuroanat. 2015 Aug 20. 

• Non-thermal microwave/lower frequency electromagnetic fields (EMFs) act via 
voltage-gated calcium channel (VGCC) activation. 

• Two U.S. government reports from the 1970s to 1980s provide evidence for many 
neuropsychiatric effects of non-thermal microwave EMFs, based on occupational 
exposure studies. 18 more recent epidemiological studies, provide substantial evidence 
that microwave EMFs from cell/mobile phone base stations, excessive cell/mobile phone 
usage and from wireless smart meters can each produce similar patterns of 
neuropsychiatric effects, with several of these studies showing clear dose–response 
relationships. 

• Lesser evidence from 6 additional studies suggests that short wave, radio station, 
occupational and digital TV antenna exposures may produce similar neuropsychiatric 
effects. Among the more commonly reported changes are sleep disturbance/insomnia, 
headache, depression/depressive symptoms, fatigue/ tiredness, dysesthesia, 

concentration/attention dysfunction, memory changes, dizziness, irritability, loss of 
appetite/body weight, restlessness/anxiety, nausea, skin burning/tingling/dermographism 
and EEG changes. In summary, then, the mechanism of action of microwave EMFs, the role 
of the VGCCs in the brain, the impact of non-thermal EMFs on the brain, extensive 

epidemiological studies performed over the past 50 years, and five criteria testing for 
causality, all collectively show that various non-thermal microwave EMF exposures 
produce diverse neuropsychiatric effects. 

 
(https://ehtrust.org/cell-towers-and-cell-antennae/compilation-of-research-studies-on-cell- 

tower-radiation-and-health/) 
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